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PREFACE 
 

Una Faccia, Una Razza: An Acknowledgement about Finding One’s Place in the Disciplinary History 
of Cretan Archaeology 

 
 
This dissertation has been referred to by colleagues as “The Room of academia,” and I embrace 

wholeheartedly this figurative comparison for reasons, which will be apparent to the select reader with a 

certain aesthetic for narrative.  

Arguably, my intrigue in Crete began when I was a young child being read the myths of Theseus, 

the Labyrinth, and the Minotaur by my father as part of my bedtime stories. I knew from a young age 

that I wanted to pursue a career in whatever allowed me to engage with the history of Ancient Greece, 

so I studied abroad in Athens from 2004-2005 partially through College Year in Athens. While an 

undergraduate student, I visited Knossos for the first time in October 2004 and became connected to 

the ancient site and Cretan archaeology in a way that has never left me. I began my graduate program in 

the University of Chicago’s Department of History-Ancient Mediterranean World intending to 

complete my degree strictly as an Ancient Historian with a concentration in archaeology, but that 

certainly all changed after I enrolled in Professor Jonathan M. Hall’s seminars on “Greece: History and 

Politics” (Autumn 2010 | Winter 2011, HIST 70603, 70604) and “Who Were the Greeks?” (Autumn 

2011, HIST 30701). Additionally, my research was benefitted through later seminars taken under the 

instructorship of Professor Lorraine Daston (“The History of History,” Spring 2011, HIST 45201), 

Professor Andreas Glaeser (“Imagining the Social: The Ancient Mediterranean World,” Spring 2012, 

SOCI 40178), Professor Rebecca S. Graff (“Archaeology of Race and Ethnicity,” Spring 2012, ANTH 

36700), and Professor Michael Dietler (“Archaeology and the Politics of Past,” Spring 2013, ANTH 
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46100). Although I cannot recall one moment or text that defined my dissertation direction before 

embarking on preliminary research in 2012—it was years in the making. 

When I first began archival research in Crete during 2013, I received several comments abroad, 

which questioned my intention for studying Cretan archaeology because I lacked any Cretan heritage, 

let alone Greek. I could anticipate usually the beginning of my conversations with accurate prediction: 

“Why are you studying Cretan archaeology if you are not even Greek?” Aside from traveling back and 

forth to Greece since I was nineteen-years-old or explaining how my doctoral research detailed the 

development of Cretan archaeology, it seemed as though my justifications fell flat with certain members 

of the local community. I went even as far to explain how I studied archaeology in Athens, worked in 

Greece for three summers as a governess, and involved myself in local excavations in Greece as an 

undergraduate student. Usually after such a lengthy—and rather unimpressive—explanation I would 

receive a follow-up comment about my appearance because I “looked Greek,” so undoubtedly, I must 

have overlooked an important connection that existed between my research—in this capacity—and 

being Greek. After several of these conversations in such a short period of time, I realized that my best 

response was to explain that although I am American-born, my family’s origins rest in Sicily and other 

parts of Italy. They would usually respond with a type of “eureka moment” by saying, “Sicilia? 

Una Faccia, Una Razza!” Although I appreciate how this simple, yet commanding political statement 

embodies our perceived Greco-Italian relations spanning several millennia, I am not convinced that 

“One Face, One Race” validates my academic pursuits regarding Crete in any substantial way. In fact, I 

was pressed further to consider this hypothetical situation on one occasion: “How wrong would it be if 

an American traveled back to the United States and claimed in the media that Cretans were not Greeks?”  
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This should come as no surprise, but I have no interest engaging in discussion of this type on any 

academic level—and never will. The more interesting question, to me, has never been whether Cretans 

were Greek but, rather, how did Cretan archaeology develop under the constraints of the Ottoman 

Empire, and how can we make the narrative of Cretan cultural heritage more accessible to those outside 

of academia through contemporary scholarship. With this said, I must admit that despite initial 

reservations from locals (unaffiliated with academia) about my intentions to study their rich and vibrant 

history about archaeology, I have found Cretans to be the most welcoming and warming individuals. It 

became apparent that I continue to have a responsibility to make my research available not only to the 

broader academic community but—more importantly—relevant to the Cretans themselves. I am 

indebted to those individuals I met who began as strangers, became my friends, and grew into part of my 

family. This dissertation would not be possible without my years of conversations with local Cretans, 

and I am grateful for every opportunity that they have given me to understand their cultural heritage on 

a more, intimate level. This is only the start to a longer beginning.
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ABSTRACT 
 

When the modern nation state of Greece became recognized in 1830, archaeology suddenly became 

ensnared in the politics of identity formation in various Greek-speaking communities. Although 

historical narratives about the development of Greek archaeology have been characterized as marred by 

antagonistic accounts of western European imposition and indigenous Hellenisms, the island of Crete 

tells a particularly unique narrative. My critical approach to the disciplinary history of Cretan 

archaeology illuminates the strategic cooperation of local leaders, who relied on the networks and 

mobilization of European partnerships to employ archaeology as a subtle, nonviolent method to resist 

the Ottomans’ long-held control over the island [1669-1898] and to unite Crete with Greece. Thus, my 

project—holistic and comparative in its methodology—is at the intersection of history, anthropology, 

archaeology, classics, and political science.  

Archaeologists from both sides claimed Crete as the “cradle of western European civilization” 

more forcefully once excavations began on the island after 1878/9, which carried through the unification 

with Greece in 1913. My analysis of early Cretan archaeology is, unlike other studies, sensitive to the 

historical perspective of Cretans themselves. I examine archival documents from various institutions to 

trace the international networks of intellectuals involved with Cretan archaeology. Although I take into 

consideration critical histories about the relationship between Christians and Muslims in modern 

Europe, my transdisciplinary approach focuses more specifically on how Cretan archaeology emerged 

from political dissonance and resistance. 

By offering contextual data for the development of Cretan archaeology under Ottoman rule, 

this dissertation highlights aspects that can be otherwise lost in a purely linear narrative. At the same 
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time, it challenges previous notions about archaeology, colonization, and nationalism by offering a new 

classification for Cretan excavators as a subordinate group on the fringes of the Ottoman 

administration. And so, it is from this narrative that my account about the disciplinary history of Cretan 

archaeology emerges.  

The dissertation is divided into two main parts. Part 1 contextualizes the earliest history of 

Cretan archaeology (chpts. 1 & 2). Part 2 focuses exclusively on the disciplinary history of Cretan 

archaeology once fieldwork began on the island, and how the relationship between foreign and local 

archaeologists changed during periods of political transition toward Crete’s unification with Greece 

(chpts. 3, 4, 5, & 6). Chapter 1 asserts that the Revolutionary Assembly of Archanes in 1897 serves as 

the cornerstone for thinking about Cretan archaeologists as political insurgents. Specifically, I look at 

the partisan engagements of the physician-excavator Iosif Hatzidakis [1848-1936] and his ability to 

undermine Eleftherios Venizelos [1864-1936], the Assembly’s president, over matters concerning 

Cretan autonomy and unification. Chapter 2 considers the tradition of foreign travelers on Crete and 

how their accounts later influenced archaeological excavations on the island. Chapter 3 offers a detailed 

account of the first excavation on Crete under the direction of Minos A. Kalokairinos at Kefala Hill-

Knossos in 1878/9. Moreover, I trace Kalokairinos’ [1843-1907] lifelong struggle to secure recognition 

for his archaeological accomplishments, which were eclipsed by local leaders who sought the assistance 

of foreign archaeologists to continue fieldwork on that site, e.g. Heinrich Schliemann and Sir Arthur 

Evans. Chapters 4 and 5 tackle the interdependent relationship between the Cretan intelligentsia (e.g., 

those involved with the hierarchy of archaeological deliberation) and foreign excavators who labored to 

establish a permanent archaeological museum and to have Crete recognized internationally as the place 

where western civilization materialized, thus, making the island’s antiquities worthy of protection from 
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Ottoman control and under the custody of the Syllogos. Chapter 6 examines the tensions among local 

Cretan excavators and their responses to the foreign presence that continued under the Cretan State 

and the eventual unification with Greece (e.g., figures such as Federico Halbherr, Arthur Evans, Richard 

Dawkins).  

I contend that Cretan archaeology, during its earliest stages, served as a strategy of resistance 

against the administration of the Ottoman-Turks. At the same time, I contextualize the broader 

geopolitical landscape that allowed for these archaeological practices to emerge and be sustained on the 

island. Resistance, in the context of Cretan archaeology, is not manifested through overt gestures but in 

how Cretans leveraged cultural heritage management as an intellectual apparatus to mitigate their 

constraints as an “occupied” territory. Additionally, I offer commentary on the internal divisions that 

existed among Cretan excavators and their vision for the island’s future after Ottoman rule ended.  
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ΠΕΡΙΛΗΨΗ 
 

Μετά από αιώνες οθωμανικής κατοχής, το νεότερο εθνικό κράτος της Ελλάδας αναγνωρίστηκε το 1830 και η 

αρχαιολογία αξιοποιήθηκε στο πλαίσιο των πολιτικών σχεδιασμών, για να σημασιοδοτηθεί η ελληνική 

κοινωνική ταυτότητα μετά την απελευθέρωση από τους Οθωμανούς. Παρόλο που οι αφηγήσεις για την 

ανάπτυξη της ελληνικής αρχαιολογίας έχουν αμαυρωθεί από τις ανταγωνιστικές αντιλήψεις της δυτικής 

ευρωπαϊκής επιβολής και του «αυτόχθονου Ελληνισμού», η Κρήτη έχει μια ιδιαίτερη αφήγηση ξεχωριστή από 

αυτή της υπόλοιπης Ελλάδας. Θα ήθελα να προτείνω μια νέα αξιολόγηση της πολιτικής, κοινωνικής και 

οικονομικής κατάστασης της Κρήτης κυρίως μέσω δύο ευρύτερων παραμέτρων με βάση την ιστορία της 

κρητικής αρχαιολογίας. Πρώτον, η έρευνα αυτή ενσωματώνει πολυσύνθετες προσεγγίσεις για να υποστηρίξει 

ότι μέσω σχέσεων που αναπτύχθηκαν στον χώρο της αρχαιολογίας, τόσο οι Κρήτες όσο και οι Ευρωπαίοι 

ανασκαφείς χρησιμοποίησαν την αρχαιολογία ως έναν διακριτικό τρόπο αντίστασης στην μακραίωνη εξουσία 

της Οθωμανικής Αυτοκρατορίας στο νησί [1669-1898]. Οι αρχαιολόγοι και από τις δύο πλευρές 

χαρακτήρισαν την Κρήτη, ιδιαίτερα μετά την έναρξη των ανασκαφών στο νησί το 1878/9, ως το «λίκνο του 

δυτικού ευρωπαϊκού πολιτισμού», μια ιδέα, η οποία συνέβαλε ουσιαστικά στην αποδοχή της ενοποίησης με την 

Ελλάδα το 1913. Δεύτερον, παρέχει μία από τις πρώτες συστηματικές και περιεκτικές αναλύσεις των απαρχών 

της κρητικής αρχαιολογίας και της ανάπτυξής της στην αγγλική γλώσσα μέσα από την οπτική των ίδιων των 

Κρητικών. Στο πλαίσιο αυτό, αρχειακά έγγραφα συγκεντρώθηκαν από διαφορετικούς φορείς με σκοπό την 

ανίχνευση των κοινωνικών δικτύων «των λογίων» της εποχής της κρητικής αρχαιολογίας, προερχόμενοι από 

χώρες των Μεγάλων Δυνάμεων όπως την Γερμανία, την Ιταλία, τη Βρετανία ή ακόμη και τις Ηνωμένες 

Πολιτείες. Εκτός από την παρουσίαση των παραπάνω επιχειρημάτων, η διατριβή δείχνει επίσης ότι το 
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αρχειακό υλικό, όταν προσεγγίζεται ολιστικά, μπορεί να χρησιμοποιηθεί για μια ολοκληρωμένη έρευνα 

συνδυάζοντας την ιστορία, ανθρωπολογία, αρχαιολογία, τις κλασσικές αλλά και πολιτικές επιστήμες. 

Η Συνθήκη της Χαλέπας [1878] μεταμόρφωσε  το Κρητικό θεσμικό πλαίσιο-κοινωνικά και πολιτικά- 

νομιμοποιώντας ομάδες όπως ο τοπικός εκπαιδευτικός σύλλογος του Ηρακλείου, που αναφέρεται ως 

Φιλεκπαιδευτικός Σύλλογος. Ως αποτέλεσμα αυτών των θεσμικών αλλαγών (´Άρθρο XV), λογοτεχνικές 

ομάδες, ο Τύπος και οι αρχαιολογικές ανασκαφές παγιώθηκαν ως αναπόσπαστα κομμάτια του κοινωνικού και 

πολιτικού τοπίου της Κρήτης. Οι, Κρήτες ανασκαφείς, υπό μερικό πλέον οθωμανικό έλεγχο, είχαν τη 

δυνατότητα να ενσωματώσουν το αρχαίο παρελθόν του νησιού σε ένα ευρύτερο πολιτισμικό πλαίσιο που έλειπε 

στις προηγούμενες περιόδους της καταπιεστικής διακυβέρνησης. Λαμβάνοντας υπόψη τις κυρίαρχες αφηγήσεις 

για τη σχέση μεταξύ Χριστιανών και Μουσουλμάνων στη νεότερη Ευρώπη, η διεπιστημονική προσέγγιση της 

παρούσας διατριβής, επικεντρώνεται πιο συγκεκριμένα στο πώς αναδύθηκε η κρητική αρχαιολογία μέσα από 

την πολιτική δυσαρέσκεια και αντίσταση. 

Προσφέροντας δεδομένα για την πολιτική, ιστορική και κοινωνική ανάπτυξη της κρητικής 

αρχαιολογίας υπό οθωμανική κυριαρχία, αυτή η διατριβή αναδεικνύει πτυχές που διαφορετικά θα μπορούσαν 

να χαθούν σε μια καθαρά γραμμική αφήγηση. Ταυτόχρονα, θέτει υπό αμφισβήτηση τις προηγούμενες 

αντιλήψεις για την αρχαιολογία, την αποικιοκρατία και τον εθνικισμό, κατηγοριοποιώντας τους Κρήτες 

ανασκαφείς ως μία δευτερεύουσα ομάδα στο περιθώριο της οθωμανικής-τουρκικής διοίκησης. ´Έτσι, μέσα από 

αυτή την έρευνα, διαμορφώνεται η δική μου θεωρία για την ιστορία της κρητικής αρχαιολογίας ως επιστήμης. 

Η παρούσα διδακτορική διατριβή χωρίζεται σε δύο βασικά τμήματα, όπου το Μέρος 1 επικεντρώνεται 

στο ιστορικό πλαίσιο της θεμελίωσης της κρητικής αρχαιολογίας (Κεφάλαια 1 & 2), ενώ το Μέρος 2 

επικεντρώνεται αποκλειστικά στην ιστορία της κρητικής αρχαιολογίας την περίοδο που ξεκινούν οι σχετικές 

εργασίες στο νησί (Κεφάλαια 3, 4, 5, & 6). Το Κεφάλαιο 1 αρχίζει με την Επαναστατική Συνέλευση των 
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Αρχάνων το 1897, η οποία αποτελεί τον ακρογωνιαίο λίθο για να θεωρήσουμε τους ντόπιους αρχαιολόγους ως 

«πολιτικούς αντάρτες». Συγκεκριμένα, εξετάζω τις επαναστατικές δεσμεύσεις του ιατρού-ανασκαφέα Ιωσήφ 

Χατζηδάκη [1848-1936] και την ικανότητά του να υπονομεύσει τον Πρόεδρο της Συνέλευσης, Ελευθέριο 

Βενιζέλο [1864-1936] σε θέματα που αφορούσαν στην Κρητική αυτονομία και την ´Ένωση. Το Κεφάλαιο 2 

επικεντρώνεται στην παράδοση των ξένων ταξιδιωτών στην Κρήτη και πώς οι αφηγήσεις τους αργότερα 

επηρέασαν τις αρχαιολογικές ανασκαφές στο νησί. Το Κεφάλαιο 3 παρέχει λεπτομερή περιγραφή της πρώτης 

ανασκαφής στην Κρήτη υπό τη διεύθυνση του Μίνωα Α. Καλοκαιρινού στο λόφο της Κεφάλας Κνωσού το 

1878/9. Επιπλέον, εντοπίζω τη δια βίου μάχη του Καλοκαιρινού [1843-1907] για την αναγνώριση των 

αρχαιολογικών του επιτευγμάτων, τα οποία αγνοήθηκαν από τους τοπικούς πολιτικούς παράγοντες που 

ζήτησαν τη βοήθεια ξένων αρχαιολόγων για να συνεχίσουν τις εργασίες στον χώρο αυτό, π.χ. τον Heinrich 

Schliemann και τον Sir Arthur Evans. Στα  Κεφάλαια 4 και 5 αναπτύσσεται το ζήτημα της αλληλεξάρτησης 

μεταξύ των Κρητών διανοουμένων (π.χ. εκείνων που ασχολούνται με την διαμόρφωση της αρχαιολογικής 

συζήτησης) και ξένων ανασκαφέων που εργάστηκαν για την ίδρυση μόνιμου αρχαιολογικού μουσείου και την 

αναγνώριση της Κρήτης σε διεθνές επίπεδο ως τόπου ανάπτυξης του δυτικού πολιτισμού, καθιστώντας έτσι τις 

αρχαιότητες του νησιού άξιες προστασίας από τον οθωμανικό έλεγχο και την επιμέλεια του Συλλόγου. Το 

Κεφάλαιο 6 τελειώνει με τις εντάσεις που προέκυψαν μεταξύ των ντόπιων ανασκαφέων και την στάση τους 

τους στην ξένη παρουσία που συνεχίστηκε κατά την περίοδο της Κρητικής Πολιτείας και την ενοποίηση τελικά 

με την Ελλάδα (π.χ. Federico Halbherr, Arthur Evans, Richard Dawkins, κλπ.). 

Υποστηρίζω ότι η κρητική αρχαιολογία, κατά τα πρώτα της στάδια, χρησίμευσε ως στρατηγική 

αντίστασης ενάντια στην διοίκηση των Οθωμανών-Τούρκων. Ταυτόχρονα οριοθετώ το ευρύτερο γεωπολιτικό 

τοπίο που επέτρεψε να εμφανιστούν και να διατηρηθούν αυτές οι πρακτικές στο νησί. Η αντίσταση, στο 
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πλαίσιο της κρητικής αρχαιολογίας, δεν εκδηλώνεται τόσο με φανερές παρεμβάσεις, αλλά με την χρήση της 

πολιτιστικής κληρονομιάς ως πνευματικού μέσου για την άμβλυνση των περιορισμών ως κατεχόμενης περιοχής. 

Επιπλέον, σχολιάζω τις εσωτερικές ρήξεις που υπήρχαν μεταξύ των Κρητών ανασκαφέων και το όραμά τους 

για το μέλλον του νησιού, μετά την λήξη της οθωμανικής κυριαρχίας. 
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NOTES ON TRANSLITERATION AND TRANSLATION 
 

As part of my engagement with primary texts from the nineteenth and twentieth century, I have aimed 

to provide a copy of the original text of all my translations either as a transcription or within manuscript 

form. I overcompensate with the gratuitous inclusion of all relevant archival material that has been 

translated in this dissertation, and I make no apologies for this. Although this dissertation is written in 

English, I intend for readers to engage with the material in either translation or its original form—as an 

exact copy of the original document, transliterated, or transcribed (appx. 1). 

 Unless otherwise noted, I am to be held accountable for all translations and potential 

mistranslations in katharevousa, Demotic Greek, French, German, and Italian. As to the question of 

nomenclature and orthography, I have tried to maintain a consistent use of Greek orthography 

throughout the dissertation but make exceptions for well-known transliterations in Latinized form (e.g. 

the use of “Crete” for “Κρήτη,” “Phaistos” for “Φαιστός,” or the known citation preference for the 

“Heraklion Archaeological Museum” as “Αρχαιολογικό Μουσείο Ηρακλείου” for archives). Likewise, I 

have adhered to the original spelling of any archival documentation used, in addition to preserving 

secondary source quotations for the alternative spelling of words. For example, I prefer to spell the 

Cretan town “Λύκτος” as “Lyktos,” but preserve the spelling of “Lyttos” when transcribing archival 

documents using this form. Transliterating from the Greek alphabet to Latin letters is not an agreed 

upon system, and I adhere typically to the organization that I provide below unless, of course, the names 

of authors or institutions are known to prefer otherwise. In that case, I accommodate spelling 

preferences when known. 
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Transliteration: 

Αα: a  Ββ: v  Γγ: g  Δδ: d  Εε: e  Ζζ: z  Ηη: e/i 

Θθ: th  Ιι: i  Κκ: k  Λλ: l  Μμ: m  Νν: n  Ξξ: x    

Οο: o  Ππ: p  Ρρ: r  Σς: s  Ττ: t  Υυ: u/y  Φφ: F 

Χχ: h  Ψψ: ps  Ωω: o   

αι: ai   αυ: af/av  ευ: ef/ev ει: ei  οι: oi  ου: ou 

γκ, γγ: g (initial), ng (medial)  μπ: b (initial), mb (medial)     ντ: d (initial), nd (medial) 

 

Regarding citations, I retain the original language of archival documents and their given dates, 

according to the Julian Calendar, which is 13 days behind the Gregorian calendar. That is because 

Greece was the last of the European countries to adopt the Gregorian calendar in 1923, and most of the 

archival documents consulted for this dissertation are from the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth 

centuries (nb: in the Julian calendar, the year “1900” is a leap year). Although I abbreviate the name of 

archives for certain in-text citations or footnotes, I cite the full reference for specific archival collections, 

image credits and permissions in the language they were found (e.g. if materials are originally consulted 

in the Greek language from the American School of Classical Studies at Athens [ASCSA] and the 

Gennadius Library Archive, I cite the document as coming from the Αμερικανική Σχολή Κλασικών 

Σπουδών στην Αθήνα [ΑΣΚΣΑ], Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη). Specifically, if the collection is in Greek and 

from the Heinrich Schliemann Papers, I list the source as Αρχείο Ερρίκου Σλήμαν. From there, I include 

dates adhering to the European system where I present the date first, the month second, and the year last 

(e.g. 22.04.1885). Likewise, I list the designated Series if available (e.g. Σειρά B) or the Folder name (e.g. 

Αρχικά Γράμματα). For archival citations, when available, I list the Box number first, the Folder number 
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second, and then the Catalogued Number of the document third (e.g. 96.4.249). In completion, a 

citation may look as such: “Letter from Ioannis Fotiadis to Heinrich Schliemann; translated from the 

Original Greek Text: Αμερικανική Σχολή Κλασικών Σπουδών στην Αθήνα (ΑΣΚΣΑ), Γεννάδειος 

Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Ερρίκου Σλήμαν, Σειρά B: Αλληλογραφία, 96.4.249 (22.04.1885, σ. 1-2).” 

Additionally, I retain the original spelling of archival documentation for full citations, even if one box 

contains both the archaic and modern spelling of “Φάκελλος” and “Φάκελος” for the word “envelope” 

(e.g. ΑΜΗ, Αρχείο: Κιβώτιο 1 [Εισερχόμενα από το 1899-1910 | Φάκελλος Εισερχόμενων-Εξερχόμενων από 

1900-1911]– Φάκελος - Εισερχόμενα 1901). 

Note: Archival documents and/or their accompanying translations have been granted 

permission for inclusion in this dissertation. The duplication of these documents is strictly prohibited 

without written approval from the respective institutions from where they were sourced originally. 
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Advocate of Peace, The    
Akropolis Ακρόπολις | Ακρόπολη  
American Journal of International Law   
Archaiologiki Efimeris Αρχαιολογική Εφημερίς ArchEph 
Asty, To Το ´Άστυ  
Athenaeum, The   
Bulletin du Comité International des Jeux 
Olympiques 

  

Candia News   
Cologne Gazette   
Contemporary Review, The   
Cretan Archaeological Journal | Kritiki 
Archaiologiki Efimeris 

Κρητική ᾽Αρχαιολογική ᾽Εφημερίς ΚΑΕ 

Daphni  Δάφνη  
Economist, The   
Efimeris Archaiologiki ´Έφημερίς Αρχαιολογική  
Estia  ῾Εστία  
Examiner, The (Launceston)   
Gazetteer    
Government Gazette Φύλλο Εφηµερίδος της Κυβερνήσεως FEK | ΦΕΚ 
Kretologia Κρητολογία  
Kritika Hronika Κρητικά Χρονικά ΚΧ 
Kyrhkas   Κήρυκα  
Law Times, The: The Journal and  
Record of Law and Lawyers 

  

Lefka Ori  Λευκά ´Όρη  
London Times, The   
Messager d’Athènes, Le   
Minos Εφημερίδα Μίνως  
Mysōn  
 

Μύσων Ιστορικόν και Λαογραφικόν περιοδικόν 
εκδιδόμενον κατά τετραμηνίαν 

 

Nation, The   
Nature News: International Weekly Journal of 
Science  

  

Nea Efimeris Νέα Εφημερίς    
Nea Evdomas Νέα ῾Εβδομἀς  
Neo Asty  Νέου ´Άστεως  
Neologos Konstantinoupoleos Νεολόγος Κωνσταντινουπόλεως  
Neos Rhadamanthys   Νέος Ραδάμανθυς  
Official Journal of the Cretan State Επίσημη Εφημερίδα της Κρητικής Πολιτείας  
Official Newspaper of the Cretan State Επίσημος Εφημερίς της Κρητικής Πολιτείας EFKRIP 
Outlook, The   
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Α.Μ.Η. Αρχεία | Αρχαιολογικού Μουσείου Ηρακλείου Archaeological Museum of 

Iraklio | Archives | A.M.H. 
Α.Σ.Κ.Σ.Α. Αμερικανική Σχολή Κλασικών Σπουδών στην Αθήνα 

 
American School of Classical 
Studies at Athens | A.S.C.S.A. 

Α.Τ.Γ.* Αρχείο Τίτου Γ.Χ. Γεωργίαδη Archives of Titus Georgiadis 
Β.∆.Β.Η. Βικελαία ∆ημοτική Βιβλιοθήκη ῾Ηρακλείου, ῾Υπουργείο Πολιτισμού Vikelaia Municipal Library 

Β.Σ.Α. Βρετανική Σχολή Αθηνών British School at Athens | B.S.A. 

Γ.Α.Κ. Γενικά Αρχεία του Κράτους General Archives of the State | 
G.S.A. 

Δ.Η.Μ.* Αρχείο | Δήμος Ηρακλείου Κρήτης Municipality of Iraklio | Registry 
| A.D.I.K. 

Δ.Μ.* Δήμοι Μήλου (Μητρώων της Κοινότητος Αδάμαντος Μήλου) Municipalities of Melos 
(Registries Adamas) 

Ε.Ε.Κ.Π. Επίσημος Εφημερίς της Κρητικής Πολιτείας  
 

General Archives of the State | 
G.A.K. 

E.L.I.A. Ελληνικό Λογοτεχνικό και Ιστορικό Αρχείο  
 

Hellenic Literacy and Historical 
Archive 

Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ. Εταιρία Κρητικών Ιστορικών Μελετών Society of Cretan Historical 
Studies | S.C.H.S. 

Υ.Π.Ε.Ξ. Υπουργείο Εξωτερικών: Ελληνική Δημοκρατία 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs: 
Hellenic Republic 

Ι.Α.Α. Ιστορικό Αρχείο Αρχανών  | Το Ιστορικό Αρχείο του Δήμου Αρχανών Historical Archives of Archanes 

Ι.Α.Α.A. Iστορικό Αρχείο της Αρχαιοτήτων και Αναστηλώσεων Historical Archive of Antiquities 
and Restorations of the Hellenic 
Ministry of Culture and Sports 

Ι.Α.Κ Ιστορικό Αρχείο Κρήτης Historical Archives of Crete 
Ι.Μ.Κ. Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης Historical Museum of Crete 
M.I.E.T. 
 

Μορφωτικό Ίδρυμα Εθνικής Τραπέζης 
 

National Bank of Greece 
Cultural Foundation 

 Ψηφιακή Βιβλιοθήκη της Βουλής | Βιβλιοθήκη της Βουλής των 
Ελλήνων 

Digital Library | The Library of 
the Hellenic Parliament 
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Abbreviations Used 
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Oxford Chronicle, The   
Oxford Magazine, The   
Palimpson  Παλίμψηστον (περιοδικό)  
Panathenaia Παναθήναια  
Patris  Πατρίς - Κρήτη  
Tablet   
Vima, To Το Βήμα  
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A.I.A.A.* Archaeological Institute of America Archives  

B.M.W. Benaki Museum Historical Archives  

C.H.M. Chicago History Museum Archives   
D.S.A.* Demosthenes G. Stefanidis Archive: Evidence of a History of 

Persons: 1785–1869, Vikelaia Municipal Library 
Αρχείο Δημοσθένη Γ. Στεφανίδη: 
Ιστορίας προσώπων τεκμήρια 

G.R.G.S.A. General State Archives’s Digitization of Cultural Collections  
 

Ανάπτυξη ολοκληρωμένων 
ψηφιακών πολιτιστικών συλλογών 
των Γενικών Αρχείων του Κράτους 

E.A.A.M.* Evans Archive Ashmolean Museum in University of Oxford  
I.B.A. Instanbul Prime Minister’s Archives  Başbakanlık Arşivleri 
MZStA Zentrales Staatsarchiv, Merseberg 

                   (now located in Geheimes Staatsarchiv, Dahlem) 
Central State Archive, 
Merseburg, Germany 

P.R.O./F.O. Public Record Office, Kew. Foreign Office Records  
 
Common Abbreviations in Greek 
 

Abbreviation Translation 

αναθ.: αναθεωρήθηκε από) revised by 
αριθμ. πρωτ.: αριθμο ́ς πρωτοκο ́λλο protocol number 
βλ.: βλέπε see 
Διεκπ.: διεκπεραίωση processing 
δηλαδή id est (i.e.) 
δημοσιεύθηκε από published by 
ειδ.: ειδικά especially 
επιμ.: επιμέλεια editor 
εφημ.: εφημερι ́δα newspaper 
κ.τ.λ.: και τα λοιπά etc., and so on 
μεταφράστηκε από translated by 
ο ́.π.: όπου παραπα ́νω where above 
παρ.: παράρτημα appendix 
περ.: κατά προσέγγιση approximately 
περ.: περίπου circa 
περ.: περιοδικο ́ magazine 
π.χ.: παραδείγματος χάριν exempli gratia (e.g.) 
πρωτ.: πρωτόκολλο protocol 
σ/σελ.: σελίδα page 
σ/σσ.: σελίδες pages 
σημ.: σημείωση nota bene (n.b.) 
Σχ.: Σχήμα figure 
τ.: τεύχος issue 
το ́μ.: το ́μος volume 
χ.α.π. : (έγγραφο) χωρι ́ς αριθμ. πρωτοκο ́λλου document without a protocol number 
χ.χ.: (έγγραφο) χωρι ́ς χρονολογία  document without a date 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
0.1 THESIS 
 
After centuries of foreign rule, the modern nation state of Greece became recognized in 1830, and 

archaeology was mobilized within an entanglement of political agendas in order to define the 

communities of Greece after Ottoman liberation. Although narratives of the development of Greek 

archaeology have been characterized as marred by antagonistic accounts of western European imposition 

and indigenous Hellenisms, the island of Crete tells a particularly unique narrative separate from Greece. 

I wish to offer a new evaluation of Crete’s political, social, and economic status through primarily two 

broader impacts regarding the history of Cretan archaeology. First, this research integrates 

multidisciplinary approaches to argue that through a professional partnership, both Cretan and 

European excavators employed archaeology as a subtle, nonviolent method to resist the Ottomans’ long-

held control over the island [1669-1898]. Archaeologists from both sides claimed Crete as the “cradle 

of western European civilization” more forcefully once excavations began on the island after 1878/9, 

which carried through the unification with Greece in 1913. Second, it provides one of the first 

systematic and comprehensive analyses of early Cretan archaeology in English and its development 

through the lens of Cretans themselves. In doing so, data from archival documents have been collected 

from various institutions to trace the networks of intellectuals involved with Cretan archaeology, which 

includes excavators from the Great Powers like Germany, Italy, Britain, and even the United States. In 

addition to putting forth the above arguments, this dissertation further shows that archival material, 

when approached holistically, can be used for integrated research at the intersection of history, 

anthropology, archaeology, classics, and political science.  



 
 

- 2 - 

Although the archival data used in this dissertation offer only a representative sample of what I 

have collected, these selected documents reflect the multi-sited fieldwork of Crete with consideration 

to transnational modernism and the reception of cultural heritage management. By engaging directly 

with archival documents—written by Cretan excavators to one another as well as to foreign 

intellectuals—this research demonstrates how archaeology connected disenfranchised Cretans, while 

simultaneously securing European support by acknowledging a shared history that existed among the 

broader, western-European community. Archaeology was central to the Cretans’ early efforts to claim 

sovereignty from Ottoman control and by having this commonality among them, archaeology could be 

used as a means to empower local Cretans from the constraints of the Ottoman administration. 

European elites invested in the intellectual advancement of Crete and, through their archaeological 

support, excavators acted as representatives and political liaisons to ensure Crete’s sovereignty and to 

eliminate Ottoman control on the island.  

Crete underwent distinctive periods of foreign occupation before its unification with Greece in 

1913, and this dissertation examines how archaeological discoveries were essential to the Cretan 

intelligentsia’s efforts to define community, sovereignty, and identity during this period. Cretans were 

not passive actors, but rather active leaders who used cultural heritage management to leverage resources 

for locals on the island. I challenge the traditional attention given to Cretan archaeology as the 

byproduct of European colonialism.1 I conclude, rather, that members of the local Cretan educational 

society—Filekpaideftikos Syllogos—were responsible initially for spearheading the field of archaeology 

                                                
1 Regarding colonialism and nationalism in Greece more broadly, see Coutsinas 2006; Hamilakis & N. Momigliano 2006; 
Beaton & Ricks (eds.) 2009; and Kostopoulou 2012 & 2014. Additionally, refer to Di ́az-Andreu and Champion (eds.) 1996 
regarding nationalism and archaeology throughout Europe. 
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on Crete and were self-governing in their administrative decisions, which purposely integrated their 

European colleagues. Despite the goodwill of promoters for archaeological excavations, local projects 

were limited. The lack of means and, also, the lack of technical expertise of Cretans meant that they 

needed outside assistance in order to produce persuasive archaeological scholarship.  

 This dissertation concentrates primarily on how there was often collaboration, not opposition, 

between westerners and indigenes during the earliest stages of Cretan archaeology. It is my contention 

that Cretan intellectuals engaged westerners for their assistance in creating a climate of non-violent 

resistance to Ottoman structures of governance and that archaeology was one of several ways to secure 

that support. By examining the development of Cretan archaeology under the latter stages of Ottoman 

rule, this dissertation aims to reveal the extent to which issues of cultural heritage factored into political 

discussions about Crete’s liberation from Ottoman control.  “Resistance” need not be overtly physical, 

and archaeology was part of the Cretan elites’ political efforts to divest the island of its administration 

and recognize the indigenes as equitable leaders.   

Before any substantive material about the disciplinary history of Cretan archaeology is discussed, 

I begin by offering a brief description of the history of Cretan “occupation” and “resistance,” which 

provides a framework for how to approach archaeology through the lens of conflict. The term 

“resistance,” used in the context of this dissertation, specifically refers to the ways in which the elites 

used Cretan archaeology as a response to the Ottoman administration’s control over the indigenous 

Cretans [ca. 1878-1898]. Resistance is not always about collective action or outward rebellion and 

operates on multiple levels. The “trigger” provoking a response is important to consider with regard to 

who or what is being challenged. For example, minority groups could rebel against the local agricultural 

laborers/provincial farmers who were themselves challenging the local Cretan elites, and who were 
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simultaneously resisting the Ottoman administration. The cycle of resistance is dynamic and can 

therefore be subtle, anonymous, ambiguous, or create discord within the same strata of subordinate 

groups. Resistance can be manifested in everyday ways other than physical force, meaning that 

“resistance” can be part of local gossip among trusted company, songs, theatrical performances, poetry, 

music, folk songs, art, dance, or written text.2 I propose, additionally, that archaeology can be added to 

this list because although it was mainly employed by elite indigenous Cretans, they were still subordinate 

to the Ottoman authorities whom they were trying to resist. Archaeology was used as way to connect to 

the ancient past, while also serving as a form of leverage to gather support abroad for an administration 

free from Turkish control. 

 

0.2 A BRIEF HISTORY OF CRETAN OCCUPATION AND RESISTANCE 

Well before the Ottoman conquest of Crete, Muslim forces raided the island in 654 and 674/675, and 

Umayyad Caliph al-Walid I [r. 705–715] ruled some areas by the early-eighth century. Different 

episodes of conquest throughout medieval to modern Crete have laid the foundation for the island’s 

position as being a cultural crossroad.3 Of first importance is the Muslim state of the Emirate of Crete 

[824/827-961], which involved exiles from Islamic Iberia (also known as Andalusian exiles) establishing 

an independent Muslim state on the island, with Chandax as its capital. This Arab governance put an 

end to the first period of Byzantine rule. The Sunni Islamic state ended in 960-961 with the campaign 

of Nikephoros II Phokas, who re-established Byzantine rule and became Emperor from 963-969.4 Crete 

                                                
2 Scott 1990 & 2012. 
3 Under Leo II the Isaurian, Crete was transferred to the jurisdiction of the Patriarchate of Constantinople in 732 CE from 
its affiliation with the Pope.  
4 Gortyn was the island’s capital until the 820s; Chandax was the island’s capital from 961. 
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remained a province of the Byzantine Empire until 1205 when Western European invaders plundered 

Constantinople during the Fourth Crusade [1202-1204]. The Empire was fractured and divided among 

European leaders, leaving Crete—Candia—under the control of the Venetians [1211-1669], having 

acquired the colony from the Republic of Genoa. Under Venetian governance Cretans were subjected 

initially to a feudal system,5 but by the sixteenth century, the feudal system waned as Venetians and 

Cretans became more integrated through marriage, language, and birth names.6  

Although Crete was declared an administrative division of the Ottoman Empire in 1646, the 

capital city of Candia was not surrendered to the Ottomans until 1669 by Francesco Morosini [1619-

1694]. Despite this transference of power to the Ottoman Empire, certain areas of Crete remained under 

Venetian control until 1715: Kalydon/Spinalonga (an island of northeastern Crete in Lasithi); 

Gramvousa (two islands of northwest Crete); and Souda (an islet off the northwestern Cretan coast). 

Once Venetian rule of the island ended, tensions escalated—gradually—between the local Cretan 

population and the new Ottoman presence. I hesitate to employ terminology like “occupation” and 

“resistance” in the context of the first stages of Ottoman rule for two reasons in particular.  

First, observable changes during the transition from Venetian to Ottoman rule in Crete were 

not abrupt.7 Second, if we adhere to Molly Greene’s assessment of this transition that involved two 

significant wars (1645-1669 and 1684-1699), then the contended “divide” between Christianity and 

                                                
5 Holton 1991: 7. 
6 According to Holton 1991: 7, “…the native Cretan ‘gentry,’ although largely excluded from political influence, increased 
their commercial and social role.” Demonstrably, the interactions between Venetians and Cretans impacted the artistic 
traditions of Cretans after the emigration of Byzantine scholars in 1453 that laid the foundations for intellectual 
engagements, e.g. the poetic narrative Erotokritos written in the Cretan dialect. After the revival of Greek and Roman studies, 
Vincenzo Kornaros composed in the Cretan dialect Erotokritos between 1595-1610, which was part of a traditional genre 
of romance that originated from the Hellenistic period with stories like Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe from the second century 
CE (Holton 1991: 10). Erotokritos was such an important work that Stefanos Xanthoudides, an excavator and philologist 
of Crete, reprinted the first critical and modern edition of this text in 1915 (Kornaros 2004: xxvii). 
7 Greene 2000: 5.  
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Islam in Crete warrants continued evaluation: “[T]he Ottoman conquest of Crete did bring about an 

important readjustment in the delineation of cultural spheres but it was not only, or even primarily, the 

extension of Islam at the expense of Christendom.”8 Additionally, Greene argues that Christian-Cretans 

willingly converted to Islam during the initial years of Ottoman rule: “Statistics are not available, of 

course, but it is certain that many—if not most—of the soldiers in Crete were local converts to Islam.”9 

Historical narratives of antagonistic reactions of Cretans under Ottoman rule warrant further critique 

because, essentially, three distinct theologies coexisted simultaneously during the transition of power 

from Venetian to Ottoman rule and persisted: Islam, Eastern Orthodoxy, and Latin Christianity.10 The 

point at which this narrative changes is with the “Daskalogiannis Revolt” in Spring of 1770, which was 

part of a larger episode connected with the “Orloff Uprisings.” This is the turning point, I argue, where 

we can assign terminology like “occupation” and “resistance” with more authority because, 

demonstrably, this affair challenged the way Cretans interacted not only with one another, but also with 

the Ottoman administration. 

The Orloff Uprisings—part of the Russo-Turkish War [1768-1774]— began when Alexios and 

Theodore Orloff triggered a rebellion in the Mani Peninsula, under the authority of Catherine the 

Great. The Orloffs encouraged Greeks on the mainland and throughout the islands to rebel against the 

Ottoman authority in favor of Russian rule; for example, Alexios campaigned along the Lakonian coast 

                                                
8 Green 2000: 5. 
9 Green 2000: 37-38. This coincides with Greene’s (2000: 37) statement about the military: “Military control over both the 
city and the countryside was also facilitated by an absence of competing indigenous elites…The prominent Greek families of 
the island—known as the archontopoula—that had spearheaded the resistance to the Venetians in previous centuries had 
long since made their peace with Venice. They chose to leave with the departing army. || The absence of indigenous elites, 
however, does not mean that an alien military class was imposed on Candia and its hinterland. It would be a mistake to 
assume that Muslim meant foreign in the same way that Christian meant local.”  
10 Greene 2000: 4 & 6. 
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in April 1770 to collect support. Ultimately, the Orloffs fell short on their assurances of security and 

help to those who rebelled in their favor, including the Peloponnesian attack on Tripolis which 

provoked the Turkish to retaliate and proceed cautiously moving forward. In addition to Tripolis, the 

Orloffs failed to send reinforcement to Sfakia, Crete, to aid the efforts of Daskalogiannis and his 

insurgents.  

Ioannis Vlachos, a local shipbuilder and owner—who is better known as Daskalogiannis the 

Sfakiot leader from 1769-1771—was commissioned by the Orloffs’ affiliates to instigate a revolution 

against the Turkish occupation in Crete with the promise that assistance would come from Russia. 

Although the local bishop of Sfakia was opposed to the revolt, it appears that the people were in favor.11 

Daskalogiannis agreed and headed the revolution of 1770 with 2,000 Sfakiots, but it was ultimately 

unsuccessful because Russian aid never came as promised.12 Despite the attempts of Daskalogiannis to 

liberate Crete from Ottoman control, he was captured and purportedly skinned alive, which was the 

standard penalty for insurrection in this period.13 The Daskalogiannis Revolution was ultimately 

ineffective, but this sentiment of rebellion resonated and laid the foundation for further Cretan 

resistance in the following century and the Greek War of Independence [1821-1832]. 

The Greek War of Independence against Ottoman rule, commonly referred to as the Greek 

Revolution, was successful in securing Greek independence—even though the Greece that emerged in 

1832 was relatively small. Cretan insurgents, on the contrary, were unsuccessful in their attempts to gain 

                                                
11 As indicated in Bruce Merry 2004: 304, the Daskalogiannis Revolution of 1770 resonated with the local population and 
served as a local folklore for Cretan resistance.  I. Pantzelios, an illiterate cheesemaker, in 1786 dedicated to Sifis Skordylis 
the Song of Daskaloyannis which goes as follows: “Each Easter Sunday, | Daskaloyannis donned his hat || To go tell the head 
priest || I’ll bring Moscow here, || To crush Sphakia || And attack the Turks, |And show them the way || To the Red Apple 
Tree.”   
12 Greene 2000: 206; cf. Psilakis 1970, vol. 3: 63-106. On the contrary to this figure, Merry (2004: 304) cites 13,000 Sfakiots.  
13 Cf. Dionysios Skylosophos in Epeiros (1611), see Winnifrith 2002: 105-106.  
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liberation during this war, and the island was ceded to Egypt and then placed again under direct 

Ottoman control through the Convention for the Pacification of the Levant in 1840.14 Crete unified 

officially with Greece on the 1st of December 1913 and, in this respect, has a separate history of 

occupation that needs to be approached independently from Greece. Therefore, we must ask how the 

involvement of the Greek Revolution translated to the broader Cretan experience, and in what ways the 

Cretan experience can be considered a unique phenomenon. Accounts from this period about Crete’s 

involvement are available in bureaucratic documents, public and private archives, calendars, reports, 

newspapers, formal and informal letters, correspondence of foreign counselors, and so forth.15 During 

this time, conscious efforts were made to connect Greece to a deeper past, and this dissertation offers a 

more developed narrative regarding how Crete fits into this picture as well. 

After Greece’s victory in the War of Independence, a program developed to purify Greece’s land 

from foreign influences and to place an emphasis on antiquities, which connects to the idea of being a 

“Hellene.”16 The physical and metaphorical landscape was deliberately modified to reflect a direct 

connection—and perhaps even continuity—to the past. For example, the Akropolis was recognized as 

an official archaeological site, which needed protection from any further removal of antiquities. By 1835, 

regular admission fees were assigned for visitation.17 Even though the Parthenon served in its lifetime, 

among other things, as a temple, a Christian church, as well as an Islamic mosque and arsenal, the 

structure was restored symbolically to highlight its Classical glory. Setting the foundation for the 

                                                
14 Regarding Turkish rule in Crete, see M. Detorakis 1988: 365-383. 
15 Of particular use is Kallinikos Kritovoulidis’ (1859) Memoirs of the War of the Cretans regarding the Independence of 
Greece (᾽Απομνημονεύματα του περί Αὐτονομίας τῆς ῾Ελλάδος πολέμου τῶν Κρητῶν). 
16 Refer to Tziovas (ed.) 2014 for a comprehensive account about the reception and “re-imagining” of Greek antiquity in 
modern times. 
17 Hamilakis 2007: 86; Petrakos 1997. 
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regulation of Acropolis visitation was the Philomousos Etaireia (The Society for Lovers of the Arts). 

During the War of Independence, this society worked towards designating historical monuments, 

rebuilding monuments and buildings that had symbolic capital for Greece, and removing anything from 

the land that would be considered to tarnish the “Golden Age of Greece.”18 Archaeology and public 

interest helped to create institutions of political groups, which is why comparing the intellectual 

aftermath of 1832 in Greece with the impact it had later in Crete is necessary.  

Although Crete’s road to independence took longer than Greece, conceptualizations of Hellenic 

distinctiveness were already forming. In 1821, Crete was divided almost equally between Muslims and 

Christians with a population of approximately 100,000 each and, as their numbers began to rise 

throughout the coming decades, Ottoman policies included Christian participation in the government 

system.19 As part of these changes, the practice of archaeology was made possible due to certain 

educational and local policies enforced under a series of legal policies under the Ottoman administration 

including, but not limited to the Organic Statute [1868], Treaty of Berlin [1878], and the Treaty of 

Halepa [1878]. These treaties laid the groundwork for Cretans to engage in a sustained intellectual 

community, but it was the Treaty of Halepa that made the pursuit of archaeology on the island a 

possibility. Therefore, in order to understand how the Treaty of Halepa developed as the foundation for 

                                                
18 Hamilakis 2007: 86. The Philomousos Etaireia was established in 1813 and served to place antiquities in articulation with 
Greek and foreign interests (Athanassopoulou 2002: 286). 
19 By 1880, the population of Crete was documented as having 206,000 Christians and 72,000 Muslims (Clark 2006: 30). 
Within the census of 1881 (available through: Turkey 1901/1. Turkey no. 1, Inclosure 2 in no. 198), there was a total of 647 
Jews living in Crete out of a population totaling 279,165—the majority of Jewish inhabitants living in Canea recorded at 527 
in number, 31 in Rethymno, 51 in Candia, and 38 in Lasithi. The Jewish population slightly decreased according to the 
census from 1900 (available through: Turkey 1901/1. Turkey no. 1, Inclosure 1 in no. 198), where 527 Jews still inhabited 
Canea, but Candia decreased to 56 inhabitants (with no numbers listed for Rethymno or Lasithi)—totaling a population of 
583 Jewish persons.  
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archaeology, we must discuss its context in terms of the two preceding treaties—the Organic Statute and 

the Treaty of Berlin. 

 
ORGANIC STATUTE 
 
Crete was governed under the Organic Statute between 1868-1877 with promises of an early proposal 

for Cretan autonomy and privileges for the Christian community.20 However, this statute met with 

resistance, as it required hasty elections of nominated representatives. Decreed under imperial authority 

on the 8th of January and circulated on the 3rd of February 1868, the statutes under the Grand Vezir 

Ali Pasha required that both Greek and Turkish be the official languages of Crete in addition to other 

directives: Muslims and Cretans were to serve together in the law courts; the Sultan was to appoint a 

Governor-General (vali) who would supervise the island; Crete was to be part of an administrative 

province (vilayet) of the Ottoman Empire; Crete was to be divided into twenty provinces with five 

councils; and a commercial bank was to be established.21   

 
TREATY OF BERLIN 
 
The Treaty of Berlin was the result of the Congress of Berlin, which met between the 13th of June and 

the 13th of July 1878. During this time, the leaders of the Ottoman Empire and the European Great 

                                                
20 The Organic Statute is also known as “The Organic Act” or “The Organic Law.” 
21 The twenty provinces were divided as such: “…the Chania Council with the provinces of Kydonia, Selino and Kisamos, 
and the capital at Chania; the Sphakia Council, with the provinces of Sphakia, Apokoronas and Agios Vasileios, and the 
capital at Vamos; the Rethymno Council, with the provinces of Rethymno, Mylopotamos and Agios Vasileios, and the capital 
at Rethymno; the Iraklio Council, with the seven modern day provinces of the nomos, Temenos, Malevizi, Kanourio, 
Pyrgiotissa, Monofatsi, Viannos and Pediada, and the capital at Iraklio; and the Lasithi Council with the provinces of Lasithi, 
Merabello, Ierapetra and Siteia, and the capital at Neapoli” (T. Detorakis 1994: 343). 
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Powers met to discuss the status of Balkan countries after the Russian victory in the Russo-Turkish War 

of 1877-1878.22 Article 23 of the Treaty of Berlin is what particularly applies to Crete:23  

The Sublime Porte engages to scrupulously apply in the island of Crete the organic law of 1868, 
with such modifications as shall be judged equitable. Analogous laws adapted to local 
requirements, except the exemption from taxation granted to Crete, shall be similarly 
introduced into other parts of Turkey in Europe for which special provision has not been made 
by the present Treaty. The Sublime Porte shall appoint special commissions, in which the native 
element shall be largely represented, to elaborate the details of these new laws for each province. 
The proposed laws resulting from their labours shall be submitted to the examination of the 
Sublime Porte, which, before promulgating the acts destined to put the laws in force, will take 
the sense of the European Commission appointed for Eastern Roumelia.24 
 

The Treaty of Berlin was not a solid victory for Cretans. In addition to calling upon intervention from 

Britain, Cretans generally wanted either a new governmental leadership or a system similar to the 

principality of Samos.25 Neither of these options was possible through the provisions of the Organic Law 

enforced under the Treaty of Berlin. As a result, a new treaty was drafted after a series of conferences—

                                                
22 The Diplomacy of the Great Powers from 1871-1913 includes the United States, United Kingdom, Russia, Japan, Italy, 
Germany, France, and Austria-Hungary. 
23 This article is relevant because it highlights the status of Crete. Additionally, it mentions Makedonia in discussion between 
the Great Powers and the Ottoman Empire. The geographic and administrative confines are defined in this particular article, 
and according to the Journal and Record of Law and the Lawyers from 11.07.1896: 251: “The provisional administration of 
Macedonia, as the highest legislative body, worked out a constitution of Macedonia which contained a detailed elaboration 
of the status of the future Macedonian state. The constitution consisted of 103 Articles and was similar to the 1868 
constitution of Crete, providing for political and cultural autonomy. According to its provisions, Macedonia was to remain 
part of the Ottoman Empire but possess the status of a federal unit within the empire.”  
24 As cited in The Tablet 1878: Vol. 52, No. 1997, p. 70. Regarding this translation, The Tablet’s disclaimer is as follows: 
“We publish a translation of the Treaty of Berlin, the most important diplomatic instrument which has been signed in 
Europe since the Treaty of Vienna. The official English version laid before Parliament differs from this in some particulars, 
but the divergencies are merely verbal” (Tablet 1878: Vol. 52, No. 1997, page 75). Eastern Roumelia (modern day Southern 
Bulgaria) was an autonomous province of the Ottoman Empire, created under the Treaty of Berlin 1878 and united with 
Bulgaria in 1885. Eastern Roumelia ceased to be part of the Ottoman Empire in 1908 when independence was declared by 
Bulgaria.  
25 The Principality of Samos lasted from 1834 until 1912. Although the island of Samos, located in the eastern Aegean Sea, 
had a role in the Greek War of Independence [1821-1832], it was not part of the new Kingdom of Greece. As an alternative 
to being incorporated into the boundaries of Greece, Samos was afforded the status of a self-governing semi-independent 
state under Ottoman suzerainty, until its official union with Greece in 1912. The principality functioned through a Porte 
nominated Orthodox-Christian Greek candidate who then served as the “Prince” with a four-member senate. Princes were 
elected and under stipulations of Ottoman tribute.  
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The Treaty of Halepa.26  This Pact, which was promulgated in October 1878, modified the Organic Law 

by establishing a constitution that allowed the island to be a semi-autonomous parliamentary state.27  

According to data retrieved from the Historical Museum of Crete in Iraklio and the “Further 

Correspondence Respecting the Affairs of Crete” (1898/5 no. 5&7; Turkey 1899/1 no. 1; Turkey 

1901/1 no. 1), the Christian population of Crete rose considerably over Muslim populations after the 

Pact of Halepa, which spurred a sizable emigration of Muslims between 1897-1899 (table 1).28 

 

Location Census Year Muslim Population % 

Crete 1881 73,234 (26%) 

Crete 1900 33,432 (10%) 

Crete 1920 22,000 (% unknown) 

Table 1. Muslim Population of 19th- and 20th- century Crete.29 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
26 The Treaty of Halepa, enforced partially under the General Governorship of Ioannis Fotiadis Pasha and later rescinded in 
1889 by Ottoman authorities, is also referred to as the Pact of Halepa in addition to having alternative spellings of either 
“Chalepa” or “Haleppa.” For information regarding this Pact and the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos, see Hatzidakis 1931. Fotiadis 
Pasha, the new Christian Governor of Crete [1878-1885] had a particular interest in Cretan archaeological affairs. He was a 
personal friend of Heinrich Schliemann, whom he knew from being the Ambassador of Turkey in Athens as well as a collector 
of Cretan coins (Coutsinas 2006: 519). Additionally, in April 1879, Fotiadis Pasha expressed his advocacy for the creation 
of an archaeological museum in Iraklio, which would properly store Cretan antiquities (Coutsinas 2006: 520; Hood 1987: 
88-89). 
27 Freese 1897: 101. 
28 For more comprehensive statistics regarding the population of Crete in 1881 and 1890 (i.e. Districts, Communes, 
Christians, ‘Musulmans,’ and Jews), see Turkey 1898/5 no. 5 & 7, and Turkey 1899/1 no. 1. 
29 Grammatikaki, Drakakis, Kaloutsakis, Baltatzi 2013: 45; Turkey 1898/5 no. 5 & 7; Turkey 1899/1 no. 1; and Turkey 
1901/1 no. 1. Between 1923-1924, Muslims were forced to leave after the Lausanne Convention Concerning the Exchange 
of Populations was signed. 
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TREATY OF HALEPA 
 
The Treaty of Halepa was an agreement between the Ottoman Empire, under the control of Sultan 

Abdul Hamid II, and members of the Cretan Revolutionary Assembly,30 which gave self-governance to 

the Greek-speaking Christians in Crete: 

-In accordance with the Organic Law, the Governor-General (Vali) of Crete could be a Christian and  
will serve five years, which is renewable. Additionally, the Governor-General is required to have 
a councilor of opposite religious faith (for example, if the Governor-General is Muslim, then his 
councilor must be Christian, and vice versa). 
 

-The General Assembly must comprise eighty deputies (49 Christian and 31 Muslim). 
 
-Executive and Judicial power must be distinct from one another.  
 
-New assessment of tithes and temporary tax exemptions. 
 
-Salaries to be paid in the form of coinage and not money notes. 
 
-In accordance with the law of the Empire, inhabitants may establish literary societies, newspapers, and  

printing press. 
 

-“All the officials, with the exception of the Vali, shall be nominated subject to the laws and regulations  
in force. Natives, however, having the required qualifications, shall have the preference.”31 
 

-A Cretan gendarmerie is to be formed, and natives preferred in this position.32 
 
-Inhabitants may retain their arms but must have permission to carry them.  
 
-A general amnesty is to be granted to those who were involved in the Rebellion of 1878. 
 
-Greek is to be recognized as the official language of General Assembly and Tribunal deliberations. Greek  

and Turkish will be used for Proceedings, court rulings, and official correspondence.33 
 

The  effects of this statute are necessary for any careful understanding of Cretan conceptualizations of 

the ancient past during the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries because the Pact allowed 

Cretans to establish newspapers and literary societies like the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos which consisted 

                                                
30 The eleven members of this committee were Ch. Askoutsis, K. Hatzidakis, A. Menegidis, A. Michelidakis, K. Mitsotakis, 
G. Papadopetrakis, I. Sfakianakis, A. Sifakis, S. Stafroudis, Z. Theiakakis, and K. Voloudakis (for more information, see Kofos 
1977: 357-358). 
31 Freese 1897: 103. 
32 “Gendarmerie” refers to a military group, which engages with civilians and police-related responsibilities. 
33 This summary of highlighted statutes from the Treaty of Halepa was comprised using texts from Freese (1897: 101-105) 
and T. Detorakis (1994: 354). These statutes are the summaries of particular highlights and not exhaustive of the actual 
statute enforced in 1878. See also Kofos 1977. 
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of, according to Nikolaos Platon (1962: 11), “...a group of progressive ‘Herakliots,’ whose further aim 

was to aid and advance Greek education and so indirectly help the fight for union with the Grecian 

Motherland.” The Syllogos was instrumental in establishing Crete as an intellectual center through its 

museum, library, public lectures, educational policies, and sponsored archaeological projects. The ability 

to protect and collect antiquities without the local Turkish authorities’ interference was the result of the 

Imperial Order’s (Irade) assurance, and collections were made possible through private donations from 

individuals like Fotiadis Pasha, Theodore Trifyllis, George Mitsotakis, and others. Thus, the Treaty of 

Halepa was the foundation upon which Cretans were able to conduct archaeology and further advance 

the intellectual agenda of local leaders.  

The Cretan Archaeological Service, which was responsible for the island’s antiquities, was 

divided into an Eastern and a Western periphery during the late-1890s but, up until that point, the 

procedure for excavation permits and the preservation of antiquities was partly controlled through 

members of the Syllogos and their political networks.34 After the Treaty of Halepa was signed—on the 

15th/27th of October 1878 at the home of Kostis Mitsotakis following the Russo-Turkish War—it 

eventually prompted a movement to create a standard archaeological museum in Iraklio that came later 

in the 1880s. Problems arose, however, when the Porte refused to honor fully the Treaty, and officials 

violated numerous agreements leading to the insurrection of 1889 in Crete.35  

One of the first violations occurred a mere fourteen days after the Treaty was signed when 

Alexandros Karatheodori, a Christian in the Ottoman administration, was replaced as Pasha by Ioannis 

                                                
34 Kopaka 1989/1900: 10. 
35 ASCSA, Gennadius Library Archives, Johannes Gennadius Archives, 13.3. Copy of Johannes Gennadius’ (1897: 490) 
“Cretan Struggles for Liberty,” in The Contemporary Review. 
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Fotiadis, despite the fact that holders of the office were obliged to serve a five-year period.36 Fotiadis 

Pasha was the only governor to retain this position for at least five years, and his term was renewed, so 

that he served until 1885.37 Even when the island was supposed to be semi-autonomous and afforded 

liberties, Cretans lived in a perpetual state of uncertainty for their security.38 Cretans were afforded more 

privileges during this period than any other time under Ottoman occupation, but these privileges could 

not assure political, economic, or social stability. The Governor-General could be either Christian or 

Muslim, and the majority of representatives in this administration were Christian during this period; 

however, their presence in politics did not equate with stability.  

After Ioannis Fotiadis’ obligations to the administration ended in 1885, three governors 

succeeded him up until 1889—these included Ioannis Savvas (twenty months), Kostakis Anthopoulos 

(fifteen months), and Nikolakis Sardinski (sixteen months).39 This succession of short tenures suggests 

a politically unstable parliament under the Ottomans and, thus, set the bi-partisan tone for Christian 

politics. The General Assembly consisted of forty-nine Christians and thirty-one Muslims in office.40 

During this time, the Christians were represented mainly by two political parties—the Conservatives 

and Liberals. The Conservative party, which represented the minority, comprised the wealthy land-

                                                
36 Kallivretakis 2006: 24. Pınar Şenışık (2011: 79) has argued that, “Between the years 1878-1889, the island was ruled 
under the provisions of this convention and became one of the most privileged provinces of the Ottoman Empire. In this 
period, the island was governed by Greek Orthodox governors.” 
37 Kallivretakis 2006: 24. 
38 In a publication titled “The Situation in Crete” (Ypsiloritis 1896: 8), the Cologne Gazette (unknown date) is cited in the 
admittance that “as the Cretans have been victorious in all their encounters with Turkish troops, they can hardly be expected 
to content themselves with the restauration of the Pact of Halepa, the conditions of which are distinctly recognised as 
inadequate.” A copy of this original document can be found at the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, Gennadius 
Library Archives, Johannes Gennadius Archives, 13.3. In an attempt to locate the original Cologne Gazette reference, I was 
only able to find this quotation listed in the 20.08.1896 (pg. 3) edition of The Times from London. 
39 Kallivretakis 2006: 24. 
40 Şenışık 2011: 79. 
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owners and affluent members of the Christian society like Hadji-Michalis Giannaris,41 Professor 

Antonios Giannaris, Nikolaos Stavrakis,42 and Ioannis Sfakianakis.43 Alternatively, the Liberal party 

represented the majority of the Cretan-Christian population, who were living in poverty. Leading the 

revolutionary movements of the island were individuals like Konstantinos Mitsotakis44 and Antonis 

Michelidakis.45 Pınar Şenışık (2011: 79-80), elaborating on the distinction between these two influential 

parties of Crete, has stated that:  

The animosity between the Conservative and Liberal parties was so tense that it split the people 
and paved the way for future acts of murder and violence on the island. Political fanaticism 
ensured that the official posts were distributed according to party factions. As a result of this, 
the administrative, judicial and security branches of the government became incapable of 
fulfilling their duties.46  
 

Internal fractures among elites and non-elites emerged over the basic rights of the island’s citizens and 

its future in the question of unification with Greece. Regarding “local Christians,” there existed a 

dynamic range of leaders within the community which included the various ranks of elites, intellectuals, 

and other officials who were in charge at a local level and maintained considerable power over other 

Cretans (i.e. peasants or the poor); though, of course, these locals were subordinate still to foreign rule, 

whether elite or not. With Crete’s Christian population being divided between these two main political 

                                                
41 Giannaris was a prominent resistance fighter during the 1866 Revolution and the General Commander at Kydonia during 
the Revolutions of 1897-1898 (Nanakis 1998; Nanakis 2006: 248). 
42 Nikolaos Stavrakis was the General Director of Customs in Crete and a highly regarded intellectual (Fotou and Brown 
2004: 209).  
43 Ioannis Sfakianakis [1848-1924] was the Chairman of the Revolutionary Assembly of Cretans during the Revolution of 
1878, and he was involved with the Treaty of Halepa. 
44 Konstantinos “Kostis” Mitsotakis [1845-1898] was a representative of Kydonia and a leading figure in the Christian 
community. He married Eleftherios Venizelos’ older sister, Aikaterini, in 1880 (Kallivretakis 2006: 23 & 35, fn 58). 
45 Antonis Michelidakis [1844-1923] was an active participant in the Cretan Revolution of 1878, involved with the Syllogos, 
and appointed the Ministry of Ecclesiastical Affairs and Public Education of Greece in 1915—among many of his political 
involvements. 
46 Şenışık 2011: 79-80. See also T. Detorakis 1994: 356-357. 
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factions, one had to be cautious with whom one associated, as this could have devastating ramifications.47 

Competing agendas existed for the direction of the island’s politics, and one had to be a player in this 

political game in order to successfully accomplish anything.48  

 

REVOLTS, ARCHAEOLOGY, AND POLITICAL CHANGE 

The Syllogos had the support of the Christian Governor-General of Crete Fotiadis Pasha during its 

earlier years, but after 1889, their control over internal matters changed. For example, the Syllogos 

lacked support under one of Fotiadis Pasha’s successors Mamud Pasha, the Governor-General of Crete 

at Chania, who opposed archaeological work on the island by the Syllogos and foreigners from 1893-

1894.49 Setbacks under this administration were mostly stabilized by 1895,50 but Cretan Christians grew 

more mistrustful of the Ottoman administration and reacted against policies that were never properly 

enforced, or that lacked appropriate constitutional safeguards.51 Additionally, the Sultan’s decision to 

replace Karatodori Pasha, the Christian Governor-General, with Turhan Pasha, a Muslim Governor-

General, caused resentment among the people.52 Şenışık (2011: 107-108) argues that “[w]hatever the 

                                                
47 For an additional secondary source on the Conservative and Liberal parties that emerged during the late-nineteenth 
century in Crete, see Kallivretakis 2006: 24-27. Note: the “Liberal Party” was originally known as the “Barefoot Party” 
(Κόμματος των Ξυπόλητων) under Kostis Mitsotakis as its early leader. This political group was later joined and renamed by 
Eleftherios Venizelos as the “Liberal Party” (Κόμμα των Φιλελευθέρων) and lasted from 1910 until 1961 (Papadimitriou, Το 
Βήμα, 25.2.2013). The “Liberal Party” was declared illegal in 1935 by Nikolaos Plastiras, but it remained an active political 
organization until its merger with the “Center Union” Party (´Ένωσις Κέντρου) under Georgios Papandreou in 1961. 
48 A later example of the intersection between archaeology and politics is visible through Nikolaos Stavrakis, a well-respected 
scholar and involved within the archaeology of Crete aside from his participation in the Conservative Party of Crete. 
Stavrakis’ visibility within the archaeological community is evident within Harriet Boyd Hawes’ Campaign during 1900. 
Boyd sent an introductory letter to Stavrakis in April 1900 and Stavrakis, in return, wrote a letter of introduction to Iosif 
Hatzidakis, who was at the time Ephor of Antiquities in Iraklio (Fotou and Brown 2004: 209-210). 
49 Halbherr 1896: 527; cf. McEnroe 2002: 65. 
50 McEnroe 2002: 65; Hirst 1895: 812-813.  
51 Law Times 1896: 251.  
52 Şenışık 2011: 107-108. 
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attitudes of the Christians and the Muslims were, the appointment of Turhan Paşa was a move towards 

a peaceful settlement of the state of affairs on the island.”53 However, the administration’s favor of the 

Muslim minority population could not be abated and the mistrust of the Christian Cretans prompted 

the uprisings of 1896, which connected the political insurgents and European intellectuals on an 

ideological level.  

Both the Christians and Muslims assigned responsibility to the other group for the Cretan 

Revolt of 1896, which offers no resolution. In an article written by a Christian for the Ottoman 

newspaper Hakîkât on the 9th of February 1896, the author seemed to suggest that—with the 

intervention and assistance of the Great Powers’ consuls—the Christian insurgents intentionally 

challenged the Ottoman administration in order to “appropriate” Muslim property:  

I am also a Christian! I am an honest man and always remember the defective opinions of 
shameless, unscrupulous Christians with hate. The outlaws wandering around in Sfakia and 
Apokorono have shown no signs of hesitation to oppress and attack the Muslim inhabitants ... 
Because ... the soldiers continuously attack on the Christian churches and the undermining of 
their rights...Some insurgents are not even ashamed of asking for help from the Great Powers’ 
consuls...Nevertheless, their true aim was to force the Muslims to migrate and to appropriate 
their real estate and properties at a minimum price.54  
 

The author’s account does not suggest necessarily that the revolt was a divisive or calculated master plan 

by the Christians and Great Powers, but it offers an alternative interpretation—suggesting that the 

island’s inhabitants planned to drastically change the administration as well as the political and socio-

economic landscape of Crete. Hatzidakis, on the contrary, had contended that although Christians 

could be blamed for past insurgencies, the Cretan Revolt of 1896 was incited by the Turks, and that the 

                                                
53 For specific clarification about the Cretan Revolt of 1896, refer to Şenışık 2011: 101-136. 
54 Cited directly from Şenışık 2011: 114, ‘Hakşinâs Bir Hıristiyan İmzâsıyla’, Hakîkât, No. 32, 25 Şaban 1313, 28; 
Kanunîsânî 1311, 09.02. 1896: 3, Thursday. 
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revolt was the Christians’ response to their aggressions (Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, Α/Α 423 | 126.5: 

15): 

Until 1896, the Christians were the revolutionaries against the Turkish tyranny and 
misadministration. That is why they, the Turkish families in the countryside, had to protect 
themselves. But, last year the Turks of Crete started the hostilities and not the Christians and, 
only this year, they [the Christians] started the hostilities, but, from the beginning, the riots and 
[?] were incited by [Yıldız?]. [Crossed out: from a little pretense] The Turks, in communication 
with [Yıldız?], had made exact plans about Crete, how and when they will cause turmoil in 
Crete, in order to show to Europe that reforms in Turkey are inapplicable.55 

Cretan unification with Greece may have been the ultimate outcome from a tumultuous, decades long 

internal struggle between the Cretans and the administration in the late-nineteenth century, but Şenışık 

suggests that the ultimate objective was to change the system and transfer the seats of power.56  

 It was after the Cretan Revolt of 1896 that Europeans became more invested in the “Cretan-

Question” that would decide whether Christian Crete would remain under Ottoman control or 

integrate with Europe as part of Greece.57 Crete was granted limited autonomy by the Great Powers on 

the 2nd of March 1897, only to have war erupt a month later on the 17th of April. Within a month of 

the war beginning, it ended in defeat. The result was that Crete had to accept partial control under the 

Sultan while being placed under the authority of Russia, Britain, France, and Italy. The island was 

partitioned into four areas where the Russians took responsibility for Rethymno, the Italians over 

                                                
55 Translated from the Original Greek Manuscript; Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, Α/Α 423 | 126.5: 15. Refer to chpt. 1, figs.  8-9 & appx 5.  
56 Specifically, Şenışık (2010: 28) argues that: “Contrary to the prevailing argument that the principal aim of the Cretan 
Christians who revolted against the Ottoman rule was to unite the island with Greece, a good argument can be made that 
Cretan Christians actually intended to change the socio-economic and political structure of Cretan society entirely and seize 
power by overthrowing the Ottoman administration and expelling Ottoman troops from the island. There is no doubt that 
ένωσις (union [with Greece]) was often claimed by the Christian insurgents as their objective, but it is important to remember 
that the insurgents also sought to overthrow the Ottomans and even turned to their Orthodox co-religionists in Russia for 
help with this effort.” 
57 McEnroe 2002: 61. Refer to Davide Rodogno’s (2001: 118-140 & 212-228) “First Intervention in Crete (1866-69)” and 
“Second Intervention in Crete (1896-1900)” for a historical context about humanitarian interventions and non-
interventions by foreign powers in Crete. 
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Chania, the French over Lasithi, and the British over Candia (subsequently renamed Iraklio). Prince 

George from Greece was designated the commissioner of Crete.58 The Muslim attack on Cretans in 1897 

was devastating on many levels and, in this attack, stores were pillaged in addition to the Christian center 

of Chania being burned to the ground. According to Nikolaos Emm. Papadakis, “[u]nder the pressure 

of the successful risings and of the Great Powers, the Sultan granted a new constitution, ceding 

important privileges to the Christians. The Muslims, instigated by the Turkish Military command, did 

not accept the new constitution...”.59 As a result, part of the Muslim population reacted in January 1897 

and massacred a number of “Greeks” located in Iraklio, Chania, and Rethymno. Such destruction 

heightened the tensions between the Muslim and Christian groups of the island, and one can observe 

that the dynamics of the island were changing at this time. According to John McEnroe (2002: 61): 

At stake was the delicate balance of power in the Eastern Mediterranean, and the corresponding 
threat of international financial collapse. While many Europeans were emotionally on the side 
of the Christians in Crete, European bureaucrats wanted to avoid a total collapse of the 
Ottoman Empire and possible Russian expansion. In 1897, aiming to maintain an ultimately 
unmaintainable status quo, European peacekeeping forces established bases throughout the 
island: Russian forces were stationed in Rethymnon, the French in Siteia and Spinalonga, the 
Italians in Hierapetra, and the British in Herakleion. For more than a year, the European Powers 
unsuccessfully tried to find a European to fill the position of High Commissioner. Finally the 
position went to Prince George of Greece who concurred with the European Powers in strongly 
opposing the unification of Crete with Greece. From 1898 until 1913, Crete was an 
independent nation, literally an island suspended between East and West. 
 

The Cretan State was independent during these years, but Ottoman control was essentially traded for 

European supervision, so—in effect—it is difficult to argue that the island was completely autonomous 

in these state of affairs under European stakeholders.  I argue that before the Cretan State, Cretan elites 

                                                
58 Gere 2009: 71. 
59 Papadakis 2006: 15. 
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called for European intervention against the Ottomans in Crete because the Christian Cretans, 

themselves, lacked the financial stability and resources to overpower the control of the Ottoman 

administration. Cretan excavators, as part of the local elite, were some of these individuals using 

archaeology and their archaeological connections as a means to further their political agendas.  

My argument is not intended as an antagonistic binary exclusion of “us vs. them” because, in this 

circumstance, the Cretan intelligentsia and foreign excavators worked towards a common goal: the 

archaeological advancement of Crete, ultimately devoid of the Ottoman administration. Of course, 

there are more complicated underlying political motivations, cultural factors, and economic 

considerations that need to be acknowledged, but the intent to protect antiquities was in the best 

interest of Cretans and foreign institutions—as opposed to the Ottoman administration. The full 

potential for fieldwork was delayed until Crete’s complete independence from Ottoman governance. I 

therefore put forward this premise about Cretan archaeology, while it developed as a field of inquiry 

under the last years of Ottoman rule between 1878-1898: 

One of the objectives of early Cretan archaeology was to demonstrate the island’s validity as the 
“cradle of European civilization.” European | Western civilization can be broadly defined as 
societies influenced or derived from European cultures. Cretan archaeology, therefore, 
challenged the authority of the Ottoman administration of the island which had little or no 
stake in the cultural or historical inheritance of this material, since its administration’s 
heterogeneous culture derived from the traditions of the Eastern Mediterranean, Western Asia 
and Central Asia, primarily. 
 

What sets Crete apart from other Greek-speaking regions is that the local intelligentsia inextricably 

linked themselves to archaeology under Ottoman rule, which provides a unique case study of how 

nascent nationalists used the discipline to advance other agendas related to politics, culture, identity, etc. 

My dissertation builds on decades of important research vis-à-vis critical histories of archaeology and the 
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relationship between Christians and Muslims in Modern Europe,60 and I consider the cooperation of 

Cretan leaders like the physician-excavator Iosif Hatzidakis [1848-1936], who relied on his connections 

to European elites which extended beyond archaeological interests. In order to practice “disciplinary” 

history for a period when a “discipline” still had very porous boundaries, we must also examine the socio-

political context of the actors, so to speak, who laid the foundations for Cretan archaeology. 

Essentially, Cretan archaeology can be divided into three main periods prior to the island’s 

unification with Greece: the first stage lasted from 1878-1898 while Crete was under the Ottoman 

administration. The second stage follows archaeology after the political intervention of Europeans from 

1898-1906/8, and the third stage marks Cretan archaeology under the years of its de facto unification 

with Greece until its official recognition in December 1913. Rather than thinking about these phases as 

having strict parameters, it is more useful to regard them as periods with observable changes in the 

relationship between Cretans and the archaeological landscape regarding legal changes and nationalist 

attitudes.   

Mark Mazower (2008: 33-41) and Yannis Hamilakis (2007) have argued that archaeology was 

critical in the nationalist claims of the Greek State and for the consolidation of Greece’s national 

identity, but we must consider how archaeology applies specifically in the context of Crete. Pınar Şenışık 

(2011: 9, fn 35) has echoed the argument of Molly Greene that the Greek War of Independence and the 

dissemination of Greek national identity influenced the Christian Cretans in their own pursuit of 

independence from the Ottomans. And although I have no objection to this argument about Christian 

Cretan identity under Turkish rule, we need to expand our discussion to include how archaeology and 

                                                
60 E.g. Greene 2000; Damaskos and Plantzos (eds.) 2008; Gere 2009; Beaton and Ricks (eds.) 2009; & Şenışık 2011. 
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material culture fit within this narrative of resistance.61 Whether applying Antonio Gramsci’s concept 

of “cultural hegemony” as an explanation for the Christian Cretans’ ideological approach to 

undermining Ottoman administration,62 or reconsidering crypto-colonialism in terms of archaeological 

practices, what we need to point out is that Crete was an island comprised of subordinate groups under 

the Ottomans. 

Even if we argue that archaeology was used for the consolidation of Greek national identity after 

the War of Independence, Crete, for all intents and purposes, needs to be considered as an independent 

case study since the island only became recognized officially with Greece in 1913. Therefore, the 

narrative and history of Cretan archaeology—although adjacent to Greece in many ways—is itself 

something unique. This is not a narrative simply about the bourgeoisie of Crete establishing and 

maintaining control of archaeology in order to create a new status quo and dominate subordinate 

groups. Rather, the history of Cretan archaeology is part of the island’s history of liberation. The 

professional responsibility of Cretan excavators extended beyond the mere role of digging, and there is 

a need to evaluate how Cretans engaged in the intellectual conversations about their island’s past 

throughout a period of transition with foreign collaborators.  

 
0.3 FORGOING THE COLONIALIST GAZE 

 
I use primarily late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century archival material to construct a history of 

the archaeology of Crete, which takes into account the socio-political context of the varying 

identities/professions of the actors (who may or may not be “archaeologists” as we define them now) 

                                                
61 While Greene (2000) concentrates primarily on seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Crete after the final Ottoman 
conquest, Şenışık (2011) situates her account around the Cretan Revolts of 1896 and 1897, particularly, the successive revolts 
of most of the Christian population and their push towards unification with Greece during the nineteenth century.  
62 Cf. Şenışık 2011: 10; Fontana 1993: 148. 
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and the phenomenon of the development of archaeology vis-à-vis its construction through resistance.63 

Archival material is limited in its accessibility—in most cases—and I have complemented the record 

with archaeological reports, final publications, and contemporary sources. Since historical practice is 

affected by the process of knowledge production through the materials to which one has access, I have 

spent a considerable amount of years thinking about the disciplinary history of archaeology, the ontology 

of archaeological sources, and archival research. Cretan archaeology is contiguous to, but separate, from 

mainland narratives.  

The “disciplinary” history of archaeology occupies a position somewhere between the 

boundaries of history and archaeology. Previous histories about the archaeology of Crete operate mainly 

from a colonial framework, but approaching Crete as a “colony” or an object of interest to “colonize” 

(even metaphorically) is limiting because it ignores the unique contributions of Cretan archaeology and 

the use of material culture in order to serve as an intervention, so to speak, into the island’s 

administrative affairs. What guided me during the beginning stages of my research were two edited 

volumes dedicated to Cretan archaeology, in particular, but my research departs from some of these 

previous narratives because I regard archaeology as a mechanism for resistance, not as an object of 

colonial intent. The first volume about Cretan archaeology as a disciplinary history was Labyrinth 

Revisited: Rethinking ‘Minoan’ Archaeology (2002), edited by Yannis Hamilakis, and the second was 

                                                
63 I must extend acknowledgement particularly to my friend and colleague, Anne Duray, who was generous with her time and 
reviewed my sections on archival theory and method, as she is also writing a history of twentieth century archaeology in 
Greece. My research has been enriched by her comments and suggestions, which are incorporated throughout this section, 
and while she cannot be held responsible for any of the opinions I express about the field, I extend my sincerest gratitude to 
her.  
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Archaeology and European Modernity: Producing and Consuming the ‘Minoans’ (2006), edited by 

Yannis Hamilakis and Nicoletta Momigliano.64 

Labyrinth Revisited is a collection of essays aimed at a critical and reflexive historicization of 

Cretan archaeology by approaching “Minoan” archaeology as a historical phenomenon and “…a product 

of specific social and historical contingencies,” which are related to cultural production, according to 

Hamilakis (2002: 16).65 A secondary aim of this volume was to deinsularize archaeology by attempting 

“…to situate the archaeology of Bronze Age Crete within mainstream archaeology, rather than treat it as 

an insular pursuit (literally and metaphorically), a remnant of colonial archaeology.”66 Additionally, this 

volume provided a third objective to defamiliarize oneself, which means —among other things— to de-

Europeanize our approach and move away from cultural-evolutionist paradigms.67 The fourth objective 

was to assess the bottom-up “process of political and social organization” through embodiment and 

corporeality.68  

As for Archaeology and European Modernity, this volume was prompted by the centenary 

reception of the “Minoan” past and the archaeological excavations of 1900,69 which interrogated the 

nationalist, colonialist, and imperialist discourse associated with “Minoan” Crete as “European.” The 

editors categorized the “Minoan” legacy of Crete as a derivation of modernity through colonial and 

imperial capitalism and according to Hamilakis and Momigliano (2006b: 27): “Colonial and imperial 

                                                
64 Adhering to James Whitley’s argument that “Minoan” is “a highly loaded ‘theoretical’ term,” I refer to this term in 
quotations throughout the dissertation. Although Whitley has suggested that a more neutral term be employed analogous to 
“Minoan” like “Bronze Age Crete,” I have chosen instead to use scare quotes (2006: 55-67; specifically, pgs. 55 & 65). 
65 Hamilakis 2002: 16. 
66 Hamilakis 2002: 17. 
67 Hamilakis 2002: 19; cf. Bernal 1987 and 1991 regarding the “Black Athena” debate. 
68 Hamilakis 2002: 19. 
69 Hamilakis and Momigliano 2006b: 25. This volume was the result of “Crete: The First ‘European Civilisation’? 
Interpretation, Uses, and Appropriations of the ‘Minoan’ Past,” which was a workshop held in Venice on 25-27.11.2005.  
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capitalism at the start of the 20th century saw in the ‘Minoans’ a mirror image of itself: free individuals, 

extensive trade, naval power, and the desire to colonise and acquire resources and objects from afar.” To 

take this concept a bit further, the abstract of Hamilakis’ (2006: 145) chapter, “The Colonial, the 

National, and the Local: Legacies of the ‘Minoan’ Past,” argues that “Minoan” archaeology was the result 

of “colonial and national processes”:  

The ‘Minoan’ past was constructed at the beginning of the 20th century by colonial and national 
processes as the first ‘European civilisation.’ The remnants of the Cretan Bronze Age were recast, 
reordered, recreated, and forged to produce a world of objects, sites and images that would satisfy 
the Eurocentric colonial imagination and its territorial aspirations as well as the national project 
of the Cretan intellectuals. The European imagination produced its ‘future anterior’ and, given 
the background of some of its architects, a mirror image of the British Empire. Local Cretan 
intellectuals saw in this construction an important resource in their struggle for the unification 
of Crete with Greece […]. 
 

If we are to claim “Minoan” archaeology as the product of historical, social, and political contingencies 

of European modernity, then we need to investigate specifically the development of archaeology and its 

disciplinary history in Crete before Evans’ fieldwork and the employment of what became known as 

“Minoan” during the early-twentieth century. That is because Cretans imagined themselves as the first 

European civilization when excavations began on the island before the twentieth century, and one 

example of this is Iosif Hatzidakis’ (1888: 6) list of antiquities for the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos when he 

served as the president: “…because as it becomes clearer every day, Crete has been the first cradle of the 

Greek civilization and, from this place, the greater part was transferred to the rest of Greece.” By 

extension, what was transmitted to Greece would then have permeated throughout Europe.70 The term 

                                                
70 Translated from the Original Greek Text: “διότι, ὡς ἀποδεικνύεται ὁσημέραι ἐναργέστερον, ἡ πρώτη κοιτὶς τοῦ ῾Ἑλληνικοῦ 
πολιτισμοῦ ὑπῆρξεν ἡ Κρήτη, ἀπὸ ταύτης δὲ τὸ πλεῖστον μετεδόθη καὶ εἰς τὴν λοιπὴν ῾Ἑλλάδα.” For additional commentary and 
context of this quotation, refer to Chapter 5: Development of the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio.  
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“Minoan” may not have been so widely used until after Sir Arthur Evans’ excavations in 1900, but the 

concept of what was then understood later as “Minoan” had been forming for decades.71  

Although my research builds on the foundations of previous discussions, such as those reflected 

within these edited volumes, I consider whether the belief in Crete’s archaeological importance was the 

result of an organic social movement, or if it was purposefully nurtured by native or foreign intellects. 

Why did the ancient past matter to Cretans during their early years of archaeological exploration 

beginning in 1878/9, and how did this inform their pursuit for sovereignty independent from Ottoman 

control and, thus ultimately, their unification with Greece in 1913? 

Hamilakis (2006: 147) argues that “[i]n the aftermath of the political events of 1897-8, the 

patriotic archaeology of the Syllogos started operating in a climate of intense international competition 

among the Great Powers of Europe, who were keen to secure their interests in post-Ottoman Crete.” 

He then suggests that “[t]he military, political, and ideological colonisation of Crete (by the ideas of 

nationalism and Europeanism that fueled the desire to unite Crete with Greece, and sustained the 

authority of Western powers) went hand in hand with its archaeological colonisation (cf. Momigliano 

2002: 266-267, 273).”72 The events of 1897-1898 will be detailed in “Chapter 1|Archanes Revolutionary 

Assembly of 1897” when I discuss archaeology through the lens of politics and revolution, but I argue 

that we should reconsider how we approach “colonization.”  Rather, we need to interrogate why Cretan 

                                                
71 According to Karadimas (2015: 6-7): “In view of recent critiques of the term ‘Minoan’, it is interesting to note that in the 
works of Müller and Hoeck the term ‘Minoan’, unlike today, did not have racial or ethnic connotations, but essentially a 
chronological meaning. In a sense, it was used in a way similar to the term ‘Pharaonic’, because for the Göttingen scholars the 
term did not refer only to the reign of the mythical King Minos, but to a period of up to two centuries. Whenever Hoeck and 
Müller referred to the prehistoric inhabitants of Crete they used phrases such as the ‘Minoan Cretans’ (die minoischen 
Kreter) or the ethnonyms Eteocretans (Hoeck) and Dorians (Müller), if they wished to refer to their ethnicity [fn. 24: e.g., 
Hoeck 1828, vi, xxiv, 187, 189, 233, 236, 369, 378, 380, 391; Müller 1824, 243.].” 
72 Hamilakis 2006: 147. 
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excavators—like Hatzidakis—actively sought out the assistance of European Powers for a reciprocal 

benefit to advance archaeological practices on the island.  

There is not a “one size fits all” model of the history of archaeology and to address my type of 

inquiry, I additionally referred to Michael Fotiadis’ (2017) more recent study about the histories of 

archaeology and “narratives of progress?” to orient my approach to archaeological knowledge, since my 

research about Crete has been done mainly from a historiographical approach using archival 

documentation.73 In following this model of inquiry, I maintain that the goal of this research is to 

illuminate the cooperation of Cretan leaders, who relied on the mobilization of European partnerships 

in order to employ archaeology as a strategy of resistance against the Ottomans, and not to colonize the 

indigenous peoples of Crete through control or appropriation. After the formation of the Cretan State 

in 1898, the interplay between Cretans, the Great Powers, and the High Commissioner Prince George 

becomes complicated regarding the division between those who wanted Crete to be recognized as a 

constitutionally free state and those who championed unification with Greece. Foreign excavators, who 

wanted permission to excavate certain sites, had to adhere to the policies put forth by Cretans themselves 

after the Cretan State Antiquities Law was prescribed on the 18th of June 1899.74 Therefore, we need to 

                                                
73 Fotiadis’ (2017: 186-187) questions about archaeological histories are worth applying to the disciplinary history of Cretan 
archaeology because it is necessary to consider how and why we look at the discipline from a historical perspective. Fotiadis’ 
“narratives of progress?” are defined using William A. McDonald’s (1967) Progress into the Past, J. Lesley Fitton’s (1995) 
The Discovery of the Greek Bronze Age (see Fotiadis 2017: 187-191), and J.L. Myers’ (1933) “The Cretan Labyrinth: A 
Retrospect of Aegean Research,” published in the Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, which was delivered in 
1933 as the Huxley Memorial Lecture (see Fotiadis 2017: 191-194). Fotiadis (2017: 194-195) concludes that, 
“Archaeological knowledge, in short, is a ‘mode of || existence’, as Bruno Latour would have it, and temporarily is its most 
salient dimension [fn 41]. Leave out that temporality, and our current knowledge becomes decontextualized: it can pretend 
to be ‘naked reality’, independent of the complex conditions that brought in into existence and maintain it in the present” 
[fn 41, p. 197: “See Latour, 2008; also Fotiadis, 2015].” Refer additionally to Latour 1999a: 24-79 & 1999b: 301-311. 
74 Eleftherios Venizelos was one of the signatories of the Cretan Archaeological Law that was established in 1899, in Halepa, 
along with Nikolaos Giamalakis, Konstantinos Foumis, Manousos Koundouros, and Hussein Genitsarakis (Giamalakis, 
Venizelos, Foumis, Koundouros, and Genitsarakis 1899). 
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give credit to the agency of Cretan leaders who negotiated the terms for excavations, whether by the 

hands of locals or foreigners, even if that meant other Cretan excavators disapproved.  

Toward this end, my dissertation offers—partially—a historiography of Cretan archaeology 

under Ottoman rule by tracing the discipline’s shifting dynamics after Crete became an autonomous 

state under Ottoman suzerainty, informed by broader historical methodologies like James C. Scott’s 

(1990, 2012) subaltern politics, Pierre Bourdieu’s (1977, 1990) approach to symbolic capital,75 and 

Michael Herzfeld’s (2002) crypto-colonial model. My engagement—and sometimes challenges—to 

these models are embedded throughout the dissertation, but I would like to start with Herzfeld’s (2002: 

900-901) definition of crypto-colonialism:  

…the curious alchemy whereby certain countries, buffer zones between the colonialized lands 
and those as yet untamed, were compelled to acquire their political independence at the expense 
of massive economic dependence, this relationship being articulated in the iconic guise of 
aggressively national culture fashioned to suit foreign models. Such countries were and are living 
paradoxes: they are nominally independent, but that independence comes at the price of a 
sometimes-humiliating form of effective dependence. || Two such countries are Greece and 
Thailand. 

 
Using Greece as an example for this heuristic model, Herzfeld offers two paradigms: conspicuous 

absence (e.g. “political marginality”) and furtive absence (e.g. “that of the classical Greek culture”).76 

According to Herzfeld (2002: 900), the term “conspicuous absence” can be used to explain “…the 

political marginality that has marked Greece’s relations with the West throughout most of its history as 

a nominally independent though practically tributary nation-state.” Modern Greece is absent typically 

from the introductory material of Western civilization primers,77 and we can apply this type of 

                                                
75 Refer to chapter 4 (see also Hamilakis and Yalouri 1996: 117-129). 
76 Herzfeld 2002, 900: “[classical Greek culture] is furtive because it shelters behind the multifarious signs of a presence, 
which melts into insignificance as soon as we attempt to grasp and identify it.” 
77 Herzfeld 2002: 900. 
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“conspicuous absence” to modern Crete and the history of its archaeology. Moreover, studying modern 

receptions of antiquity—specifically in the context of Crete—allows us greater insight into the political 

hierarchy and power dynamics of the Cretan elite that often shifted—particularly from 1878-1898.  

We can generally apply Herzfeld’s model of crypto-colonialism to Crete under Ottoman 

occupation, but I argue that Crete’s political, social, and economic situation cannot be reduced 

completely to “political independence at the expense of massive economic dependence” because when 

we consider the complicated relationship Cretans had with their Ottoman occupiers, we will see that 

that local elites often called for the assistance of the European powers during punctuated periods of 

resistance. According to Herzfeld (2002: 919-920), “…crypto-colonies have been doubly victimized: not 

only have they suffered many of the economic and political effects of colonialism itself, but they have 

then found themselves excluded, materially and epistemologically, by the massive forces upholding the 

binarisms of late-twentieth-century realpolitik.”78 Vasileios Varouchakis (2015: 15) takes Herzfeld’s 

model further by approaching “archaeology as colonialism” through the lens of the “…native population 

(e.g. the local elites, the urban capital) [occupying] another (the lower classes, the rural population).”  

According to Varouchakis (2015: 125), Cretan archaeology emerged from colonialism; 

indigenes lacked independence in their archaeological policy, and Cretan citizens under the 

autonomous state had to adhere to the local legislation, which was optional for Westerners. Varouchakis 

(2015: 125) makes the following comment on the subject: 

“Minoan Archaeology” is a unique archaeological field, being born out of direct colonial 
practices; there is a [sic] unquestionable resemblance to the crypto-colonial practices witnessed 

                                                
78 For a condensed version of crypto-colonialism, refer to Herzfeld’s interview with King’s College’s, Cambridge, King’s 
Review: “An interview with Michael Herzfeld: Cryptocolonialism, the Responsibility of the Social Sciences and Europe,” 
Interview by Johannes Lenhard and Raffaella Taylor-Seymour — 24.12.2013. Accessed 11.11.2014 -
[http://kingsreview.co.uk/articles/an-interview-with-michael-herzfeld-cryptocolonialism-the-responsibility-of-the-social-
sciences-and-europe/]. 
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in mainland Greece (cf. Hamilakis 2008, 275-76). However, this is was [sic] also Cretan 
nationalist archaeology in denial, due to its colonial origins: the patriotic narrative of the local 
antiquarians was constantly challenged by their obligations to the Westerners. 
 

In Varouchakis’ broader application of this framework, Cretans were indebted to Westerners for 

making archaeology visible to a broader audience, and the island’s past was used to build European 

identity.79 Additionally, Varouchakis (2015: 15) suggests that:   

Crete can rightfully claim a place within the concept of crypto-colonialism, as defined by 
Michael Herzfeld (2002, 900-901). The Cretan State was run by local elites with an aggressive 
patriotic culture fashioned to suit foreign nationalist models. They presented themselves as 
champions of national liberation and union with Greece. Yet it was the same network of 
collaborators that facilitated the cascade of processes behind the humiliating dependence of 
economy, socio-politics and culture to the West. 
 

Crypto-colonialism, as an argument for Crete, is useful when discussing foreign archaeological 

“occupation” on the island, but Herzfeld’s original model assumes a level of passiveness on behalf of the 

“victims” who endured potentially humiliating dependence resulting from the system of colonialism. 

We could argue that the local Cretans suffered under foreign control—using the crypto-colonial 

model—but under what context of occupation can this specific model be applied? Perhaps the answer 

lies in reconsidering Cretans’ resistance against the Ottoman administration through the lens of 

archaeology. I argue that archaeology was used to garner transnational support with European powers 

to emancipate Cretans from the Ottoman yoke and by doing so, Cretans not only generated a national 

narrative, but also a history that was inclusive of Europeans alike by claiming Crete as the “cradle of 

                                                
79 Varouchakis 2015: 125-126. In a later claim made by Varouchakis (2018: 2), he maintains that the Cretan State resulted 
from a colonialist institution: “The birth of the new state was the outcome of a long course of political, economic and social 
developments that escalated after the Greek War of Independence in 1821 (Perakis, 2008: 27). The Cretan State was seen 
by Christian Cretans as a minor, necessary evil, before the anticipated union with the Kingdom of Greece, with the assistance 
of European Christendom (N. Petroulakis, 2008: 164–65). The new polity was established under the patronage of the Great 
Powers in what could be defined as a crypto-colonial form of administration (cf. Gourgouris, 1996: 6; Herzfeld, 1993: 144; 
2002: 900–01).” 
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European civilization.” This is not to suggest, however, that Cretan archaeology claimed universal 

importance but—rather—that civilization emerged from Crete and then transferred throughout what 

would become known as the western European countries eventually. Cretan archaeology was dependent 

partially on the economic support of “outsiders,” but further insight into the organization and 

managerial decisions of Cretan excavators demonstrably shows a mutual-reliance and cooperation.  

The Cretan elite tried to elevate the island’s cultural capital under Ottoman occupation and one 

way to achieve transnational recognition was through archaeology. What archaeology, more 

importantly, offered was a platform to connect Cretan to European excavators, who had the freedom to 

communicate the political message of Cretan elites to the foreign press and/or foreign ministers when, 

during periods of insurgency against the Ottoman administration, it would be dangerous to do so in 

Crete. For example, the Italian archaeologist Federico Halbherr worked with Cretan excavators—

specifically Iosif Hatzidakis—to publicize support for the Cretan archaeological agenda that called for 

the Ottoman administration to forfeit any right to Cretan antiquities (see chpt. 4).80 Halbherr’s 

communication with Hatzidakis in 1895 is important because he advised Hatzidakis to disguise his 

response in coded form, i.e. by submitting numbered messages via telegraph to Halbherr that 

represented predesignated statements sent previously in handwritten and hand-delivered messages. 

Halbherr’s letter to Hatzidakis was very direct in suggesting that the Ottoman administration 

prohibited correspondence relating to these matters by writing on the 26th of April 1895: “Do you 

understand me? The government would not let you telegraph directly from Crete, if it is about drafts of 

                                                
80 ΑΜΗ,  Επιστολή του Φεντερίκο Αλμπέρ να Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, 26.04.1895,  Βιβλίο 8,  σ. 1-3. 
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law, or about matters that the government is fighting.”81 Cretan archaeology, in this sense, was an agent 

of political change as it applies to James C. Scott’s (1990: 136-182) general model put forward in 

Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts. His framework for “Voice Under 

Domination: The Arts of Political Disguise,” manifests in forms of anonymity, euphemisms, and 

grumbling, which reveal themselves in the public record through veiled, unassuming forms.82 By 

Halbherr advising Hatzidakis to anonymize his information sent by telegram regarding antiquities, I 

argue that Cretan archaeology functioned under an “elementary form of disguise.”  

According to Scott (1990: 136), “[m]ost of the political life of subordinate groups is to be found 

neither in overt collective defiance of powerholders nor in complete hegemonic compliance, but in the 

vast territory between these two polar opposites.” In the previous example, archaeological affairs were 

embedded in the political life of Crete. Halbherr’s urgency for Hatzidakis to communicate by 

handwritten letters and coded telegrams in the event that some of these correspondences were 

intercepted, suggests the need for discretion. Under Scott’s (2015: 138-139) framework, this technique 

to disguise communication of subordinate groups could qualify under “elementary forms of disguise,” 

which require necessary caution: 

Like prudent opposition newspaper editors under strict censorship, subordinate groups must 
find ways of getting their message across, while staying somehow within the law. This requires 
an experimental spirit and a capacity to test and exploit all the loopholes, ambiguities, silences, 
and lapses available to them. It means somehow setting a course at the very perimeter of what 
the authorities are obligated to permit or unable to prevent. It means carving out a tenuous 
public political life for themselves in a political order that, in principle, forbids such a life unless 
fully orchestrated from above. 
 

                                                
81 Translated from the Original Greek Text (see chpt. 4, fig. 47): ΑΜΗ, Επιστολή του Φεντερίκο Αλμπέρ να Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, 
26.04.1895, Βιβλίο 8, σ. 1-3. 
82 For specific references of these types of “elementary forms of resistance,” refer to Scott 1990: 138-156. 
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Although “prudent opposition newspaper editor” is not among the many professional hats Hatzidakis 

wore throughout his lifetime, he was an excavator who had to navigate the restrictions of the Ottoman 

administration and had to communicate his political message through creative means. Even in 

Hatzidakis’ privileged status as an educated and influential Cretan elite, he was subordinate to the 

current administration and was prohibited to express his full political views pertaining to antiquities 

without potential consequence.  

An additional example of how archaeology connected excavators on a political level, is when 

archaeologist Sir Arthur Evans corresponded directly with Hatzidakis to discuss British politicians and 

their interest to “secure the Turkish element” during the Cretan Revolt of 1897.83 Evans, through his 

personal connections, additionally communicated with Lord Salisbury on behalf of the Cretan 

revolutionaries like Hatzidakis, who represented the moderates of the island, about the pacification of 

Crete (see chpt. 1). The Cretan Revolt was not inspired by matters concerning Cretan antiquities 

directly, but archaeologists became involved in the political system and acted as leaders among the local 

people. Therefore, I argue that the politics of these leaders cannot be divorced from how their decisions 

affected the island’s archaeological organization. In other words, Cretan archaeology was not necessarily 

a way to domesticate provincial locals but, rather, a political apparatus used to inspire commonality 

among them.  

Although the Cretans who developed the field of archaeology on Crete were privileged in their 

positions, I argue that they—too—were part of a subordinate group since, until 1898, Cretan affairs 

were under the Ottoman administration. What becomes complicated is the spectrum of subordination 

                                                
83 Letter from A. Evans to I. Hatzidakis 08.05.1897 (Reprinted from Mysōn 1933: 121). 
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and how to approach this paradigm because Cretan archaeology, beyond the public transcript from the 

nineteenth and twentieth century, was masked under a layer of privacy. Public transcripts are “not the 

whole story,” and there is a need to apply Scott’s (1990: 3) model if we want to understand, more 

holistically, the role of Cretan archaeology in political affairs: 

First, the public transcript is an indifferent guide to the opinion of subordinates…Second, to the 
degree that the dominant suspect that the public transcript may be “only” a performance, they 
will discount its authenticity. It is but a short step from such skepticism to the view, common 
among many dominant groups, that those beneath them are deceitful, shamming, and lying by 
nature. Finally, the questionable meaning of the public transcript suggests the key roles played 
by disguise and surveillance in power relations. 
 

Confidential material written by Cretan excavators may be considered by some as the transcript of a 

dominant group, but it is important to remember that excavators—although privileged in their 

education and means—were subordinate to the administration and, thus, fighting to navigate within a 

bureaucratic system to safeguard antiquities and the island’s material importance. In addition to 

approaching Cretan excavators as a subordinate group—involved in the political resistance of the 

Ottoman administration—I argue that Cretan archaeology fits into the broader narrative of the power 

dynamics involved with conversations of domination, subordination, resistance, and cultural heritage 

management. Accordingly, in this context, Cretan archaeology is framed by an “ecology of practices,” 

which in this context follows the model put forth by Christopher Witmore and Michael Shanks (2012: 

387) suggesting that “[e]cology is about interconnection, management, and local adaptation.”84  

By positioning archaeology as “an ecology of practices” (Stengers 2005 & 2010; cf. Witmore and 

Shanks 2012), it can be defined in relation to what archaeologists do (i.e. how information is acquired, 

processed, and/or disseminated; how they engage in politics on a local and state-wide level, etc.). 

                                                
84 Refer more generally to Witmore and Shanks 2012: 387; cf. Stengers 2005 & 2010. 
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Archaeology is connected by the institutions, community, affiliates, and politics which hold it 

together.85 According to Witmore and Shanks (2012: 387): 

An ecology of practices aims to capture, as Stengers puts it, “the construction of new ‘practical 
identities’ for practices, that is, new possibilities for them to be present, in other words to 
connect” (2005, 186). So archaeological practices such as excavation and visualization should 
neither be defined as copies of practices developed by soil scientists, photographers, architects, 
nor should they be regarded as derivative. Instead, they connect. 

 
By applying this framework to Crete, archaeology is not to be understood as synonymous with “the 

material record” but rather as a set of knowledge-producing practices. Moreover, the history of 

archaeology includes the institutions and material infrastructures that lend themselves to the regulation 

of its practices, affiliations and relationships; it relies, additionally, on building and disseminating its 

competence and credibility in the field through trusted networks.86  

 An archaeological ecology of practices applies to Crete, for example, in the case of the 

Revolutionary Assembly of Archanes in 1897 (see chpt. 1). The narrative of this Assembly includes a 

political disagreement about governmental policy between Iosif Hatzidakis, an archaeologist, and 

Eleftherios Venizelos, a politician. Their conflict with one another extends to the archaeological ecology 

of practices because Hatzidakis, at this time, was the president of the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos and leader 

of the administrative dealings of Cretan archaeology. Therefore, Hatzidakis’ politics, affiliates, and 

involvement of the community ultimately inform the way he conducted himself on a professional level, 

which extends to his leading role as an archaeologist.  

 

                                                
85 Witmore and Shanks (2012: 390) divide their discussion into three groups to include the archaeological imagination, the 
discipline’s workings, and politics. Within these groups, they have assigned a corresponding field (e.g. pragmata, tekhne, and 
demokratia), which can then be expanded into “the elements of an archaeological ecology of practices” to include the 
following: “institutions; affiliates; gaining and perpetuating competence; manifesting the material past; knowledge design; 
memory practices; politics; and community.” They end their discussion with ta archaia. 
86 Cf. Witmore and Shanks 2012: 388-390. 
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0.4 EXCAVATING ARCHIVES: CRETAN ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE STRATIGRAPHY OF CORRESPONDENCE 
 

By cataloguing archival collections about the development of Cretan archaeology, we can reframe the 

way we think about foreigner interactions with the Cretan elites through our access to the “hidden” 

conversations about their practices. The archival collections used in this research include, but are not 

limited to, private correspondence about how archaeology fits into the broader narrative of the power 

dynamics involved with conversations of domination, subordination, resistance, and cultural heritage 

management.  

Navigating through archival collections to narrate archaeological histories is, in many ways, 

similar to an excavation process, where one sifts through the stratigraphic layers of a site. Archival 

collections are artifacts of the past that allow us temporal insight—both synchronic and diachronic—

into the way an archaeological site was excavated by way of correspondence, notes, and documents of the 

excavators themselves, which were previously unavailable to the wider public. As with most personal 

correspondence, the incoming and outgoing letters were intended for individual and private use, not for 

public consideration.  

Disciplinary history is far from a navel-gazing activity. The value of the historical reception of 

archaeology lies in its ability to communicate the backstory of the field and its continual development. 

In the case of Crete, the history of its archaeology is benefitted by inquiring how—and by whom—sites 

were chosen, when they were propositioned for excavation, who were the individuals involved in the 

executive decision-making process, and what could be learned from unsuccessful excavation attempts. 
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More importantly, these inquiries challenge us to think more seriously about the political, economic, 

and cultural context of these archaeologies.87 

As Nathan Schlanger (2004: 165) has proposed, the history of archaeology needs to go beyond 

a reductive field of scientific inquiry of archaeological discoveries by producing a “…chronicle of the 

inexorable progress of scientific knowledge.” Further, he has argued that we must embrace the lesser 

known triumphs, shortcomings, and mishaps that may have been dismissed from our familiarity with 

known accounts: 

On the contrary, to delve fruitfully into the disciplinary past, to appreciate the double lesson of 
familiarity and alterity that it brings, to understand that at each of its moments archaeology is 
practiced in the present, we need at the onset to adopt a perspective that is both highly attentive 
and immune to veneration, neither overly dazzled by the achievements of our “genial founding 
fathers,” nor, at the other extreme, dismissive towards the supposedly “unscientific” errors of our 
predecessors. Alongside the great discoveries, together with the persevering men (and sometimes 
women) of genius, the history to be sought is that of the science in action, of the half-forgotten 
controversies and errors of yesteryear, of the routine operations so fundamental as to be self-
evident, and indeed of all these episodes and practices deemed unfit for inclusion in the official 
or authorized histories of the discipline.88  
 

In this dissertation, I emphasize the achievements of Cretan intellectuals by including their narratives 

within the history of the discipline, but I have also made it my objective to challenge our conventional 

accounts of local Cretan involvement in archaeological affairs. 

The archaeological past, then, is a product of active construction (e.g. Shanks and Tilley 1992; 

cf. Harrison 2011: 182), where overlapping pasts can co-exist within the same framework (e.g. Lucas 

2005 & 2010; Olivier 2003; Schlanger 2004; Witmore 2006b; cf. Harrison 2011: 182)—specifically, 

navigating the tensions between “historian” vs “archaeologist” vs the “disciplinary history of 

                                                
87 Regarding the discipline of archaeology and what it entails (e.g. aims, functions, practices, development over time, historical 
conditions), refer to Kristiansen 2009: 3-46. 
88 Schlanger 2004: 165-166. 
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archaeology” and seeking to reconcile disciplinary divides, regarding aspects of temporality. And despite 

the material limitations and incompleteness of archives, they have an active role in the production of 

knowledge about Cretan archaeology.  

 When used in the disciplinary history of archaeology, archival data is “incomplete” because we 

often lack the knowledge or access to corresponding archival collections. Even when compendia for a 

collection exist, they may be held at different institutions (e.g. incoming and outgoing letters may be in 

two separate collections, and notes about these letters—and their accompanying objects—may be held 

at a third location). There does not exist, unfortunately, an accessible platform for a meta-data repository 

that offers a catalogue of the different contents of archival collections concerning archaeology on Crete, 

so a comprehensive database to show corresponding and connecting material from disparate institutions 

is needed in the future. In an ideal scenario of archival research, we would have access to a triangulated 

matrix that traces the network of archival materials and their corresponding collections throughout 

academic institutions. Thus, in order to corroborate our archival finds, we must rely on catalogues—if 

and when available—either online or in-person, references from published and unpublished material, 

the knowledge of archival researchers and librarians, and the knowledge from locals about the 

whereabouts of potential material.89 Archives in this regard, therefore, are an incomplete science because 

                                                
89 For example, I became privy to information about the Archives of Titus Georgiadis (Αρχείο Τίτου Γ.Χ. Γεωργίαδη) from a 
local colleague of mine in Crete, Dimitris Kipriotakis, who was processing the catalogue for this collection which currently 
is part of an unaffiliated, private family archive. I was fortunate to gain access and privileges to this collection for documents 
contained within its unprocessed files about Iosif Hatzidakis’ letters to the Chief Justice of the Ministry of Economics (Την 
Διεύθυνσιν Δικαστικοῦ τοῦ ῾Υπουργείου τῶν Οἰκονομικῶν). One particular folder, which was unnumbered at the time of my 
research, contained several accompanying documents written by Iosif Hatzidakis about the transfer of property rights in 
Iraklio; for example, documents from 12.10.1931 and 18.01.1922 (no. 7211)—not inclusive of the relevant content within 
the collection. Although this archival collection was excluded from the content of this dissertation, I am thankful to Mr. 
Kipriotakis for informing me about the processing and ongoing cataloguing of this collection and permission to access this 
material. As demonstrated, material from one collection may be incomplete, and a researcher may only know through word 
of mouth about potential material that holds relevance to what is already known from existing collections. Thus, archival 
research cannot be viewed as a complete data source, when the existence of materials may present itself in the future.   
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we may encounter records that emerge from private collections at an unknown, later date. On the other 

hand, of course, archaeology can also be incomplete as data collected later can change or revise what was 

once known about a site or region, for example. Therefore, it is imperative to view archival collections 

about archaeology as a complementary extension of the field. Knowing the negotiations for the 

permissions of Knossos as an excavation site will not change our data about the archaeological material 

itself, but it broadens our understanding of exactly how, why, and for what purposes that material was 

collected in the first place.  

Using archival collections for the reception of archaeological studies is nothing original, but the 

standard practice of using archives has yet to permeate general academia or the wider demographics of 

scholarship with regard to the narrative of Cretan archaeology, in particular.90 The documents reviewed 

for this dissertation speak more to the development of Cretan archaeology and, although they are an 

accumulation of historical records, they are very much part of the present and an active pursuit of our 

disciplinary past.  

Archival collections go beyond letters and include manuscripts, visual texts, artifacts, personal 

notes, etc.91 An institution’s collection consists of items that, often, have no copy in existence elsewhere. 

The rarity of archival collections and the difficulty in knowing what a collection may contain is, perhaps, 

why archives are an underutilized resource when discussing archaeological reception. As part of the 

                                                
90 For examples of archives employed in a personal, archaeological context, refer to the volume (2015) of Carl W. Blegen: 
Personal and Archaeological Narratives, edited by Natalia Vogeikoff-Brogan, Jack L. Davis, Vasiliki Florou. Additionally, see 
Allen 1999; N. Momigliano 2002; Díaz-Andreu 2007: 29-48, 2008: 121-129, & 2012; Marchand 2006; Kotsonas 2008: 
275-298 & 2016: 299-324; and Varouchakis 2015 & 2018. 
91 For an example of archives used to illuminate archaeological histories, refer to Natalia Vogeikoff-Brogan’s online blog titled 
From the Archivist’s Notebook: Essays Inspired by Archival Research in Athens Greece, which can be accessed through the 
following link:  https://nataliavogeikoff.com. Refer additionally to Kaeser 2013: 101-108, regarding the use of biographies 
for archaeological research with private papers, material sources, and oral sources.  
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Archive Archaeology Project funded partially through the Higher Education Funding Council for 

England, guidelines for teaching and learning archaeology through archives were produced. In this 

manual Dan Hicks, Gustav Milne, John Shepherd, and Robin Skeates (2009: 5) assert the following 

about archival research as an archaeological project: 

“Archaeology” is all too often seen as synonymous with “excavation.” … || However, a more 
accurate definition of “Archaeology” is the study of the physical remains of our past, and should 
include work that takes place in archives, laboratories, museums, and libraries: it is these 
processes that ultimately produce the results upon which our subject progresses.92 
 

I acknowledge that archival sources, libraries, museums, and laboratories are also part of the 

archaeological record as much as they are a curated collection. Moreover, we need to consider 

additionally the organization of a collection’s material.93 This includes—but is not limited to—how, 

why, and through what means a collection of data was acquired; the storage facility of these materials; 

and the degree of public access to material.  

Archives, in both their form and function, are remnants of a tangible past—a past with which 

we can engage. Just as we cannot—and do not—expect archaeologists to recover the corresponding 

pieces to each fragment of pottery found on a site to make a complete assemblage, we also cannot expect 

archival documents to be complete in every sense. In other words, the material property of archives is 

contingent upon the completeness of the material available (e.g. being incomplete, dispersed, limited or 

inaccessible, degraded conditions, etc.).94 Archives must be viewed, then, as a complementary extension 

of archaeological practice and vice versa. 

 

                                                
92 Refer also to Swain 2002: 316-363, regarding “archive archaeology.” 
93 Refer to Barda (1989: 217-224 & 1991) for information regarding the Gennadius Library Archive Collections (ASCSA) 
from Dragoumis, Skouloudis, Gennadius, Schliemann, Vikelas, etc. 
94 Refer to Shanks and Svabo 2013: 99, regarding pragmatology and archives. 
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0.5 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
 
At its core, this dissertation takes a partially non-linear, historiographical approach to Cretan 

archaeology using archives as a primary source to foreground discussion about disciplinary history.95 My 

argument about Cretan archaeology employed as a strategy of resistance is detailed through six 

substantive chapters, broken into two main parts. Part one discusses the foundations of Cretan 

archaeology through the broader context of revolution and the constraints of being an “occupied” island, 

the influence of foreign travelers, and the transference of Greece’s archaeological model to Crete.  The 

first chapter provides a detailed account of one particular event of Cretan resistance from the 

Revolutionary Assembly of Archanes in 1897. Before examining discourse related to archaeology during 

the late-nineteenth century in Crete, we must consider the administrative foundations laid for 

Eleftherios Venizelos’ political background and Iosif Hatzidakis’ archaeological career with the 

Filekpaideftikos Syllogos, and how these two individuals came into conflict with one another. I begin 

with a comprehensive summary starting with Eleftherios Venizelos—the lawyer, politician, and 

author—followed by a discussion on Hatzidakis—the intellectual archaeologist and political activist. 

The interaction between Hatzidakis and Venizelos deserves our attention in modern scholarship 

because their engagement with one another at Archanes has been largely ignored in the broader context 

of archaeology. The history of Cretan archaeology is inseparable from the history of insurgency, and this 

chapter focuses on one episode of resistance that ultimately defines the politics of archaeology through 

the lens of the island’s main excavator (Hatzidakis) and his adversary (Venizelos) at Archanes.  

                                                
95 Regarding archaeology and historiography (specifically, the use of biographies of archaeologists more broadly), refer to 
Gran-Aymerich (2007: 11-20) as an example. 
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In the following chapter, I contextualize the foundations of Cretan archaeology by way of early 

travelers on the island and their reports about the history of the island and its ancient sites. I argue that, 

through topographical and chorographical information within these travelers’ accounts, the first 

excavators of Crete were influenced to dig at certain locations.96 Moreover, I consider the importance of 

the earlier travelers and their accounts that helped to guide excavations on the island. 

Part 2 is broken into four substantive chapters, where I focus exclusively on the disciplinary 

history of Crete with its beginnings under Ottoman occupation through to the island’s unification with 

Greece. Chapter 3 brings attention to the first excavation of Minos Kalokairinos at Kefala Hill (at 

Knossos). Although Kefala Hill was Kalokairinos’ only major excavation on the island, he dedicated the 

rest of his life to matters related to Cretan archaeology and ancient history. What this chapter offers is a 

set of newly translated and unpublished documents from Kalokairinos regarding his commitment to 

Cretan archaeology even after his excavation at Kefala ended in 1879; this commitment continued 

through to Sir Arthur Evans, who acquired the official rights to the site and began work in 1900. 

Kalokairinos’ Cretan Archaeological Journal [1906-1907], his campaign for political office, his lawsuit 

with Arthur Evans, and his law dissertation all speak to the types of efforts that Kalokairinos made to 

sustain the relevancy of Crete’s cultural heritage while trying to resist the political changes occurring on 

the island. 

The fourth and fifth chapters contribute to scholarship regarding the political networks and 

relationships between the Cretan intelligentsia (e.g. those involved with the hierarchy of deliberation) 

and foreign excavators. Particularly, I look at the history of ideas and the meaning behind the process by 

                                                
96 Chorography—a technique which involves the systematic mapping and description of regions or districts—is part of the 
antiquarian tradition, which additionally includes topography and itinerary; refer to Shanks and Witmore 2010: 97-106. 
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which one arrived at this meaning,97 by highlighting the foundation on which foreign archaeologists 

could operate on the island. What makes Crete distinct from Greece at this time is that Cretans sought 

out foreign excavators for their assistance in protecting Crete’s antiquities from the threat of Ottoman 

seizure (e.g. the Syllogos solicited outside assistance to gain control over the island’s antiquities and 

develop a permanent archaeological museum in Iraklio through the support of mainly Greek and foreign 

patrons). Chapter 6 ends with the tensions that arose among local Cretan excavators and their response 

to the foreign presence that continued under the Cretan State and the eventual unification with Greece 

(e.g. Federico Halbherr, Arthur Evans, Richard Dawkins).  

In this dissertation, I offer a new and comparative evaluation of Crete’s political, social, and 

economic disruptions under the Ottoman Empire. I accomplish this through primarily three principal 

arguments regarding the origins of Cretan archaeological practices. First, that Cretan archaeology was 

initially used as a strategy of resistance by the indigenous Cretans and foreign archaeologists as a means 

to divest from the Ottoman administration between 1878-1898.  Second, that while previous histories 

have framed discussions of archaeology through a “colonial” or “crypto-colonial” framework, the 

involvement of the Cretan intelligentsia and foreign excavators in the early development of the 

discipline suggests that these accusations were not entirely accurate. Third, that the Cretans’ appeal to a 

common western heritage was, in part, responsible for the reason why the Syllogos (and then later the 

Archaeological Service of Crete) was accommodating toward non-Greek western archaeologists. After 

Crete’s de facto unification with Greece in 1908 and the Great Powers’ military departure, the internal 

dynamic of Crete’s archaeological politics began to shift.    

                                                
97 Cf. Shapin 1998: 5-12, for this approach. 
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CHAPTER 1 | ARCHANES REVOLUTIONARY ASSEMBLY OF 1897 

Archaeologists played a prominent role in a multitude of events during the nineteenth century that 

would eventually culminate in the unification of Crete with Greece in 1913. They often clashed with 

other politicians regarding the future of Cretan unification, and this tension is evident when we look at 

interpersonal communications from formal meetings, published letters, and private correspondence. 

One of the most important political and intellectual debates involved Eleftherios Kyriakou Venizelos 

and Iosif Andreas Hatzidakis (the former was a prominent politician, the latter a prominent excavator-

doctor) at the Assembly of Archanes on the 9th/12th of August 1897.1  At this Assembly, Venizelos—

as the acting president—initially banned all discussion pertaining to Crete’s legal relationship with 

Greece. Hatzidakis, however, refused to honor the Assembly’s restriction and used this meeting as an 

opportunity to lobby Crete’s potential as an autonomous island. Hatzidakis’ insubordination was 

supported by an “enraged mob” of revolutionaries storming the meeting hall, causing a disturbance 

among members of the Assembly and putting Venizelos’ life at risk. 

The specific interactions that transpired at the Assembly at Archanes, especially between 

Venizelos and Hatzidakis, have been largely overlooked in modern scholarship.2 I argue that the 

interaction between these two individuals during the Assembly illuminates a moment in Crete’s history 

when excavators like Hatzidakis actively engaged in the politics of the island to promote Cretan 

autonomy. Venizelos would become one of the most famous and controversial politicians of the 

                                                
1 For general information regarding the history and archaeology of Archanes, refer to Sakellarakis and Sakellarakis 1991. 
2 The events at the Cretan Revolutionary Assembly have been documented in an English publication by L. Macrakis (2006: 
82, fn 81), a leading scholar on Venizelos, but this publication dedicates only one footnote to the disagreement between 
Venizelos and Hatzidakis. One of her main publications (1992) in Greek provides more detail. See also Detorakis 1990 
[second edition: 2002]: 33; N. Petroulakis 2008: 157-158; Bournazos 2011: 81-97; and the 1999 publication of the Archanes 
1897: Proceedings of the Scientific Symposium in Archanes from August 30-31, 1997. 
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twentieth century, but this chapter focuses primarily on Venizelos’ career before he entered the broader, 

national spotlight. In contrast to Venizelos, Hatzidakis was a trained doctor who built his secondary 

career in archaeology, while simultaneously serving as an active participant in the political landscape of 

Crete.3 Their involvement in what would become known as the Cretan Revolutionary Assembly is 

important because it highlights tensions between those Cretans desiring autonomy (Hatzidakis) and 

those wanting unification (Venizelos) at a crucial juncture in the island’s political relationship with 

Greece.4 

Although the conflict between Venizelos and Hatzidakis at this Assembly has no direct 

connection to archaeology, Archanes belongs to Crete’s archaeological narrative for two important 

reasons. First, Hatzidakis’ insubordination at this meeting transformed him into a leader of the Cretan 

revolutionaries. Hatzidakis was involved previously in Cretan politics through his obligations as the 

president of the Cretan Syllogos, but his role at the Revolutionary Assembly of Archanes catapulted his 

involvement with the “Cretan Question.”5 Second, although Hatzidakis was the only archaeologist 

actively involved in the “mob” at Archanes as a front-runner, his actions leading up to this Assembly 

relied on the support of foreign archaeologists like Federico Halbherr and Sir Arthur Evans. Hatzidakis 

used his archaeological affiliations with Halbherr and Evans to advance his political agenda at the 

                                                
3 Iosif Andreas Hatzidakis [1848-1936] helped draft a revised antiquities law based on the Greek archaeological law of 1834, 
with the assistance of philologist-archaeologist Stefanos Antoniou Xanthoudides [1864-1928], Secretary of the Candia 
Syllogos.  
4 Note that Iosif Hatzidakis is spelled in a multitude of ways through English translations, e.g. Joseph, Iosef, Iosif Chazidakis, 
Chatzidakis, Hazzidakis, Hadzidakis, Hadzidakes, Hazidakis, Hadjidakis, Khadzidhakis, etc. For this dissertation, I 
consistently spell this individual’s name as Iosif Hatzidakis. However, I preserve the original spelling of secondary authors in 
quotations if spelling varies from my standard form. 
5 The “Cretan Question” is a phrase used to explain two periods in Cretan history—questioning the island’s legal status with 
the Ottoman Empire (Ion 1910). The first period is from 1897-1908, which began immediately following the Greco-Turkish 
War and called for Cretan autonomy under Ottoman seizure. The second period is from 1908-1913.  
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Assembly, even though what he wanted—a vote on autonomy—served no agenda involving archaeology 

directly.  

I argue that Hatzidakis’ network of foreign archaeologists changed Cretan politics 

fundamentally by opening a door for outsiders, which afforded excavators the ability to dictate local 

policy by proxy, through their connections to foreign consuls. In doing so, I offer a nuanced approach 

to the Revolutionary Assembly at Archanes and Hatzidakis’ conflict with Venizelos through the 

political networks of excavators who helped Crete disengage from Ottoman rule.  The objective of this 

chapter, then, is to demonstrate Hatzidakis’ pervasive role in Cretan politics and to explain how an 

archaeologist could have such a political hold over someone like Venizelos at this Assembly by 

channeling his foreign connections to secure an autonomous status for Crete. Hatzidakis was involved 

in the collection and preservation of Cretan antiquities but was also part of the island’s governance 

during a period of social, political, and economical transition. Primary accounts of the events that 

transpired at Archanes were published in the local press; however, they offer a curated and, perhaps even, 

sanitized version of what potentially ensued. Therefore, this chapter employs both primary and 

secondary sources to reconstruct the events of the Archanes Assembly by including additional materials 

from archival collections.  

The first section describes Venizelos’ educational background and his initial involvement with 

Ottoman control. Before juxtaposing Venizelos and Hatzidakis during the Archanes convention in 

depth, we will discuss Venizelos’ political motivations for pursuing Cretan unification with Greece. 

Once Venizelos’ motivations for pursuing Cretan unification with Greece have been established, 

Hatzidakis’ educational and archaeological agenda will be briefly discussed in section two to 

demonstrate the influence each individual’s background provided for the question of unification. Prior 
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to the Assembly at Archanes, Hatzidakis remained on the island of Syros for his safety after Greece lost 

the Greco-Turkish War. Crete’s status under the Ottoman administration was put into question and, 

during this time, Hatzidakis corresponded regularly about political strategies for Cretan revolutionaries 

with a network of like-minded “separatists.” Those who corresponded with Hatzidakis and supported 

Crete’s secession from the Ottoman administration included archaeologists Federico Halbherr and Sir 

Arthur Evans.6  

Section three of this chapter then discusses, at length, the Cretan Revolutionary Assembly of 

Archanes in 1897 using newspaper publications by Venizelos, personal accounts of politicians, as well as 

letters pertaining to the events surrounding this Assembly. Mainly, this section uses two main sources 

to discuss the events leading up to the meeting. The first document is a handwritten manuscript 

submitted by Venizelos to the Central Committee at Athens, shortly after the Revolutionary Assembly 

of Archanes (1897). The second document is a letter submitted by Venizelos to the local press about the 

Assembly and the insurgents’ rioting. What is important about Venizelos’ newspaper submission, 

published both in the Neologos Konstantinoupoleos newspaper (no. 8371, 29.08.1897) and later in the 

journal of Mysōn (1933: 113-122), is that Venizelos originally published his statement anonymously. 

Venizelos was an emerging political figure during the time of his original submission and feared for his 

safety. Venizelos eventually confirmed what had already been suspected and admitted that he was, in 

fact, the author of this anonymous submission one year before its republication in Mysōn over three 

decades later. In addition to Venizelos’ letter being assigned authorship, Mysōn—in the same issue—

                                                
6 M. Detorakis 1999: 68. 
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published letters from people like Iosif Hatzidakis, Ioannis Sfakianakis, and Arthur Evans about the 

Cretan Revolt of 1897.7  

The fourth, and final section of this chapter features personal correspondence written by 

Demetrios Vikelas, the first president of the International Olympic Committee (IOC), to Mme 

Nathaniel Johnston, née Karadja, and to her daughter Aikaterini Johnston. These letters, although not 

specific to Venizelos or Hatzidakis, discuss the Greek perspective about the contemporary political 

turmoil of Crete under the Ottoman administration. 

 

1.1 ELEFTHERIOS VENIZELOS: POLITICAL AGENDA AND PERSONAL LIFE 
 
Venizelos is known, among other titles, as being the leader of the Greek national liberation movement 

and the intermittent Prime Minister of Greece from 1910-1933. Prior to his political career in Greece, 

he served as the Minister of Justice and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Cretan State, as well as Prime 

Minister of the Cretan State. Venizelos’ political policies translated to a wider debate about Cretan 

social groups, which is evident through his involvement at the Cretan Revolutionary Assembly of 

Archanes. Venizelos’ disagreement with Hatzidakis at Archanes can be understood fully only when it is 

highlighted by the background that shaped his political viewpoints, namely his educational experience, 

which demonstrates his early interest in Cretan politics. Consideration of the early parts of Venizelos’ 

                                                
7 The unpublished, longhand letters of Venizelos that were submitted to the newspaper are available through the Benaki 
Museum’s Historical Archives (BMW), env. 264 (see footnote 81, in L. Macrakis 2006: 82). Physician and assemblyman 
Michael Katapotis [1878-1947] republished Venizelos’ original letter from Neologos Konstantinoupoleos (1897) with 
permission from Venizelos in Mysōn (1933), which was published the same year that Venizelos was re-elected as Greece’s 
Prime Minister, and his letter was re-issued under the following title: “῾Η ᾽Επαναστατική Συνέλευσις τῶν Κρητῶν 1897 καὶ 
τὰ ἐν ᾽Αρχάναις Συμβάντα.” 
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life before Archanes is integral to the understanding of why he identified as a “unionist” at Archanes and 

why he banned political discussion about the “Cretan Question.” 

 
EDUCATIONAL EXPERIENCE 
 
Venizelos had a family pattern of defiance against Ottoman rule and he was no stranger, himself, to the 

effects of displacement when he became a refugee at the mere age of two.8  His father moved the family 

from Chania to the island of Syros to avoid Turkish authorities during the 1866 Great Cretan 

Revolution.9 Upon his family’s return, Venizelos enrolled in the Antoniadis Lyceum in Athens in 

1877,10 and then finished his last year of schooling at the Gymnasium in Syros in 1880.11 Venizelos 

enrolled at the University of Athens School of Law in October 1881 but had to take a temporary leave 

of absence in 1883 when his father Kyriakos became ill. Venizelos assumed the patriarchal role of his 

family after his father passed away and was unable to resume his studies until two years afterwards. Upon 

his return, Venizelos became more engaged in his University’s student government, and even impressed 

British politician Joseph Chamberlain [1836-1914] with his discussion regarding the future of Crete in 

November 1886.12 

Venizelos was the head of a five-member association of Cretan students for the University when 

British politician Joseph Chamberlain visited Athens in November 1886. Because of his elected 

responsibility, Venizelos was in a position to discuss the role of a unified Crete with Chamberlain 

                                                
8 Some secondary accounts assume Venizelos’ age as 3 (see Kallivretakis 2006: 20). 
9 Papadakis 2006: 11. Syros was part of Greece and free. Venizelos’ family left Syros in 1872 after they were granted amnesty. 
Prior to a more permanent move to Syros, the family was situated in Kythira. 
10 Papadakis 2006: 11. 
11 L. Macrakis 2006: 44 (fn 21, p. 78: “Vrasidas Tomakas 1936, ‘Eleftherios Venizelos was a Student at the Gymnasium of 
Syros’, Αναγέννησις Τήνου [Tinos Renaissance], 9 April; and in (1962) Χρονικά του Γυμνασίου Αρρένων Σύρου [Chronicle of 
the Syros Boys’ High School], Syros, pp. 89–90”).  
12 L. Mackrakis 2006: 44. 
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directly.13 From this interaction, we can observe that Venizelos was interested in the political status of 

Crete even as a student—before becoming affiliated with the larger political system of Crete. Venizelos’ 

meeting with Chamberlain in November 1886 was prompted by Chamberlain’s interview with the 

Athenian newspaper Akropolis during his travels through Athens in November 1886, in which 

Chamberlain suggested that although the Cretans wanted independence from Turkey, they did not 

want to be unified with Greece. His comments were based on a Greek source from Constantinople, but 

it is important to note that Chamberlain’s observations most likely came from a political interest since 

Great Britain desired for Crete to be either autonomous or annexed to the British Empire.14      

With the release of Chamberlain’s statement, Cretan representatives in Athens called for a 

dialogue with Chamberlain, since his position did not align with the majority of Cretans’. As a result, 

five students were brought to a delegation with Chamberlain to represent the Cretan issue at the Hotel 

d’Angleterre: Eleftherios Venizelos, Emm. Lilimbakis, Georgios Andredakis, Ioannis G. Kapsalis, and 

Michalis I. Maris. This interview was set to discuss the general Cretan desire to unify with Greece and 

subsequently was published in Nea Efimeris on the 5th of November 1886.15  In this report, the student 

leaders argued that Cretan unification with Greece was desired because of the national sentiments that 

represented freedom and their connected culture (πολιτισμός).16 Shortly after the meeting with 

Chamberlain, Venizelos completed his degree on the 15th of January 1887 and moved back to Chania 

on the 10th of March to work as a lawyer and married his first wife Maria Katelouzou in 1891.17   

 

                                                
13 Papadakis 2006: 13. 
14 Sanoudakis 1999: 107-108. 
15 L. Macrakis 2006: 44. 
16 Νέα Εφημερίς, 05.11.1886: 2 (309). 
17 L. Macrakis 2006: 45; Νέα Εφημερίς, 17.01.1887.  
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EARLY POLITICS 

Venizelos’ return is significant to Cretan folklore, which suggests that Venizelos was predestined for an 

influential political career: “[Eleftherios Venizelos’] godfather, abbot of the Chrysopigi monastery, gave 

him the name Eleftherios [‘Eleftherios meaning free in Greek’] hoping that he would free Crete from 

the yoke of the Turks” (Papadakis 2006: 9).18 Venizelos, however, was not always revered as the “savior” 

of Crete from the yoke of the Ottomans or regarded with adoration and popularity. According to Major 

Clifford W. Barnes [1898-1944],19 who held a deputy commissioner title with the American Red Cross 

Commission to Greece, three negative impressions circulated concerning the reputation of Venizelos as 

a politician and leader:  

One is obtained from the enemies of the man whom King Konstantine termed “the Aaron Burr 
of the Greeks.” These “Royalists” of Athens, regarding America as the avenger of injustice, are 
very determined that no American officer shall lack any details of this “renegade’s” numerous 
crimes. [Second] “The madman from Crete” is the expression they use when reminding you of 
the revolutionary experiences of Venizelos in the days when Turkey governed the island where 
he was born, and when patriotic Greeks were struggling to throw off the terrible bondage which 
the Powers weakly permitted for their own selfish ends. They tell you of his “mad exploits” as a 
youth heading these island revolutionists, and never so happy as when he posed as “Dictator” in 
some great crisis. [Third] They say he has been a “traitor” to every cause he championed, first in 
Crete, where he had no sooner gained control of the Liberal Party than he became conservative, 

                                                
18 Samuel Beach Chester (1921: 3-4) discusses other mythologies surrounding Venizelos’ birth. For example, one story claims 
that his mother visited the Monastery of the Virgin, which was near Chania. There, she prayed for a son and promised that 
the child would be born in a cattle-shed, which is parallel to the birth conditions of Christ. Upon Venizelos’ birth, Chester 
(1921: 3) recounts the following: “The legend goes a little beyond the birth of Venizelos, for we learn that, when the infant 
was christened, the Abbot of the Monastery of the Virgin uttered prophetic words. ‘I baptize thee Eleutherios,’ he is reputed 
to have said ‘for thou shalt deliver our long-suffering island from the tyranny of the Turks’.” Additional stories include 
Venizelos being raised as a foundling. 
19 Barnes’ publication can be found through “Venizelos: Kingdom-Maker and King-Breaker, The Fugitive Who Became a 
Great Statesman, I. Impressions of Venizelos,” in The Outlook (21.05.1919, p. 105-107).  Admittedly, I originally came 
across this archival document in the Clifford W. Barnes Archives at the Chicago History Museum’s Archive when searching 
for specific documents and photographs as an academic courtesy for Natalia Vogeikoff-Brogan during May 2015, for research 
involving Clifford W. Barnes. For the purpose of this dissertation, I directly used Barnes’ typed manuscript from 
“Impressions of Venizelos” which is part of the Clifford W. Barnes Papers [manuscript], 1898-1944, Box 1 (74:62), Folder -
“Barnes, Reminiscences and articles” from the Chicago History Museum Archives (Call number: MSS Lot B; Provenance: 
Gift - M1972.0065; M1974.0062). Henceforth, this citation will be listed as: “CHM, Clifford Barnes, Venizelos, page 
number.” 
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and second in Greece, when, having saved the throne and became the ideal of the Royalists, he 
turned against the King and became a revolutionist.20 
 

Additionally, Barnes claimed that: “‘[Venizelos] is’, they affirm, ‘a supreme egoist, with no thought for 

any one but Venizelos’, and even the men of his own party who differ from him ‘are ruthlessly broken’.”21 

Barnes juxtaposed the negative reactions of Venizelos with the perceptions of his followers—larger in 

number—who would claim that Venizelos was “the Savior of his country” and, thus, “the madman from 

Crete” takes on a different role.22 In this publication, Barnes focused on the events that unfolded at 

Akrotiri in 1897, and the statements above were Barnes’ set-up for understanding the personality of this 

principal political figure.23 It is these types of accounts that allow us to see the effects that Venizelos had 

on both local Cretans and foreign officials, lawmakers, politicians.  

 From the 23rd to 24th of January 1897, the Turkish attack on Cretans was devastating on many 

levels, which caused an amplified struggle for the Cretan national liberation movement. In this attack, 

stores were pillaged in addition to the Christian center of Chania being burned to the ground. Such 

destruction further alienated the Muslim and Christian groups of the island from one another, and it 

was the start of this revolution—in addition to the Greek government’s reaction to it—that most likely 

encouraged Venizelos to support the cause of secession.24 Revolutionaries mobilized at Akrotiri and, on 

the 24th of January, leaders from this group met with the Greek Consul General Nikolaos Gennadis at 

                                                
20 CHM, Clifford Barnes, Venizelos, 1. 
21 CHM, Clifford Barnes, Venizelos, 2. 
22 CHM, Clifford Barnes, Venizelos, 2. Barnes met Venizelos during the early days of the Paris Peace Conference (18 January 
1919 – 21 January 1920) after requesting to meet Venizelos for a meeting. Barnes was so impressed with Venizelos’ sacrifice 
for his countrymen and his prior efforts to secure a unified Greece, that he published his impressions of Venizelos. 
23 On 23.01.1897, the Ottoman-Turks set fires to homes and businesses in Chania, creating a great devastation for the 
Cretan-Christian people. On 25.01.1897, hundreds (perhaps even thousands) of Christians gathered at Akrotiri, a 
promontory located on the northern coast of Crete, and called for the King of Greece to occupy the island with the desire 
that Crete would be able to unify with Greece. 
24 Papadakis 2006: 15. According to Papadakis (2006: 16), because the Greek government supported the insurgents, 
Venizelos was inclined to participate in the rebellion. 
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Halepa, and they called for the King of Greece to occupy Crete as a declaration to eradicate the Ottoman 

administration.25 A committee was formed on Akrotiri on the 26th of January to convey this petition to 

the Great Powers’ representatives.26 Two days later, King Konstantine’s brother Prince George was sent 

to Crete during the Cretan insurrection with torpedo boats in order to prevent Turkish troops from 

disembarking on the island.27  

Worth noting are the actions of the Greek Colonel Timoleon Vassos [1836-1929] who 

occupied the island with approximately 2,000 troops under the name of King Konstantine. Vassos 

claimed unilateral union with Greece, but the Great Powers realized that it was impossible to recognize 

the proclaimed status.28 This call for “annexation” was signaled with the raising of the Greek flag at 

Akrotiri on the 7th of February, but the Great Powers did not recognize this declaration unanimously.29 

According to Venizelos’ account (1916: 213-214):30 

The European Powers did not fail to realize, however, that they ought to put a speedy end to the 
abnormal situation, and at the suggestion of the English government they decided to grant to 
Crete a true and complete autonomous government under the suzerainty of the Sultan of 
Turkey. The Powers communicated this decision to the Greek Government, at the same time 
advising it that it was absolutely impossible for the Powers to recognize the proclaimed union of 
Crete with Greece and directing Greece to withdraw her military force from the island within 
six days.  
 

                                                
25 L. Macrakis 2006: 62. 
26 L. Macrakis 2006: 62. 
27 Venizelos 1916: 213. For a detailed secondary account, see L. Macrakis 2001: 309–376, and L. Macrakis 2006: 61-67. 
28 Venizelos 1916: 213. See other accounts regarding Colonel Vassos, like Perris 1897. 
29 Turkey No. 11 (1897), Enclosure in No. 59; Turkey No. 11 (1897), Enclosure in No. 64; Turkey No. 11 (1897), Enclosure 
in No. 69; Turkey No. 10 (1897), Enclosure in No. 69; PRO: FO, 195/1983, No. 29, Biliotti to Salisbury, 08.02.1897, p. 
110. For a secondary account, see Şenışık 2011: 145. 
30 The Great Powers from 1914-1919 were Britain, Austria (Austria-Hungary, 1867-1918), Prussia (German Empire, 1871), 
Russia, and France; Italy was added to this list following its unification. After the 1897 insurrection, Russia, Italy, France, 
and Britain intervened on behalf of Crete when the Ottoman Empire declared war on Greece. Under his 1895 election, 
Deligiannis served as the head of affairs—under the Cretan Crises. 
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Although the island was granted autonomy, not all Cretans were satisfied with the ultimatum, which 

demanded that the Greek Prime Minister Theodoros Deligiannis withdraw all external Greek troops 

from the island within six days. Eventually, the Great Powers ordered a blockade of the island’s coast 

due to the noncompliance of the islanders.31 The Greeks withdrew their forces from Crete and recalled 

General Vassos—not because of any pressures from the Great Powers but because Greece needed to 

increase its military force against Turkey, a venture in which Greece was ultimately unsuccessful.32 All 

of this led to the Thirty Days’ War [5 April – 8 May 1897], which would end in a decisive military 

victory for the Ottoman Empire over the Kingdom of Greece.33  

Aside from the internal divisions among Cretans during this war, alternative agendas existed 

among the Great Powers and how they envisioned Greece’s future. As Antonis K. Sanoudakis (1999: 

108) explains, the “radically opposite view was Germany, which wanted to overthrow the Anglophile 

King George of Greece and the policy pursued by Austria. The Greco-Turkish War broke out on the 

5th of April because of the irresponsible tactics of the Greek National League.”34 The defeats at Velestino 

(14-24 April), Farsala (23 April), and Domokos (5 May) were a devastating turn for mainland Greece 

and Crete.35 Even when groups could eventually decide on the direction for a “liberated” Crete, 

                                                
31 For corresponding notes addressing Turkish affairs in Crete, refer to: Turkey No. 4 (1898), Enclosure in 102 (02.03.1897 
and 05.03.1897). See also Turkey Nos. 1-10 for additional sourcing information.  
32 According to The Times 05.05.1897 and its report through Reuter’s Agency on the 4th of May: “The recall of General 
Vassos from Crete is regarded here as the prelude to the recall of all the Greek troops in Crete and as a proof of the intention 
of the new Cabinet to endeavor to conciliate the Powers.” This article appears in the Newspaper Scrapbook of Stefanos 
Skouloudis located through: Αμερικανική Σχολή Κλασικών Σπουδών στην Αθήνα, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Σκουλούδη, Τόμος 3 – 1897 (05.05.1897, σ. 4-5). 
33 The Thirty Days’ War is also known by other names, such as: the Black ‘97, the Greco-Turkish War of 1897, and the 
Unfortunate War. 
34 Translated from the Original Greek Text. 
35 Sanoudakis 1999: 108. According to The Times 03.05.1897, it was reported on the 1st of May through a Reuter’s Agency 
that 8,000 infantries, 600 calvary, and 13 guns had made way on attacks. This article appears in the Newspaper Scrapbook of 
Stefanos Skouloudis located through: ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Σκουλούδη, Τόμος 3 – 1897 
(03.05.1897, σ. 2-3). 
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disagreements existed on how exactly to proceed in that direction—be it through diplomacy, revolution, 

or an attempted peaceful stagnation. Despite the Ottoman Empire’s success in this war, Crete became 

autonomous under Ottoman suzerainty as opposed to fully under its control.   

Along with this defeat, Crete was forced to accept partial rule under the Sultan while also being 

placed under the authority of Russia, Great Britain, France, and Italy. The island was partitioned into 

four areas whereby the Russians took responsibility for Rethymno, the Italians for Chania, the French 

for Lasithi, and the British for Candia (the capital of this autonomous government). In addition, Prince 

George was designated the Commissioner of Crete.36 After the Greco-Turkish Peace Agreements, only 

an autonomous Crete seemed to be the realistic and immediate option.37 It was not until 1900 that the 

prospect for unification became a reality, and Philip Carabott (2006: 43) suggests that from the 

beginning of the Prince’s arrival that he clashed politically with Venizelos:  

Irrespective of whether [the Prince’s] disgust with ‘Greek politics’ was justified, there is no doubt 
that it hindered from the outset any chance of profitable collaboration with Venizelos, 
particularly as it soon transpired that the two men disagreed on the fundamentals of the politics 
of enosis and how best to realize the cause: immediate enosis for the sake of enosis, arguably with 
no perceptible chances of success, versus the shaking off of international tutelage through the 
strengthening of autonomy with a view to declaring union with Greece at a more propitious 
opportunity – as was eventually to happen six years after the departure of the hapless Prince. 
 

Tension between the Prince and Venizelos was present from the onset of the Prince’s arrival to Greece, 

and according to Venizelos (1916: 223), “... the Prince issued to the Cretans the following message: 

‘During my visit to Europe I will ask the Powers to consent to the union of Crete with Greece, and I 

hope to succeed, owing to my family connections’.”38 One would think that these encouraging words 

                                                
36 Gere 2009: 71. 
37 Venizelos 1916: 220. See additionally, Venizelos (1916: 214-216) for an account of the conflict between the Italian 
Admiral Canevaro. 
38 Only on 14.07.1908 did Crete see the first detachment of international military exit from the island (Venizelos 1916: 232). 
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would have enthralled the Cretans, but it did just the opposite for Venizelos, who believed that this was 

an unfulfillable promise that would only lead to unwarranted hopes for unification.39 We know this 

from the Prince’s conversation with Venizelos as reported in Greece in Her True Light (1916: 224) 

when he stated, “You were right [,Venizelos]…the Powers are categorically opposed to the union.” From 

this statement, we can gather that Prince George acknowledged his prior contestation with Venizelos’ 

position on the “Cretan Question” and that, in hindsight, Venizelos had a greater understanding of the 

Great Powers’ intentions.40 

In April 1899, Venizelos was appointed Counselor (Minister) of Justice, which placed him in 

close connection with the Prince, and tensions arose that required Venizelos to forcibly leave his position 

in 1901 after being accused of being a “traitor” and an “anti-unitarian.”41 Venizelos’ objective was to 

obtain unification through patience and persistence. Before unification could be achieved, he believed 

that Crete had to be a fully autonomous state with a functioning army—devoid of foreign control or 

protection. Thus, Venizelos was a proponent of delayed enosis, meaning an enosis after full autonomy 

from the Great Powers and Ottoman Empire. In this respect, his position contrasted with that of Prince 

George, who favored immediate enosis. The Prince had promised that his political and international 

connections would secure unification between Greece and Crete, though his sovereign status was not 

enough. The Prince did not have full military or diplomatic support from Greece, which was required 

to achieve this status.  

 

                                                
39 See Prince George’s (1959) memoir regarding his tension with Venizelos. 
40 Venizelos 1916: 224. 
41 According to Chester (1921: 7) after the 1899 Cretan insurrection, Venizelos left for Athens “…to escape the persecutions 
of the Turkish Government, which abolished the privileges of the Cretans and suppressed their political liberties by refusing 
to convoke the Assembly.”  
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1.2 IOSIF HATZIDAKIS: EDUCATIONAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL AGENDA 
 
Iosif Hatzidakis [1848-1936] was one of the main advocates for the preservation of Cretan archaeology 

during the enosis process and, as a result, articulated a connection between Crete’s modern identity and 

the ancient past—both Cretan and Greek. Hatzidakis is important to the narrative of the Revolutionary 

Assembly at Archanes because his involvement with Cretan antiquities and his political advocacy are 

inextricably linked. In order to demonstrate Hatzidakis’ relevance both in politics and archaeology, this 

section will first examine his educational background that helped to secure his position in the 

Filekpaideftikos Syllogos, the local educational association. Then, an evaluation will be made as to how 

Hatzidakis used his intellectual position in the Syllogos to influence political change regarding Cretan 

autonomy. He was committed to protecting Cretan antiquities so that these physical remnants of the 

past would be available for future generations. Hatzidakis understood that Cretan material culture 

needed legal protection, and autonomy under the securities of the Great Powers was one way to ensure 

this. That is not to suggest, however, that the push for autonomy was influenced directly by the need to 

secure protections for antiquities but, rather, that promoting Crete’s cultural heritage was a strategy that 

could be used to further advance this agenda.   

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Although Hatzidakis was born on the island of Melos, both of his parents were Cretan.42 In the Epilogue 

of Hatzidakis’ (1881) publication Tour of Crete (Περιήγησις εἰς Κρήτην), he gave a personal account 

                                                
42 Andreas, Iosif’s father (and Iosif Deliyiannakis’ son) was the first Mayor of Adamantas and, his father’s brother, Iosif Stratis 
served as the first Councilor of Melos (βουλευτής Μήλου). According to most sources, Hatzidakis was born in 1848; however, 
records have been recovered by Gregory Belivanakis, former president of the “Melian Circle,” from the Adamas community 
in Melos where Hatzidakis was born that corrects this misconception. In these documents from Adamas, Hatzidakis was 
assigned the number “8” as part of his birth registration in the year 1845. In addition to this birth information, Hatzidakis’ 
siblings were listed, which would confirm this information as Iosif Hatzidakis—son of Andreas—and no other. For details 
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about his experiences growing up with an expatriate family outside of the island and his impressions of 

Crete as a child. He recounted the following (1881: 113-114):  

We departed from Syros along with my uncle Geor. Xenoudakis and brother Ioannis. And Mr. 
G. Xenoudakis, having been born in Crete—but having left the island when he was still a child—
came back only in 1841 with his brothers for patriotic purposes. While I, along with my brother, 
even though we were Cretans both from the side of our father and of our mother, we had never 
seen Crete. But, when we were babies, they put us to sleep singing to us Cretan songs, and we 
were raised according to the Cretan customs, always hearing about Crete as it was the land of 
the promises, to which our parents always aimed and hoped to come back to. In our imagination, 
the naïve narratives of the exploits of our grandfather and of our other relatives were hovering, 
as well as the descriptions of the places where they fought. || We created Crete in our imagination 
as the most amiable and beautiful of all the paradises on earth, as a place which gave birth to 
demigods and worth being inhabited by gods; all this nourished our childish imaginations and 
as we were becoming young boys, we were reading or listening about Crete.43 

 
He was raised on Cretan customs and folklore as a child on Melos and although Hatzidakis’ description 

may seem fantastical, he followed-up this childhood impression of Crete saying that upon his visit 

throughout 2|3 of the island, Crete far exceeded anything he could have even imagined as an adult.44 As 

                                                
pertaining to Hatzidakis’ birth year, I am indebted to Pavlos Kotronakis and his lecture given for the Historical Museum of 
Iraklio on 16.03.2016, entitled: “Μεταξύ Μήλου και Κρήτης | Ιωσήφ Χατζιδάκις, 80 χρόνια από τον θάνατό.” On 14.12.2016, I 
contacted Mr. Belivanakis directly to inquire further about these documents. His response the following day confirmed that 
the data recorded for I. Hatzidakis was originally found in an old volume of the Registries of Adamas (Μητρώων της 
Κοινότητος Αδάμαντος Μήλου), but when Mr. Belivanakis had returned to the community registries years later, these 
documents had disappeared (“´Έχουν εξαφανισθεί”). It is possible that the documents/books were misplaced or in the process 
of being transferred because of the Kallikratis Program (law 3852/2010, Πρόγραμμα Καλλικράτης) implemented in 2010, 
which was responsible for major administration reform, and the community registry’s merger with the Municipality of Melos, 
but no reference can be made with certainty.  
43 Translated from the Original Greek Text: “᾽Ἐκ Σύρου ἀνεχωρήσαμεν διὰ Κρήτην μετὰ τοῦ θείου μου Γεωρ. Ξενουδάκη καὶ τοῦ 
ἀδελφοῦ ᾽Ἰωάννου. Καὶ ὁ μὲν κ. Γ. Ξενουδάκης γεννηθεὶς ἐν Κρήτῃ, ἀπῆλθεν, παῖς ἔτι ὢν ἐπανελθὼν μόνον ἐν ἔτει 1841 μετὰ τῶν 
ἀδελφῶν Χαιρετῶν διὰ πατριωτικοὺς σκοτοὺς, ἐγὼ δὲ μετὰ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ μου καί τοι πατρόθεν καὶ μητρόθεν Κρῆτες οὐδέποτε εἴχομεν 
ἰδῇ τὴν Κρήτην. Κρητικὰ ἐν τούτοις ᾀσμάτια ἀπεκοίμιζον ἡμᾶς Βρέφη ὄντα, καὶ ἀνετράφημεν κατὰ τὰ Κρητικὰ ἔθιμα, πάντοτε περὶ 
Κρήτης ἀκούοντες ὡς περὶ τῆς γῆς τῆς ἐπαγγελίας, πρὸς ἣν οἱ γονεῖς μας διηνεκῶς ἀπέβλεπον καὶ ἤλπιζον νἀ ἐπανέλθωσι• ᾐωροῦντο 
δ᾽ἐν τῇ φαντασίᾳ μας αἱ ἀφελεῖς διηγήσεις τῶν ἀνδραγαθημάτων τοῦ πάππου μας καὶ τῶν ἄλλων συγγενῶν μας καὶ αἱ πέριγραφαὶ 
τῶν τόπων, ἐν αἰς ἠγωνἱσθησαν. || ᾽Ἐπλάττομεν ἐν τῇ φαντασίᾳ μας τὴν Κρήτην ὡς τὸν τερπνότατον καὶ χαριέστατον τῶν ἐπὶ γῆς 
παραδείσων, ὡς τόπον γεννῶντα ἡμιθέους καὶ ἄξιον νὰ κατοικῆται ὑπὸ θεῶν, ὑπέτρεφον δὲ τὰς παιδικὰς ταύτας φαντασίας μας καὶ 
ὅσα μειράκια γενόμενοι ἀνεγινώσκομεν ἢ ἠκούομεν περὶ Κρήτης.” Regarding the hospitality, patriotism, and intelligence of 
Cretans, refer also to Hatzidakis 1881: 114-115. 
44 For reference, the Original Greek is as follows (Hatzidakis 1881: 114): “…εὕρομεν πανταχοῦ τὰ πράγματα ἀνώτερα τῶν 
προσδοκιῶν μας.” 
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an initial observation, Hatzidakis identified that the Cretan locals were welcoming and always 

forthcoming with any information needed along the way. Aside from the island’s poetic charm, and the 

studiousness and patriotism of the Cretans, it had an impressive topography of gorges, flora, and fauna.  

 At the time of Hatzidakis’ publication, Crete was semi-autonomous under the Ottoman Empire 

and only recently afforded liberties as a result of the Treaty of Halepa a few years prior. After having 

witnessed the “intelligence, patriotism, and studiousness of the inhabitants,” Hatzidakis ended his 

Epilogue with commentary about Cretan resistance, perseverance, and his hopes for the future (1881: 

115): 

This [hospitality] is worthy of admiration, if one considers that until yesterday the island, from 
one side to the other, was plagued by a revolution, that until yesterday Turks and Christians 
slaughtered each other and that almost no Cretan, Ottoman or Christian, walks unarmed. || The 
regime that now is in force in Crete provides many freedoms and autonomy to the people, 
although it has many imperfections and deficiencies, but we hope that it will yield good fruit, 
and we also hope that it will be preserved and perfected because, although it is not written in the 
Cretan laws, it is the last article of the Greek constitution, and it is no less inscribed in the heart 
of each Cretan to defend with his blood his rights and his freedoms.45  
 

Hatzidakis’ words, though perhaps hyperbolic, reflect the foundation of his political and archaeological 

career once he established himself on Crete. Hence, his description about the Cretans and their rights 

are important for two reasons in particular. First, Hatzidakis’ publication was from 1881 and perhaps 

marks his entrance into Cretan antiquities since he toured the island partially in search of the Knossian 

Labyrinth by visiting the Ampelouzos cave in addition to the Knossian cave at Agia Irene and another 

                                                
45 Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Εἶνε δὲ τοῦτο ἔτι μᾶλλον ἄξιον θαυμασμοῦ ὅταν ἀναλογισθῇ τις ὅτι, ἕως χθὲς 
ἀπ’ἄκρου εἰς ἄκρον ἐλυμαίνετο τὴν νῆσον ἐπανάστασις, ὅτι ἕως χθὲς Τοῦρκοι καὶ Χριστιανοὶ κατέσφαζον ἀλλήλους, ὅτι οὐδεὶς σχεδόν 
Κρὴς ᾽Ὀθωμανὸς ἢ Χριστιανὸς ὁδριπορεῖ ἄοπλος. || Τὸ διέπον νῦν τὴν Κρήτην πολίτευμα παρέχον πολλὰς ἐλευθερίας καὶ 
αὐτονομίαν εἰς τὸν λαὸν, καί τοι πολλὰς ἔχον ἀτελείας καὶ ἐλλείψεις, ἐλπίζομεν ὅτι, θὰ ἀποφέρῃ ἀγαθοὺς καρπούς, ἐλπίζομεν δὲ καὶ 
νὰ διατηρηθῇ καὶ τελειοποιηθῇ, διότι καί τοι δὲν ἀνεγράφη οὐδαμοῦ τῶν Κρητικῶν νόμων, τὸ τελευταῖον ἄρθρον τοῦ ῾Ἑλληνικοῦ 
συντάγματος, οὐχ ἧττον ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ ἑκάστου Κρητὸς εἶνε κεχαραγμένον νὰ προασπίζηται διὰ τοῦ αἵματος του τὰ δικαιώματα καὶ 
τὰς ἐλευθερίας του.” 
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by the Kairatos River.46 Hatzidakis did not become the president of the Syllogos until a few years later, 

and this book predates his involvement in the Archanes Assembly by about sixteen years. Although 

Hatzidakis’ objective for writing about his travels in Crete was not inherently political in nature, it set 

the tone for his entrance into Cretan politics. Hatzidakis was born outside of Crete, but he validates in 

writing that he was every bit raised as a Cretan and, therefore, part of its community. Second, Hatzidakis’ 

publication takes into consideration the current Cretan laws of the time, and how they fit within the 

broader idea of the Greek constitution. Although Crete was not part of Greece during this time, 

Hatzidakis’ commentary is an artifact in itself of the period in which Crete was teetering on the 

movement towards complete autonomy from Ottoman control with the potential to unify with Greece. 

He was a man of educated means and international exposure, so it is important to keep his Epilogue at 

the back of one’s mind as we continue to discuss his succession into Cretan archaeology and politics. 

In addition to being a self-taught archaeologist, Hatzidakis was a doctor of medicine who 

studied in Paris, Berlin, Munich, and Athens before moving from Syros to Iraklio, Crete at around the 

age of 34 in 1882.47 After the Cretan State was recognized as autonomous, Hatzidakis was appointed the 

First Superintendent of the First Archaeological District ( Ἔ̓́φορος τῆς Πρώτης ᾽Ἀρχαιολογικῆς 

Περιφερείας) for Iraklio and Lasithi in 1899.48  He dedicated his professional life to the preservation of 

Cretan antiquities and invested in training people in archaeology. Among his most noted archaeological 

                                                
46 Regarding Hatzidakis’ travels and commentary about caves and the Knossian Labyrinth, refer to Hatzidakis 1881: 17-19, 
32-40. Additionally, see Kotsonas 2018: 367-396 (specifically pages 385-387). 
47 Carabott 2006: 46. Hatzidakis graduated from the Athens School of Medicine in 1871 and continued his studies in Berlin 
and Munich, Germany, until 1876. The following year is when he went to the Medical School of Paris (Sakellarakis 1998: 
194-195). For additional information about his studies and his medical pursuit of gynecology and diseases of women, see 
Μήλος: Ὄ̓́ργανον τῶν ᾽Απανταχού Μηλίων (Αθήναι), ´Ετος 13ου, ̓ Αριθ. Φυλλου 240 (10.04.1926, σ. 3). 
48 Sakellarakis 1998: 195. Note: the term “ Ἔ̓́φορος τῆς Πρώτης ᾽Ἀρχαιολογικῆς Περιφερείας” was renamed under the Enati 
(᾽Ἐνάτη) in 1914.  
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experiences, Hatzidakis excavated the Palace of Malia in 1915 and 1919, Tylissos from 1909-1913, 

Arkalochori in 1912, the cave of Idaion in 1884, the cave of Eileithyia in 1886, and he also excavated at 

Agia Pelagia and Agioi Deka among others.49  

Although he entered archaeology later in life due to his concurrent career as a medical physician, 

Hatzidakis had a genuine investment in archaeology as evidenced by his tour of Crete.50 His involvement 

with politics and archaeology are important for understanding the social environment of Crete during 

the late-nineteenth century because his interests represent a larger majority of Cretans, since he was 

regarded a leader of the people during Crete’s revolutionary period. The best way to narrate his entrance 

into Cretan archeology is through his involvement with the Syllogos. 

In 1883, Hatzidakis was elected the president of the Syllogos, which was established in 1875, by 

a unanimous vote.51 His objective for this position was to create provisions for Cretan antiquities so that 

the ancient remains of Crete could continue to stay on the island rather than being sent abroad. 

Hatzidakis, as the elected sixth president, stipulated that all historical relics of Crete were to remain in 

the custody of the island and be placed inside a Cretan Museum within the confines of Iraklio. 

Hatzidakis was most likely influenced by Greece’s legislation of 1834 that afforded the first legal 

protection of its cultural heritage, but the decision to include the protection of antiquities as part of the 

Syllogos’ mission on Crete was on Hatzidakis’ own initiative (1931: 8): 

After Iosif Hatzidakis was elected president, he immediately took the Syllogos in a direction 
where, generally, the ancient remains of Crete would be in the custody of the club and placed 
within a Museum of Crete in the city of Iraklio.52 

                                                
49 For more information, see Sakellarakis 1998: 195. 
50 Refer to Hatzidakis 1881 and Kotsonas 2018: 367-396. 
51 Hirst, The Athenaeum, no. 3094, 12.02.1887, p. 230-231. 
52 Translated from the Original Greek Text: “‘Ο ᾽Ιωσήφ Χατζιδάκης ἐκλεγεὶς πρόεδρος ἐσκέφθη ἀμέσως ὡς ἀνέλαβε τὴν 
διεύθυνσιν τοῦ Συλλόγου νὰ στρέψῃ τὴν προσοχὴν αὐτοῦ εἰς τὴν διάσωσιν τῶν ἀρχαίων λειψάνων τῆς Κρήτης ἐν γένει καὶ τὴν 
περισυλλογὴν καὶ φύλαξιν αὐτῶν εἰς Κρητικὸν Μουσεῖον ἐντὸς τῆς πόλεως ‘Ηρακλείου.” 
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During Hatzidakis’ presidency of this antiquities group, anxiety grew regarding the role of foreign 

archaeologists and the removal of antiquities to foreign museums.53 As a result, the Syllogos took on the 

responsibility to create a museum for the retention of Cretan antiquities which could then be properly 

stored and conserved for future researchers and put on public display. Jean Théophile Homolle, who 

was a French archaeologist of Greek material, stated in 1891 that Ottoman Crete was a place of 

exceptional material culture and that there was a need to secure the ruins of Knossos “before the 

Germans moved in.”54 Additionally in 1892, Thomas Backhouse Sandwith, who was the British Foreign 

Consul of Crete from 1870-1885, noted that the “...obstacle to the explorer of antiquities lies in the 

patriotic jealousy with which certain educated Greeks in the chief towns regard the foreigner. There 

exists an inchoate Museum in Candia, to which these Cretan gentlemen are anxious that all objects of 

archaeological interest should find their way; but in as much as the Turkish authorities would prefer to 

send such to Constantinople, the former discourage the search after antiquities till such time as the 

island should pass under Greek rule.”55 Anxiety about artifact protection and exportation during the late 

nineteenth-century was nothing unique to Cretan antiquities, but the particular concerns of Crete stand 

out for three reasons.  

First, between 1878-1898, Christian Cretans revolted against the Ottoman administration on 

multiple occasions and, when the Pact of Halepa was revoked in 1889, the Syllogos was compromised 

                                                
53 For more information on the nature of this specific situation with Hatzidakis, see Halbherr 1896: 527; Hatzidakis 1931: 
9; M. Detorakis 1986, 2003; La Rosa 2000b: 15, n. 42, 91-2; Marchand 1996: 198; Carabott 2006; and McEnroe 2002: 64-
6. 
54 Farnoux 1996: 32; Carabott 2006: 39. Théophile Homolle [1848-1925] was the Director of the National Museums 
beginning in 1890 and then again briefly from 1912-1913. 
55 Cited in Brown 1986: 38 and quoted in Carabott 2006: 40. Sandwith was involved with the Pact of Halepa in 1878 and 
was a proponent for an autonomous Crete, not a Crete unified with Greece. See IEE 1977: 336-337, 357; Carabott 2006: 
46. 
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temporarily in its ability to regulate archaeological excavations and the retention of antiquities. Second, 

the Syllogos temporarily stored antiquities in the Iraklio Barracks and Agios Minas Cathedral until a 

permanent structure for a museum was funded in the early twentieth-century (see chpts. 4 & 5). Since 

the Ottoman administration afforded little assistance, the Syllogos ensured the protection of its growing 

collection through the support of the local community and foreign patrons. Third, no law existed under 

the current administration to protect Cretan antiquities from leaving the island. Legislation to protect 

archaeological heritage existed in Greece by 1834 and later in Britain by 1882 with the Ancient 

Monuments Protection Act; however, the Syllogos had no legal recourse if the Ottoman administration 

decided to send antiquities to Constantinople.  

Governor Generals presiding over Ottoman provinces—particularly Salonica and Crete—

enthusiastically sent antiquities to Constantinople for inclusion in its expanding museum (e.g. one 

offender was Kostaki Pasha Adossides, the governor of Lasithi on Crete, vis-à-vis Safvet Pasha’s decree 

in 1869).56 A precedent for this type of exportation was present in Crete, when a statuette depicting a 

nymph discovered at Seisebil was sent to Constantinople in June 1851 by “a functionary of the Ministry 

of Public Works.”57 Antiquities like this were then put on display to create a narrative that solidified the 

capital’s connection to its distant provinces, as noted by Wendy Shaw (2003: 87-88): 

                                                
56 W. Shaw (2003: 85 & 87): “As if to underscore the educational subtext of the new institution, it was the minister of public 
education, Safvet Pasha, who took the first step toward the official consolidation of Ottoman antiquities efforts. In 
conjunction with the announcement of the new museum, he issued a memorandum to various regions of the empire—Aydin, 
Sarıhan, Adana, Hüdavendigar, Konya, Trablusgarb, Salonica, and Crete—in which he requested the careful packaging and 
transportation of all antiquities to the capital. Rather than rely on donations as the Magazine of Antiquities had, the new 
museum would actively seek new acquisitions by making use of the Ottoman administrative network. The governors of 
distant provinces, particularly Salonica and Crete, were among the most avid respondents, eager to send antiquities to the 
capital at every opportunity.” Regarding donations, refer to Shaw 2003: 87; cf. Goold 1871: 159 (Catalogue explicatif; Eyice, 
“Arkeoloji ve Sanat Tarihi Hakkında”). 
57 W. Shaw 2003: 73. The Magazine of Antiquities (opposite to the Magazine of Antique Weapons), where antiquities were 
originally stored, was located in the Church of Hagia Irene within Palace Point from 1846-1869 and showcased Hellenistic 
to Byzantine collections (W. Shaw 2003: 46-49 & 72; W. Shaw 2007: 253-279, refer to appendix on pg. 277). After Sultan 
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The catalog reflected the provenance of the objects in the museum only by reference to the 
donor, so that each official who participated in the quest for antiquities acted as a link between 
the territory under his command and the capital. Each official who sent antiquities became a 
participant in the practice of collection and thereby performed an act symbolic of his allegiance 
to the state. Each province came to be represented in the collection through antiquities that had 
been located in it. The appropriate place for valuable antiquities was neither at its site of origin 
nor in European collections nor incorporated in new structures but rather in the Imperial 
Museum. Thus the museum came to designate Ottoman territories much as European muse-
ums that garnered their collections from colonial territories used artifacts housed in their capital 
cities to underscore imperial possessions. In effect, the museum allowed the Ottoman Empire to 
mimic exhibitionary colonial institutions of much younger European empires. 
 

Under the education minister, Osman Hamdi Bey—a painter as well as archaeologist at Nemrut and 

Sidon in 1883 & 1887—was appointed museum director the Imperial Museum in 1881, which was 

housed at the Tiled Pavilion at that time.58 During his tenure as curator, Osman Hamdi revised the 

antiquities law, which further restricted the indigenous Cretans who wished to excavate their own land, 

in addition to foreign archaeologists interested in sites located on the imperial lands under the Ottoman 

administration.  

For example, the Antiquities Law of 1884 (Asar-i Atika Nizamnamesi) was revised to limit 

proprietorship that originally granted one-third of antiquities to the state, while the remaining portion 

                                                
Abdülaziz traveled to Europe, the Ottoman administration focused more of its attention on antiquity acquisition; thus, in 
1869, the Magazine of Antiquities was retitled the Imperial Museum by Grand Vizier Ali Pasha to reflect, more specifically, 
the administration’s imperial mission to solidify its place among the ranks of prominent museums throughout Europe (W. 
Shaw 2003: 84-5; W. Shaw 2007: 256.). The Imperial Museum remained in the Church of Hagia Irene until 1877, when it 
was moved to its new location in the Çinili Köşk in 1891; the Tiled Pavilion was part of the Topkapı Sarayı. The museum 
needed to expand into an affordable space after eighty-eight cases of antiquities were collected from Cyprus in 1873, which 
is why the Tiled Pavilion was chosen as the new location (W. Shaw 2003: 92). Construction of a new main building began 
in 1888, but the museum was not open to the public until the 13th of June 1891 when it moved to its new location of the 
“Sarcophagus Museum” as part of the Archaeology Museum Building (W. Shaw 2007: 258). (Note: The Archaeology 
Museum Building was built in 1891, with additions completed both in 1903 and 1908. This building housed the Sarcophagus 
Museum from 1891-1893(?), the Imperial Museum from 1893-1923, and the Istanbul Archaeology Museum in 1923; refer 
to W. Shaw 2007: 277, “appendix”).  
58 W. Shaw 2003: 99 & 157; W. Shaw 2007: 277, “appendix.” Note: The Imperial Museum today is known as the İstanbul 
Arkeoloji Müzeleri, which is a division of three museums: Archaeology Museum, Old Eastern Works Museum & Enameled 
Kiosk Museum. 
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would be property of the excavator and landowner. The original legislation from 1874—that applied to 

excavations and/or items recovered from property with an official permit—was now modified to give 

automatic ownership of antiquities found on imperial lands exclusively to the state, and by ordinance of 

the new Ottoman law, the state could “expropriate private property for archaeological 

purposes.”59Additionally, Osman Hamdi’s revised legislation defined what constituted “antiquities” 

under the new regulations enforced under the administration, so there could be no ambiguity that both 

mobile and immobile antiquities belonged to the Ottomans—regardless of their origin (Istanbul Prime 

Minister’s Archives [IBA], Meclis-i Mahsus İradeler 3401; 4 Rebiülevvel 1301/January 2, 1884):  

All of the artifacts left by the ancient peoples who inhabited the Ottoman Empire, that is, gold 
and silver; various old and historical coins; signs engraved with informative writings; carved 
pictures; decoration; objects and containers made of stone and clay and various media; weapons; 
tools; idols; ringstones; temples and palaces, and old game-areas called circuses; theaters, 
fortifications, bridges and aqueducts; corpses, buried objects, and hills appropriate for 
examination; mausolea, obelisks, memorial objects, old buildings, statues and every type of 
carved stone are among antiquities.60  
 

It was under this newly revised Antiquities Law of 1884 under the Turkish that the Syllogos had to 

operate. Although members of the Cretan Syllogos served as the ad hoc authority for local excavations, 

an official archaeological service was not created until 1899 with the Cretan Law of Antiquities, which 

is why Cretan excavators often solicitated the support of Greece, Britain, and other countries while 

under the control of the Ottoman administration.  

Whether antiquities were actually in danger of leaving the island—either by the hands of 

foreigners or the Ottoman administration—is not in question here. What is important to keep in mind, 

                                                
59 W. Shaw 2003: 110-112. 
60 Requoted and cited from W. Shaw 2003: 111. For more information regarding the revised antiquities law of 1874 that 
Osman Hamdi enacted in 1884 and 1906, refer to W. Shaw’s “The Dialectic of Law and Infringement” (2003: 108-130). 
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rather, is that despite the realities of antiquity exportation, discourse pertaining to antiquity protection 

invoked a broader political concern for the island and demonstrates a wide acceptance of this belief. For 

example, the British archaeologist Sir Arthur Evans [1851-1941] negotiated with Hatzidakis about 

acquiring the site of Knossos, but plans were suspended temporarily because of difficulties that arose 

during the Cretan Revolt of 1896.61 The protection of Crete’s antiquities was a priority for the Syllogos 

during periods of insurrection, and this is apparent through Joan Evans’ account of her half-brother 

Arthur Evans’ excavation at Knossos, Crete. Regarding A. Evans’ negotiation with the Syllogos for a bid 

on the sale of Knossos for excavations, Joan Evans (1943: 321) suggests that A. Evans had to overcome 

obstacles resulting from the Cretan insurrection: 

While a blurred yet shining vision of the past glories of Crete was thus shaping before his eyes, 
the present state of the island was changing. Once more [Arthur Evans] was involved in the 
familiar politics of a country striving to throw off the Turkish yoke; once more he breathed the 
heady air of revolt. The trouble was only simmering when [Evans] was in the island, but by the 
late summer Hazzidakis’ letters were no longer about the acquisition of Knossos but about a 
Constitution for a free Crete, with a Christian Governor-general nominated by the Sultan. 
Once more Evans was to hear the familiar complaint that the Great Powers, notably England 
and France, were assenting to a weakening of the Christian position in the island by the Porte, 
instead of withstanding it. Moreover the Consuls refused to back up Hadjidakis and his 
Syllogos—the learned society of the island—in securing a law which should retain the island 
antiquities at home instead of sending the best to the Museum at Constantinople, and make it 
possible to excavate the ancient sites with less red tape and fewer firmans. || By the autumn of 
1896 the Cretan insurrection, that had flared up with the heat, was officially over, and Arthur 
Evans in England and Hadjidakis in Crete were more immediately occupied in collecting funds 
for its victims.62 

 
Nineteenth century archaeological and educational policies were restricted and/or framed by the 

political landscape of Crete, which was monitored by the Great Powers and Ottoman Empire. As 

                                                
61 Evans had already visited Crete in 1894 and then published Cretan Pictographs and Prae-Phoenican Script (1895). For 
more information, refer to Sanoudakis 1999: 110-111. 
62 Note: “Hazzidakis” and “Hadjidakis” were spelled both ways by the Evans in the original text. 
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demonstrated from Joan Evans’ observation regarding her half-brother’s encounters with the Syllogos, 

the archaeological group of the island had to secure its future investments with respect to the island’s 

bureaucratic structure. What is important is that Hatzidakis’ political engagement with foreign 

archaeologists is traceable a few years later through his conflict with Venizelos at the Cretan 

Revolutionary Assembly at Archanes and, thus, ultimately informs our understanding of Hatzidakis’ 

willingness to cooperate with foreign excavators throughout his career.  

Even though Hatzidakis’ involvement at Archanes lacks an overt connection to archaeology, the 

political nature of his relationship with foreign excavators like Halbherr and Evans leading up the 

convention is part of Cretan archaeology as an ecology of practices because archaeology, politics, and 

revolution were all part of an integrated system during the late-nineteenth century in Crete.63 It was 

inevitable that the Great Powers would be involved in the future of Cretan affairs, and it was now a 

matter of how Cretans could navigate this multi-international, complicated political situation. Even if 

Hatzidakis’ correspondence with Halbherr and Evans was limited to political matters about autonomy 

and Cretan insurgents during the last phase under the Ottoman administration, having Halbherr and 

Evans as consultants for Hatzidakis in this capacity is significant to the overall ecology of practices and 

how this network of archaeologists functioned on the island. Therefore, we can consider the Cretan 

Revolutions of 1896/7 and the Cretan Revolutionary Assembly at Archanes serving integral parts to the 

history of Cretan archaeology.  

 

 

 

                                                
63 Regarding an “ecology of practices” more broadly, refer to Stengers 2005, 2010; cf. Witmore and Shanks 2012. 



 
 

- 70 - 

ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE POLITICS OF A REVOLUTION 
 
By the  start of Cretan Rebellion of 1897, Hatzidakis had already begun his work on the Archaeological 

Museum of Iraklio, published Tour in Crete (Περιήγησις εἰς Κρήτην, 1881) and the Catalogue of the 

Antiquities in the Museum of the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos at Iraklio and Description of the Cave of 

Eileithyia at Amnisos (Κατάλογος τῶν ἐν τῷ Μουσείῳ Φιλεκπαιδευτικοῦ Συλλόγου ῾Ηρακλείου 

ἀρχαιοτήτητων καὶ περιγραφή τοῦ ἐν ᾽Αμνισῷ σπηλαίου τῆς Εἰλειθυίας, 1888).64 Hatzidakis was a well-

recognized archaeologist and physician before his involvement in Archanes, and he represents the 

multifaceted role of archaeologists involved in politics. He was not limited in his abilities to serve the 

Cretan community through archaeology alone, and the events leading up to Hatzidakis’ very public 

disagreement with Venizelos during this major intersection in Cretan history are important for 

understanding the political structure of the island and the risks involved for Cretans. Hatzidakis used 

his network of politicians and foreign excavators to secure international support for the Cretans and 

their efforts to rid the island of its Ottoman administration and military presence.  

As tensions between the Christian and Muslim Cretans escalated, Hatzidakis and others fled to 

the island of Syros and according to Sanoudakis (1999: 108), they fought “politically” and 

“diplomatically” in favor of the Cretan Revolution and the Greek War against the Ottoman Turks. 

Syros has a history of being a place of refuge for Greeks during the nineteenth century, i.e. the Greek 

War of Independence in 1821, Cretan Revolution of 1866, and the Cretan Revolution of 1897, among 

others. As an island incorporated within the Hellenic Kingdom in 1829, it was a maritime passageway 

                                                
64 Sanoudakis 1999: 108. 
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and destination for those especially on Crete who needed an escape from the oppressive conditions 

under the Ottomans during periods of insurrection.  

While in Syros, Hatzidakis communicated regularly with politicians, foreign officials and 

archaeologists in hopes that they could offer guidance and support for the Cretan cause since the island 

was in peril. Hatzidakis wrote a letter from Syros to K. Ioannidis and D.S. Lydakis—members of the 

Malevizi Revolutionary Committee—on the 29th of April 1897 and recounted a recent trip he had to 

Rome to discuss the demands of the Cretan Revolution, as he was someone connected to both scientific 

and political circles outside of Greece. In this letter he expressed how with this war, enosis was now 

materially impossible.65 Additionally, Hatzidakis corresponded with Arthur Evans, Ioannis K. 

Sfakianakis, Konstantinos Ioannidis, Federico Halbherr and others about securing support for the 

Cretan cause and his safe return to the island.66 Hatzidakis’ letters are important because they are 

indicative of Cretan Christians’ anxieties about the island’s future—autonomy or unification—and 

offer clear instruction for Hatzidakis’ political supporters on the next responsible steps needed in light 

of Greece’s recent defeat by the Ottomans.  

In the following excerpt from Hatzidakis’ letter to Konstantinos Ioannidis on the 6th of May 

1897, from Syros, Hatzidakis mentions his communication with two archaeologists, Arthur Evans 

(England) and Federico Halbherr (Italy), who acted as liaisons for the Cretan people. Europeans were 

                                                
65 These letters were received from the British Consulate of Iraklio by Makrakis and Christos Anerrapsis, who served as 
revolutionary liaisons (Sanoudakis 1999: 108-109). Refer also to: Ιστορικό Αρχείο Αρχανών, αρ. πρωτ. 430, επιστ. Ιωσήφ 
Χατζηδάκη προς Χ | Κωνστ. Ιωαννίδη και Δ.Σ. Λυδάκι, Σύρος, 29.04.1897. For correspondence between Evans and Hatzidakis 
regarding this period, see Ιστορικο Αρχειο Αρχανών, αρ. πρωτ. 428, επιστολή Αrthur Evans προς Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, Οξφόρδη, 
08.05.1897. 
66 Mysōn 1933: 113. These letters were published decades later by Mysōn after they were found in the possession of Nikolaos 
Makrakis from Malevizio and submittted by the politician St. Xenikakis of Sitia, and they were published after Makrakis was 
deceased. 
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looked to as friends of the Cretans, and Hatzidakis turned to the advice of foreign excavators regarding 

the politics of Cretan affairs during this revolutionary period because of their ability to connect with 

officials abroad. The situation deteriorated for Greece in the Greco-Turkish War as the armies had 

retreated from Alymyros, Domokos, and Ipiros.67 Hatzidakis advised that the first step to be agreed 

upon, by both Cretans on the island and Cretans in Athens, was that the Turkish army needed to depart 

from Crete. In order to achieve this goal, Hatzidakis had to secure allies who could articulate his 

concerns to a higher authority, and he found this support in his fellow archaeologists (figs. 1 & 2): 

But after this happens—meaning after the Turkish army retreats—we must state to the Powers 
that we are willing to assist in all other aspects, as much as we can, the efforts of Europe in re-
establishing the order and drawing and implementing a just, strict and impartial constitution. 
You will see in the letter of Evans that in Europe they want to find a way to secure the Turks. 
And, on this matter, we must appear moderate and not to present any difficulties. This moment 
I received a letter from [Federico] Halbherr. The departure of the Turkish army is considered 
to be certain and he wonders who of the European princes would be likeable to the Cretans.68 

 
In this exchange, it appears that Hatzidakis used his archaeological connections in order to influence 

European political decisions from a distance—whether on a small or large scale. It is not evident to what 

extent Hatzidakis was able to elicit information from these archaeologists, but he was undeniably using 

his network of archaeologists to solicit information about the Great Powers and to secure their support.  

Hatzidakis’ communication with Halbherr and Evans, then the curator at the Ashmolean 

Museum of Oxford, was used as a way to connect with foreign officials—even though their letters at this 

time reflected a strictly political agenda about the departure of the Ottoman army.  Even so, we must 

question the intention behind their correspondence with one another since each party involved would 

benefit in their archaeological pursuits, i.e. Halbherr could continue his excavations on Crete and Evans 

                                                
67 Mysōn 1933: 116. 
68 Translated from the Original Greek Text, Mysōn 1933: 120-121.  
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could begin his. According to Sanoudakis (1999: 111), “In 1896, impressed by the achievement of 

Schliemann at Mycenae, [Evans] argued that Crete was the cradle of civilization. During his contacts in 

Crete, while travelling in 1894, he became associated with the director of the Museum of Iraklio, Iosif 

Hatzidakis, who, among his other efforts in favor of the Cretan Revolution of 1897, was in contact  with 

Evans, so the latter intervened with the British politicians.”69 By arguing that Crete should be recognized 

as the “cradle of civilization,” Evans promoted the narrative that Cretans were the stewards of the 

ancient past, and this viewpoint could be connected to a political philosophy acknowledging Crete as 

the place where western civilization began. Instead of Cretans looking towards Greece for a continuity 

of the ancient past, Evans seemed to suggest that attention should be placed on the origins of Crete itself. 

While Evans communicated with Hatzidakis in Syros, their letters discussed policy—not archaeology—

but this is understandable considering that archaeological activity was suspended during this period of 

revolt. Evans could potentially work on Crete once the political situation stabilized, so arguing that his 

communication about the politics of Crete had underlying motivations to advance his archaeological 

career is not improbable.  

Evans’ positions aligned more with Great Britain’s foreign policy, which did not necessarily 

coincide with Greece’s position on Crete and the unification.70 In a letter from Evans to Hatzidakis from 

Oxford on the 8th of May 1897, Evans demonstrated his ability to be a mediator for Hatzidakis and a 

genuine friend of the Cretan people and their interests (Mysōn 1933: 121; figs. 3 & 4): 

                                                
69 Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Στὰ 1896, ἐντυπωσιασμένος ἀπό τὸ ἐπίτευγμα τοῦ Σλήμαν στὶς Μυκήνες, 
ὑπεστήριξε ὃτι κοίτίδα τοῦ πολιτίσμοῦ ἒπρεπε νὰ εἶναι ἡ Κρήτη. Κατά τὶς ἐπαφές του στὴν Κρήτη, μὲ τὸ ταξίδι τοῦ ἒτους 1894, εἶχε 
σχετισθεῖ μὲ τὸν Διευθυντή τοῦ Μουσείου ῾Ηρακλείου, ᾽Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, ὁ ὁποῖος ἀνάμεσα στὶς ἂλλες του προσπάθειες ὑπέρ τῆς 
Κρητικῆς ᾽Επανάστασης τοῦ 1897 συμπεριελάμβανε καὶ ἐπαφή με τον Evans ὧστε ὁ τελευταίος νὰ παρέμβεί στοὺς ῍Άγγλους 
πολιτικούς.” 
70 Sanoudakis 1999: 113. 
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I did my best so that my government understands the true needs and demands regarding the 
pacification of Crete, as you so nicely explained them to me. I wrote to Lord Salisbury and 
presented your idea over the situation, you who are a member of the inactive politics and 
represent the moderates in the island. I repeated, at every stage, the need for the Turkish armies 
to retreat, before every communication with the revolutionaries. I made them understand that 
the departure of the Greek armies had no effect over the decision of the Cretans to continue 
their resistance, finally, that after the departure of the Turkish armies and the lack of any 
influence coming from the Sultan over the island, it would be possible for a plan of autonomy to 
be drawn up. Now I received from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs an expression of gratitude 
from the Lord Salisbury for my report• and further, that he read it with great interest• we hope 
that he will do well.71  

 
Continuing in this letter, Evans expressed the interests of British politicians regarding the need to 

maintain foreign guards and military presence on the island because of pro-Turkish sentiments. Evans 

maintained that he was not heavily involved with the political governance of Great Britain but he, 

nonetheless, was still well-regarded by Hatzidakis as someone who could be trusted to relay the attitudes 

of the Cretan people to Great Britain. Likewise, Evans was someone who could ensure the cooperation 

of Great Britain with the Cretan people.  

Hatzidakis seemed to recognize that in order to stabilize conditions on Crete during this time 

of political turmoil between Greece and Turkey, Cretans would have to potentially network and build 

a strong foundation with the Great Powers—and that was through an autonomous, not immediately 

unified, Crete. His trust in Evans was so great that he circulated Evans’ advice among his political allies 

in Crete. For example, in a series of correspondence printed in Mysōn from various individuals invested 

in the future of Crete, Nik. Makrakis’ letter from the 10th of May 1897 made it apparent that Hatzidakis 

relied on information provided to him by Evans (figs.  5 & 6): 

Also today, the doctor Mr. Hatzidakis writes from Syros, and he encloses the letter of the 
Englishman Evans. Through these letters, advices are provided to us, which we must follow 
literally• these letters will be sent to you today through the British Consulate, and you must 

                                                
71 Translated from the Original Greek Text, Mysōn 1933: 121. 
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conform to the directions in those, and I believe you would have received another letter from 
Mr. Hatzidakis. All the letters from Athens, coming from the patriots there, advise us to accept 
autonomy, since the idea of unification is impossible to be realized at the time being, after the 
defeat of Greece.72  
 

What Makrakis’ letter indicates is that Evans provided important instructions to Hatzidakis regarding 

the Cretan revolutionaries, and that Hatzidakis, in turn, passed on that advice to his political network 

in Crete. Evans was looking to excavate Knossos in the future so he had personal and professional reasons 

to get involved in the administrative affairs of Crete while negotiating with the British Consulate on 

behalf of the Cretans. By Evans serving as a mediator between local Cretans and European leaders during 

the Cretan Revolution, the role of a foreign archaeologist extends to aiding and abetting Cretan 

insurgents.  

Hatzidakis was the main guardian of Cretan antiquities, but his communication with Evans 

from Syros indicates that he was also a prominent revolutionary in the foreground of political activism 

that led up to his insurgency at Archanes. In a published obituary after Hatzidakis’ death, Charles Picard 

(1936: 244), who was the Director of the French School of Athens, stated that:73 

[Hatzidakis] continued, therefore, to examine the past of his native island [of Crete], and was 
the director of the Iraklio Museum and ephor of Cretan antiquities until 1923—none of which 
prevented him from taking an important role, in his youth, in insurrections against the Turks: 
for he was even vice -president of the revolutionary Assembly of the island.74 
 

The Revolutionary Assembly at Archanes and Hatzidakis’ conflict with Venizelos is important because 

Hatzidakis was an archaeologist using his affiliations to get what he wanted, even if what he wanted was 

                                                
72 Translated from the Original Greek Text. Letter from N. Makrakis, 10.05.1897, reprinted in Mysōn 1933: 120.  
73 Charles Picard [1883-1965] was a prominent classical archaeologist and member of the Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-
Lettres, elected in 1932.  
74 Translated from the Original French Text: “Il ne cessa, dès lors, de scruter le passé de son île natale, et fut jusqu’en 1923, 
directeur du Musée d’Héracleion, éphore des antiquités de la Crète; ce qui ne l’avait pas empêché de prendre une part 
importante, en sa jeunesse, aux insurrections contre la domination turque: car il fut même vice-président de l’Assemblée 
révolutionnaire de l’île- Ch.P.” 
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not necessarily about archaeology. He used his network of both foreign archaeologists and local 

politicians to advance the Cretan cause for autonomy, even though the Cretan Revolutionary Assembly 

at Archanes was absent of any official archaeological agenda.  

 

 
Figure 1. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to K. Ioannidis 06.05.1897 (Reprinted from Mysōn 1933: 120-121). 
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Syros, 6th May 1897 
 
Friend Mr. Hi Konst. Ioannidi, 
 

I hope that you have also received my first letter. I hope that also other patriots of ours have written 
from Athens describing the situation of things. Unfortunately, the situation is getting worse. Our army has 
retreated from Almyros, from Domokos and also from Ipiros. Turkey has finally accepted the truce. Either 
peace is made or the war continues, which is less possible, [as] the situation of Greece is sad.  

Consequently, I repeat that we all should arm ourselves with much patience and caution in order to 
be able to save what is possible. Everybody here and the Cretans in Athens agree that we should try to achieve, 
before anything else, the departure of the Turkish army.  

As you can see from the enclosed letter, long ago I acted towards this goal, and today I received from 
Rome another letter, which gives me decent hope on this matter. But we must not be negligent but to ask this 
from the Powers in a decent way. By declaring solely that the presence of the Turkish Army is an obstacle to 
the pacification of the island—and instead it is most dangerous, because, taking under consideration the 
situation in which the country is—it is not impossible for some people to be found who would misappropriate 
the Turkish army, when it came out. Then, the retaliations and the disasters will be incalculable. 

But after this happens, meaning after the Turkish army retreats, we must state to the Powers that in 
all other aspects we are willing to assist, as much as we can, the efforts of Europe in re-establishing the order 
and drawing and implementing a just, strict and impartial constitution. You will see in the letter of Evans that 
in Europe they want to find a way to secure the Turks. And, on this matter, we must appear moderate and not 
to present any difficulties. This moment I received a letter from Halbherr. The departure of the Turkish army 
is considered to be certain, and he wonders who of the European princes would be likeable to the Cretans. 

 
I embrace you all brotherly, 

Iosif Hatzidakis 
  Figure 2. Translation of Letter from I. Hatzidakis to K. Ioannidis 06.05.1897 (Original Greek in Mysōn 1933: 120-121). 
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          Figure 3. Letter from A. Evans to I. Hatzidakis 08.05.1897 (Reprinted from Mysōn 1933: 121). 

Oxford, 8th May 1897 
 
Dear Mr. Hatzidakis, 
 
 I write to you this letter, while I think you are in Syros, after departing from Rome. I did my best so that my 
government understands the true needs and demands regarding the pacification of Crete, as you so nicely explained them 
to me. I wrote to Lord Salisbury and presented your idea over the situation, you who are a member of the inactive politics 
and represent the moderates in the island. I repeated, at every stage, the need for the Turkish armies to retreat, before 
every communication with the revolutionaries. I made them understand that the departure of the Greek armies had no 
effect over the decision of the Cretans to continue their resistance, finally, that after the departure of the Turkish armies 
and the lack of any influence coming from the Sultan over the island, it would be possible for a plan of autonomy to be 
drawn up. Now I received from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs an expression of gratitude from the Lord Salisbury for my 
report• and further, that he read it with great interest• we hope that he will do well.  
 As it appears, there is serious interest among the Englishmen politicians of how to secure the Turkish element• 
the pro-Turks [or: the friends of the Turks] repeat to us unceasingly that there is an absolute need of foreign guards in 
the cities so that the Turks not be manhandled by the Greeks. It is not possible for a guarantee to be given in some way, 
that the Turks would not be bothered and that their fortunes would be intact. I share the opinion that a serious 
proposition coming from you would have an important influence over the present circumstances.  
 

Accept, Mr. Hatzidakis, the expression of my true friendship. 
Evans 

Figure 4. Translation of Letter from A. Evans to I. Hatzidakis 08.05.1897 (Original Greek in Mysōn 1933: 121). 
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Figure 5. Letter from N. Makrakis 10.05.1897 (Reprinted from Mysōn 1933: 119-120). 

 
 

The Letter of N. Makrakis 
 
Iraklio, 10th May 1897 
 
My Dears,  
 

Also today, the doctor Mr. Hatzidakis writes from Syros, and he encloses the letter of the Englishman Evans. 
Through these letters, advices are provided to us, which we must follow literally• these letters will be sent to you today 
through the British Consulate, and you must conform to the directions in those, and I believe you would have received 
another letter from Mr. Hatzidakis. All the letters from Athens, coming from the patriots there, advise us to accept 
autonomy, since the idea of unification is impossible to be realized at the time being, after the defeat of Greece.  
 

We embrace you, 
Nik. Makrakis 

 
Mr. Anerrapsis writes also in the same spirit and cites the following telegram of Mr. Sfakianakis. 
 
     »Athens, 8|20 May 2.30 p.m. 
»Yesterday before the truce, Turks attacked Fourka (area), [which] forced us to retreat to Lamia. Those in charge 
recommend the Cretans to accept the autonomy under the condition of the prior departure of the Turkish army. 

Figure 6. Translation of Letter from N. Makrakis 10.05.1897 (Original Greek in Mysōn 1933: 119-120). 
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1.3 THE CONFLICT BETWEEN ELEFTHERIOS VENIZELOS AND IOSIF HATZIDAKIS 
 
WHY THE ASSEMBLY OF ARCHANES BEGAN 
 
Samuel Beach Chester has detailed the events of the Cretan Revolutionary Assembly at Archanes. 

Although first-hand accounts of this meeting are limited, Chester’s description is useful by way of a 

secondary source, as even Venizelos himself complimented Chester’s presentation of the “Cretan 

Question.”75 In the passage below, Chester described Venizelos’ rise as Ioannis Sfakianakis’ successor to 

become the president of the General Insurrectionary Assembly (1921: 53): 

When Venizelos and [Konstantinos] Foumis submitted a proposal to nominate a Provisional 
Government, “we were obliged to oppose it,” announced these dissentients, “as serving the 
political programme of the Ethniké Hetairia and calculated to perpetuate the insurrection.” || 
“It is known,” continued Papadakis and [Evangelos] Zoustakis, “that all deputies recognised as 
partisans of the National League76…endeavour to enforce the election of M. Venizelos. On the 
other hand, all followers of complete autonomy…are supporting Dr. Hadjidakis.” The Ethniké 
was then called “accursed and nation-murdering.” || The alternative policies which were 
presented to the Cretans were all uncertain of realisation. Even the Powers were unprepared to 
go beyond the somewhat half-hearted concession of autonomy. The outlook was generally 
vague: || 1. Venizelos at this moment was the leader of the Annexationist party. Union with 
Greece was also the policy of the Ethniké Hetairia. [;] 2. The deputy, Papadakis, gave his support, 
for whatever it may have been worth, to autonomy. [;] 3. Dr. Sphakianakis was inclined to listen 
to compromise. [and;] 4. The Admirals, representing the Powers, were the visible, but rather 
blurred, symbol of autonomy. || In spite of evident ill-will in the Assembly, Venizelos was elected 
President. As many deputies were now determined upon autonomy, submission to the Admirals 
was agreed upon. Thus defied, Venizelos retired, and a dozen of his supporters went with him.  
 

                                                
75 Venizelos wrote a letter to Chester on 10.03.1921 (Villa Jaiz-Que-Bel, St. Jean du Luz, Basses Pyrénées): “Dear Mr. 
Chester, || I received some time ago the manuscript of your Book which you were so good as to send me. || So far, I have 
declined to read manuscripts of books sent to me and dealing with myself and I could not make an exception in your case. I 
must, however, admit that I have read that part of your Book which deals with the Cretan Question, and it will only be doing 
you justice by stating that you have managed in a very commendable way to bring order out of a chaos of events, the access to 
which could only be arrived at by a thorough and laborious search of documentary evidence. You can compliment yourself, 
indeed, on having managed to avoid—except in very rare instances—the unavoidable errors to which a writer in a work of 
this nature is bound to fall. In this you merit not only my congratulations, but the grateful recognition of the student of 
History interested in the evolution of the Cretan Question. || Believe me, dear Mr. Chester || Yours faithfully, || E.K. 
VÉNISÉLO” (see Chester 1921: Prologue). 
76 Chester 1921: 53: fn 1, “Ethniké Hetairia.” 
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In this presentation, Venizelos seems to have served the interests of the Greek National League for enosis 

as opposed to representing the majority of present voting members, who sided with Hatzidakis for an 

autonomous Crete.77 Because of Venizelos’ inability to fulfill his obligations as the Assembly president—

by way of the committee members—a decree of expulsion had been issued to withdraw Venizelos’ 

leadership position on the 25th of August. Admiral Harris’ dispatch, which dates to the 17th of 

September 1897, accused Venizelos’ election as the byproduct of the “aid of Greek money and intrigue”78 

and “against the Cretans’ wishes.”79 Hence, Venizelos was regarded as someone who misrepresented the 

Cretan majority, which at that time was in favor of accepting European proposals according to the 

Assembly’s outcome.  

The timing of the Cretan Revolutionary Assembly is notable, as the meeting was held after the 

Kingdom of Greece lost to the Ottoman Empire in the Greco-Turkish War of 1897. During the pending 

Greco-Turkish peace agreements, the Assembly met to discuss regulatory matters for the island’s 

internal security since Greece’s defeat would ultimately affect Crete. After G. Plevris passed away 

prematurely at the age of 34 from most likely pulmonary-tuberculosis, Hatzidakis was elected the 

representative of Malevizi for this Assembly.80 In his capacity as a delegate, Hatzidakis represented the 

                                                
77 Turkey No. 11 (1897), Enclosure in No. 64. The Ethniké Hetairia’s proclamation that the union of Crete with its “Hellenic 
Motherland” was the only solution after the recent events surrounding Akrotiri. 
78 Chester 1921: 54.  
79 Şenışık 2011: 185; Turkey No. 3 (1898), Enclosure in No. 201. 
80 M. Detorakis 1999: 68, fn 25: “Μανώλη Δετοράκη, Γιατροί, σ. 218. Ιδίου, Δημοσίευση στο ΠΑΛΙΜΨΗΣΤΟΝ 3/125-148 
του 1986, εἰδικό ἀφιέρωμα στὰ 50 χρόνια ἀπό τὸν θάνατο του, με ἀνέκδοτα ἒγγραφα σχετικά με τὴν πολιτική του δράση.” For more 
information about the profession of being a doctor, see: “Στυλιανού Παπαντωνάκη, Κρητικά. Εν Χανίοις 1901—Μανώλη 
Δετοράκη, Γιατροί ἀγωνιστές τῶν Κρητικῶν ᾽Επανάστάσεων του ΙΘ' αι.” 
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majority of the proxies (58 out of 72) who were in favor of autonomy as the only possible solution to the 

“Cretan Question,” which contrasted with Venizelos’ group, which represented the minority of 14.81 

Venizelos, as the elected president, established that the main agenda of this meeting would be 

internal security and therefore, any political discussion of enosis was ‘off the table’ based on previous 

deliberation from the meeting at Armenoi on the 9th of July 1897, in which those present agreed to 

temporarily ignore the topic until an official peace agreement was signed between Greece and Turkey. 

Venizelos communicated several points of interest regarding his position to uphold the decisions made 

at Armenoi, which allow us greater insight into why there was a revolution amongst the Cretans 

themselves at Archanes (Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 424 | 126.6: 12-14): 

And first of all, we consider as a duty of honor—from the land to the Greek kingdom—not to 
get involved in the arrangement of our matter before the war is over, into which the nation was 
dragged for our sake. If we—accept in any case—autonomy today, tomorrow the bad luck of our 
nation would cause the negotiations for peace to fail, and the war would only continue. || Second, 
with the consideration to a higher political interest imposed, we will not accept autonomy before 
we know about it […] || […] The departure of the Turkish army is not inseparably combined 
with the acceptance of autonomy, but the acceptance is being made unconditionally. It has only 
drawn the attention of the Great Powers to the need for the departure of the Turkish army so 
that the implementation of the autonomy will be attainable…If we accept them. Even though 
the remains of the Turkish army within the cities will prove once again that the autonomy is a 
midsummer’s dream and before the end of the year, maybe we will meet new local disasters and 
new national complications. || Third. It is not declared that the acceptance of the autonomy is 
made under the condition that it is absolute as it was declared.82 
 

Venizelos urged for a delay of this unproductive negotiation in order for the remaining proxies to be 

present and active within this decision. Therefore, advanced notification would need to be given. 

Additionally, any discussion about Crete’s unification would ideally take place in Armenoi at a later 

                                                
81 M. Detorakis 1999: 68. According to Venizelos (1933: 113-116), over 70 proxies were present at the Assembly and up to 
23 proxies were like-minded as Venizelos, whereas 49 proxies signed in favor of Hatzidakis’ memorandum. See also Ιστορικό 
Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 424 | 126.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 3 & 11). 
82 Translated from the Original Greek Manuscript (fig. 7 & appx. 2). 
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date, as admirals still resided in that part of Chania. Archanes was only meant to serve as the location 

where the provisional seat of the presiding board would have one proxy from each county to discuss the 

sole topic of military expansion. As a response to the misuse of this Assembly’s time, Venizelos addressed 

the members by reading the following document which stated that: “Since, according to the most proxies 

present at Archanes, the time has come for the political debate, I, conforming to the decision taken at 

Armenoi, consider from now on Armenoi as the seat of the Assembly, where I go over and where I invite 

them too. I also want to invite the rest of the proxies to come within 12 days.”83 Upon reading this 

ordinance, which was denied, Hatzidakis and the vice-president S. Savvakis sent an armed mob against 

Venizelos at Archanes and his like-minded 23 proxies, and violence ensued.84 

It is noteworthy that an archaeologist-physician was able to undermine the control of the 

Assembly’s president because it suggests that Cretan leaders came from dynamic backgrounds and 

professions—not as career politicians.85 Hatzidakis’ underlying motivation was for Crete to be able to 

stand autonomously under the support of the European Powers. Hatzidakis not only challenged the 

authority of Venizelos by arguing for autonomy, but also compromised the personal safety of Venizelos’ 

life by doing so. Chester (1921: 54) says the following about the insurgency started by Hatzidakis and 

Alfred Biliotti’s [1833-1915] reaction to it, the British vice-consul at Chania in Crete:  

                                                
83 Republished in Mysōn 1933: 115. Translated from the Original Greek Text: “᾽Ἀφοῦ κατὰ τὴν γνώμην τῶν πλειόνων ἐν 
Αρχάναις παρόντων πληρεξουσίων ἐπέστη ὁ χρόνος τῆς πολιτικῆς συζητήσεως, ἐγὼ συμμορφούμενος πρὸς τὴν ἐν ᾽Ἀρμένους 
ληφθεῖσαν ἀπόφασιν θεωρῶ τοῦ λοιποῦ ἕδραν τῆς Συνελεύσεως τοὺς ᾽Ἀρμένους, ὅπου καὶ μεταβαίνω καὶ ὅπου καὶ καλῶ καὶ αὐτούς· 
θέλω δὲ καλέσει καὶ τοὺς λοιποὺς πληρεξουσίους νὰ προσέλθωσιν ἐντὸς δώδεκα ἡμερῶν.” 
84 Republished in Mysōn 1933: 115-116. 
85 Over 20 physicians were involved in the post-war Revolution of Crete from 1897-1898 (M. Detorakis 1999: 59). As 
revolutionaries, they were on the frontlines of the political frontier, served as fighters, and worked as medical physicians to 
offer their assistance during this time. The Cretan Revolutionary Assembly was represented by local politicians in addition 
to physicians who became involved in the political process, such as Iosif Hatzidakis, Georgios Stefanidis, and Georgios 
Varouchas (M. Detorakis 1999: 60). For more information regarding the history of doctors during the Tourkokratia (1645-
1898), see M. Detorakis 2010. 
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…Biliotti appeared to derive malicious satisfaction in describing the dangers and discomforts to 
which Venizelos was subjected by his opponents. || “It may interest your lordship to know,” he 
wrote, “that Eleutherios Venizelos, whose appointment as President has been cancelled by the 
General Assembly, and his partisans, twelve in number, were kept prisoners during eight hours 
in a house at Archanes, which the mob threatened to set fire to, and that they were stoned nearly 
everywhere during their twelve days’ return journey to Akrotiri.” 

 
Although the actual affairs might not have been as malicious as Chester dramatizes them to be, we can 

imagine the disruption caused to Venizelos’ life and his followers at the Assembly. In Venizelos’ 

holographic manuscript submitted to the Central Committee at Athens about the events at Archanes 

in August 1897, he denounced—“with a grieving heart”—Hatzidakis’ resistance to the General 

Assembly of Armenoi’s decision on the 9th of July 1897 to postpone acceptance of autonomy, proposed 

by the Great Powers (fig. 7 & appx. 2).86  

Venizelos and his supporters were accused by Hatzidakis of accepting bribes from the Greek 

Government and Pasha to reject the position on autonomy when votes were to be cast, and their 

perceived corruption is what incited a coup d’état at the Assembly. Hatzidakis’ insurrection and 

slanderous accusations matter because they provide insight into the potential strategies used among 

political parties to gain supporters. According to Venizelos’ account to the Central Committee at 

Athens (Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 424 | 126.6: 4-5):  

They rushed to the immediate declaration, of which doctor Mr. Iosif Hatzidakis was the leader. 
And losing hope of being able to drag towards their ideas, the majority of the Assembly decided 
to declare their ideas through a coup d’état. And firstly, they started some days ago to 
systematically defame the inhabitants of Archanes, the ones who agreed to the idea of 
postponement, [saying] that they are bribed by the National Society, by the Greek Government, 
and by the [?] Pasha. And the purpose of all these bribers, according to the defamers, was that 
the autonomy should be denied and Europe should leave Crete and should be allowed by Turkey 
to [?] suppress the revolution. And since they drove the mob at Archanes against us, suddenly 
during the session of the 9th of August, in which the discussion about a Provisionary 

                                                
86 Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 424 | 126.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 1). Although 
this document is incomplete, the 20 existing pages provide a detailed account from Venizelos’ own hand. 
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Administrative Organization of a Bill of law was about to be continued, Mr. Hatzidakis submits 
a proposition for interrupting the discussion about the “so called” draft of law and decided that 
the time has come for the political discussion and that the Assembly should move on to the 
political discussion. While discussing the so-called proposition, armed men entered the 
Assembly and attacked those who rejected the above proposition. For a moment, the Assembly 
room was in danger of becoming a theater of bloody scenes, but, fortunately, the meeting was 
adjourned without any unfortunate event occurring.87   

 
The question we should be asking is whether Hatzidakis’ role as a revolutionary was a personal attack 

on Venizelos’ leadership. According to Venizelos’ understanding, his role as president was a source of 

contention for Hatzidakis because Hatzidakis was rejected for this position twice himself.88 Because this 

public display of disagreement caused so much adversity for Venizelos on a private and personal level, 

Venizelos responded publicly on the 29th of August 1897, in the newspaper of Neologos 

Konstantinoupoleos (no. 8371). Venizelos’ anonymous submission contains parallel information to 

what he submitted confidentially to the Central Committee at Athens (Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., 

A/A 424 | 126.6), but the two documents represent different components of the official|unofficial 

record since one letter was submitted in a public forum anonymously, while the other document was 

submitted privately to a select number of people within the Committee.  

According to Venizelos’ anonymous letter to the Neologos Konstantinoupoleos, Hatzidakis and 

his supporters present at the Assembly were to be held responsible for slanderous information circulated 

about Venizelos and his friends: 

Firstly, they started days ago to slander systematically Mr. Elefth. Venizelos and his friends 
towards the inhabitants of Archanes, saying that they were bribed by the Ethniki Etaireia, by the 
Greek Government and by the same Tzevvat Pasha. The purpose of the bribers, according to the 
slanderers, was to reject the autonomy, so that Europe will abandon Crete and Turkey can 
bloodily suppress the Revolution!!! After they had sufficiently raised the mob against those 
around Mr. Eleth. Venizelos, suddenly during the 9th of August, while the discussions were 

                                                
87 Translated from the Original Greek Manuscript (fig. 7 & appx. 2). 
88 Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 424 | 126.6: 7. 
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about the Provisionary Administrative Organization Bill, Mr. I. Hatzidakis submits a proposal 
concerning the adjournment of the conversation of the Bill, and that it is time for the Assembly 
to proceed to the debate of the political question. While this proposition was under discussion, 
armed men entered the Assembly and attacked the president Mr. Eleth. Venizelos and those 
proxies who rejected the above proposition.89 
 

According to Venizelos, Hatzidakis was the “ringleader” of the rebels, and it was Hatzidakis’ lack of 

decorum that caused a potential violent scene within the Assembly: 

…[f]or a moment, the room of the Assembly ran the risk of becoming a theatre of bloody scenes, 
but the moderation and the prudence of Mr. Venizelos and others managed to prevent such a 
thing and the session to be dissolved. The next day, Mr. Hatzidakis demanded a new session, 
before any attempt of extrajudicial understanding, and obstinately rejected a 24-hour 
postponement, in order to wait for the Bishop of Rethymno Mr. Dionysios who was to come at 
Archanes the next day and who, enjoying the estimation of all the proxies, would perhaps be able 
to find a conciliatory solution.90  
 

Venizelos blamed Hatzidakis for wanting an immediate political debate and election on the matter of 

autonomy, when Venizelos urged for a delay. Hatzidakis, according to Venizelos, refused to consider the 

unrepresented proxies who should have been afforded the opportunity to come to Archanes within 

reasonable time. Hatzidakis supposedly knew that in order to win the majority of votes, the 

unrepresented proxies would need to be absent during the voting process. He and his supporters, thus, 

                                                
89 Reprinted in Mysōn 1933: 114. Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Καὶ πρῶτον μὲν ἤρχισαν ἀπὸ ἡμερῶν νὰ διαβάλωσι 
συστηματικῶς πρὸς τοὺς κατοίκους ᾽Ἀρχανῶν τὸν κ. ᾽Ἐλευθ. Βενιζέλον καὶ τοὺς φίλους του ὡς δωροδοκηθέντας παρὰ τῆς ᾽Ἐθνικῆς 
῾Εταιρείας, παρὰ τῆς ῾Ελληνικῆς Κυβερνήσεως καὶ παρὰ αὐτοῦ τοῦ Τζεββὰτ Πασᾶ, ὦν δωροδοτῶν πάντων ὁ σκοπός, κατὰ τοὺς 
διαβολεῖς συνέπιπτεν εἰς τὸ νὰ ἀποκρουσθῇ ἡ αὐτονομία, ἵνα ἀπέλθῃ ἡ Εὐρώπη ἐκ τῆς Κρήτης καὶ ἐπιτραπῇ εἰς τὴν Τουρκίαν ἡ ἐν 
αἵματι καταστολὴ τῆς ᾽Ἐπανασταστάσεως!!! ᾽Ἀφοῦ δὲ ἐπαρκῶς ἐξήγειραν τὸν ὄχλον τῶν ᾽Ἀρχανῶν κατὰ τῶν περὶ τὸν κ. ᾽Ἐλευθ. 
Βενιζέλον, αἴφνης κατὰ τὴν συνεδρίασιν τῆς 9ης Αὐγούστου ἐνῷ συνεζητεῖτο τὸ περὶ προσωρινῆς Διοικητικῆς ὀργανώσεως 
Νομοσχέδιον ὁ κ. ̓ Ἰ. Χατζιδάκις [spelling used with “ι” in this example] ὑποβάλλει πρότασιν ὅπως διακοπῇ ἡ συζήτησις τοῦ Ν|δίου, 
καὶ ἀποφασισθῇ, ὅτι ἐπέστη ἡ ὥρα τῆς συζητήσεως τοῦ πολιτικοῦ ζητήματος καὶ προβῇ ἀμέσως ἡ Συνέλευσις εἰς τὴν πολτικὴν 
συζήτησιν. Συζητουμένης τῆς προτάσεως ταύτης, ἔνοπλοι εἰσέβαλον εἰς τὴν συνέλευσιν, ὅπως ἐπιτεθῶσι κατὰ τοῦ προέδρου κ. 
᾽Ἐλευθ. Βενιζέλου καὶ τῶν ἀποκρουσάντων τὴν πρότασιν ταύτην πληρεξουσίων.” 
90  Reprinted in Mysōn 1933: 114-15. Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Πρὸς στιγμὴν ἡ αἴθουσα τῶν συνεδριάσεων 
ἐκινδύνευσε νὰ γίνῃ θέατρον αἱματηρῶν σκηνῶν, ἀλλ᾽ἡ μετριοπάθεια καὶ ἡ σύνεσις τοῦ κ. Βενιζέλου καὶ ἄλλων κατώρθωσε νὰ 
προληφθῶσιν ἀπευκταῖα καὶ νὰ λυθῇ ἡ σύνεδρίασις. Τὴν ἐπιοῦσαν ὁ κ. Χατζιδάκις ἠξίωσε νὰ γίνῃ νέα συνεδρίασις πρὸ πάσης 
ἀποπείρας ἐξωδίκου συνεννοήσεως, ἀπέκρουσε δὲ πεισμόνως καὶ εἰκοσιτετράωρον μόνον ἀναβολήν, ἵνα ἀναμείνωσι τὸν ἐπίσκοπον 
Ρεθύμνης κ. Διονύσιον μέλλοντα νὰ φθάσῃ εἰς ᾽Ἀρχάναις τὴν ἑπομένην ἡμέραν καὶ ὅστις ἀπολαύων τῆς ἐκτιμήσεως πάντων τῶν 
πληρεξουσίων θὰ κατώρθου ἴσως νὰ ἐξεύρῃ συμβιβαστικήν τινα λύσιν.” Regarding Hatzidakis as the “ringleader,” refer to 
Venizelos in Mysōn 1933: 119.  
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demanded that a deliberation be made that day.91 In Venizelos’ anonymous account, he suggested that 

he resigned as the Assembly’s president willingly and voluntarily because of these disagreements. 

Venizelos’ resignation was the apparent result of him wanting Bishop Dionysios to be elected as his 

replacement, but Hatzidakis rejected this candidate twice.92   

Venizelos’ additional account to the Central Committee at Athens about the “enraged mob” is 

similar to his anonymous submission published in Neologos Konstantinoupoleos (no. 8371). Except in 

this particular letter, Venizelos avoided anonymity when he recounted how the house in which he was 

staying was besieged for two hours (Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 424 | 126.6: 9-11).93 It was only 

because of the help of the Bishop of Rethymno, captain Giannis Ainikoliotis, and other moderates that 

Venizelos was saved from certain death: 

I would give my answer in writing. I wrote to them that, “since, according to the majority of the 
Proxies present at Archanes, the time for the political discussion has come [and], I, conforming 
to the decision taken at Armenoi, consider from now on Armenoi as the seat of the Assembly, 
where I will go, and I invite them also, and I want to invite the rest of the Proxies to come within 
12 days.” || At the reading of this document, which made impossible any legal action to be taken 
at Archanes, those who supported Mr. Hatzidakis and those around Mr. Hatzidakis were 
enraged. And, after they have met at the assembly room under the vice-president of Mr. S. 
Savvakis, they sent the intrigued mob of Archanes, armed against me and against the rest of those 
who thought alike, as we were coming to [?] so that they took us violently to the meeting. And 
six of those belonging to the east provinces, they were carried away by the popular tide and went 
to the meeting, while the rest of us declared that we could not succumb to violence and violate 
agreements made with the Proxies of each province, whose observance we undertook as a moral 
obligation also. For 2 hours the house was sieged by the enraged mob, the further action of which 
was setback by our declaration that we would defend ourselves until the end. Finally, after 2 
hours, the first siege was over thanks to the intervention of some who undertook the task to 
persuade us to succumb. But when we repeated to them the declaration that it was not possible 
for us to succumb to violence and to participate in a real coup d’état, which would be the 
discussion of the political matter in the absence and without the knowledge of the 9|10 of the 
Proxies of Crete, the attack of the crowd was repeated. And it is a true miracle that we were 

                                                
91 Republished in Mysōn 1933: 115. 
92 Republished in Mysōn 1933: 115. 
93 For comparison, refer to Venizelos in Mysōn 1933: 116. 
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rescued from this new attack thanks to the intervention of the Bishop, on the one hand, and, on 
the other, of captain Giannis Ainikoliotis and of some others, more moderate. And finally, we 
were allowed to leave. While the opponents, becoming in number 49, after they had gotten 6 of 
those thinking-alike us, who succumbed to the mob of Archanes, as was mentioned above, 
proceeded to the drawing of the memorandum, a copy of which they will certainly send to you.94  

  
A full analysis of the events that unfolded at Archanes is difficult to reconstruct because eyewitness 

accounts are not without their biases from the individuals who produced them. The “enraged mob” 

overpowered the Assembly through violent and aggressive means, but these attacks transpired from a 

disagreement of a policy that was implemented earlier at Armenoi. Venizelos anticipated only more 

conflict for Crete if his precondition to postpone discussion about the “Cretan Question” was not met. 

Fundamentally, the coup d’état was indicative of the conflict between unionists and separatists and, 

thus, it is here that we can see the political division between Venizelos and Hatzidakis emerge most 

strongly, and it is here that disagreement about foreigners in Cretan affairs emerges as well. 

 Accepting autonomy after Greece’s loss in the Greco-Turkish War would mean that the Cretans 

had to accept the Great Powers. In other words, unconditional autonomy would allow one form of rule 

(under the Ottomans) to be substituted for another (under the Great Powers), which is why Venizelos 

and Hatzidakis disagreed on what autonomy would mean for the Cretan people and how it could benefit 

Cretans. Hatzidakis relied on his trusted relationships with European allies because although the 

European Confederation was responsible for some of the failed promises made to the Cretan people, it 

was important to continue working with the Great Powers to ensure a stable government on Crete, 

devoid of the Ottoman administration and soldiers. In fact, it was Hatzidakis’ eagerness to work with 

foreigners that gave him the reputation of being a “xenomaniac” in several accounts, as someone who 

                                                
94 Translated from the Original Greek Manuscript (fig. 7 & appx. 2). 
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adhered to foreign sympathies, customs, and intellectual pursuits. For example, in Venizelos’ letter to 

the Committee (Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 424 | 126.6: 15), he directly attributed Hatzidakis’ 

xenomania to his personal interest to have “uncontrolled foreign rule in Crete:”  

Fourth. Even though in the document the strict implementation of the laws is mentioned by an 
active and impartial Governor who has—at his service—courts that implement justice rightfully 
and by a sufficient military organized public force, there is no mention in the document about a 
Parliament. I am in the position of knowing that this omission is deliberate, coming from Mr. 
Hatzidakis and the like-minded xenomaniacs (Giannaris, Xeras, and others) who wish to 
establish uncontrolled foreign rule in Crete. And I am not a fervent adherent of the 
representative regime of a people like ours, but in front of all the dangers threatening the 
national future, and which are contained in the absolutist uncontrolled foreign rule, I self-
evidently prefer the bad things of the representative regime.95  

 
The internal revolution of Hatzidakis was disruptive, by all means, to the status quo of the Assembly 

and the president’s authority to maintain order, which would align with the direct interests of the Greek 

Kingdom. What this shows is that there was resistance within the resistance. Cretans wanted to 

eliminate the Ottoman administration, but the ideas among them were highly conflicted.  

Additionally, a letter written by Ierotheos Kalogridakis—a priest and godfather to Eleftherios 

Venizelos, who also christened him—reinforces Venizelos’ account at Archanes in a condensed account. 

Written to his colleagues from Profitis Ilias on the 28th of August 1897, Kalogridakis criticized 

Hatzidakis and his supporters who preferred Crete to be without a Parliamentary system (Ιστορικό 

Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 425 | 126.7: 4), which echoed the sentiments issued in Venizelos’ letter: 

Fourth. Even though in the document a mention is made about “an active and impartial 
governor accommodated by the courts—which will exactly apply justice and by a sufficient 
public force be militarily organized—no mention is made about a Parliament.” And this 
omission could be considered deliberate. And we are in a position to know that the leaders of 
the self-relied (αυτόθετου πολιτικής) politics of Hatzidakis, Giannaris, and others repeatedly said 
that “it would be better not to have Parliament.” And it is not evidently the representative 
regime which best suits to a people like ours, but the bad things of the representative regime are 

                                                
95 Translated from the Original Greek Manuscript (fig. 7 & appx. 2). 
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more preferable to the dangers threatening the national future, i.e. incontrollable absolutist 
foreign rule.96 
 

Venizelos and Kalogridakis accused Hatzidakis of supporting uncontrolled foreign control over Crete, 

but their classification is not entirely honest. Although Hatzidakis wanted foreign control on the island, 

he wanted their involvement to be limited, within reason, and a partnership between the Cretans and 

Great Powers. Later, Hatzidakis expressed his disappointment with the Great Powers’ failure to fulfill 

promises to the Cretan people but, ultimately, it was important for Hatzidakis to build and maintain a 

strong network of European allies for the Cretan cause because Crete was unable to unify with Greece 

at that time, and Greece was unable to offer the assistance needed to protect Crete as an autonomous 

state.  

In an undated document from Hatzidakis (Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., Α/Α 423 | 126.5: 1) 

regarding the Supreme Court’s decision that “[t]he union of Crete with Greece, under the 

circumstances, is impossible,” Hatzidakis commented on Crete’s unfulfilled promises under European 

protection (figs. 9-10 & appx. 4). Particularly, he resisted an article of the European Confederation with 

respect to the government of Crete offering public offices to be “distributed according to the population, 

that 2|3 will be Christians and 1|3 Ottomans—while the Christians are 3|4 of the population” (Ιστορικό 

Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., Α/Α 423 | 126.5: 5).97 Hatzidakis wrote against this article—which on the “official 

record” seemed to reflect the consensus of the general population—because the proposed divisions 

disrupted the actual population distribution: 

                                                
96 Translated from the Original Greek Manuscript (fig. 8 & appx. 3). For comparison, refer to: Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., 
A/A 424 | 126.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 15). 
97 As reported by Hatzidakis (Α/Α 423 | 126.5: 14), in 1882, the island was populated with 204,000 Christians and 72,000 
Muslims, of which 35,000 Muslims lived in the castled cities of Crete while the remaining population lived in the villages; 
Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 423 | 126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ.). 
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As far as implementation is concerned, they wanted to persuade us that there must be an 
exclusion on the matter of the General Administrative consultants—that is, that 1|2 must be 
Ottomans and 1|2 Christians. Also, there must be an exclusion on the matter of courts, also on 
the matter of the supreme administrative employees, because at Iraklio and at Rethymno, || the 
commanders must be Turks. And the Cretan people [scratched out: must] had to rebut these 
shameless misinterpretations through armed demonstrations. Another article of the new 
organization says that “the army will be gathered at its usual garrisons.” But the Military 
Commander of Crete considered the presence of the army to be necessary everywhere and sent 
[?] everywhere [with] strong squads of the army. In some areas, they rebutted in arms this perfidy 
and, elsewhere, there was confusion for this reason. For the sake of brevity, I omit many other 
blatant violations of the Cretan Regime of government, assured by the European Confederation. 
But the Sirs [of the] Consuls of the Great Powers at Chania seem that they forgot all of them, 
and their governments maybe did not learn about any of them. But the Cretan People—on the 
head of which— || neither has forgotten, nor will forget all this deception between the 
ambassadors in Constantinople and the Sultan and between the consuls at Chania and the 
Pashas. And it [the Cretan people] is strongly persuaded that no matter what new system of 
government the ambassadors in Constantinople make in its favor will end in a new disaster and 
desolation of Crete. Besides this, the consuls and admirals in Crete did nothing else in order to 
gain the trust of the Cretan People. On the contrary, their partiality in favor of the Turks is 
blatant; they never keep their promises made to the Cretan people. They fire cannon balls and 
bullets against the Christians, they besiege the Christians at Akrotiri, and put restrictions on 
Christians. And, before the embargo [against Christians], Greek ships were sunk by Europeans, 
[and] Greek steamships are inhibited from transferring food to the Christians || and after they 
are seized, they are kept in captivity. But the worst thing of all is that they imprecisely transfer 
to their governments all these things that the representatives of the revolutionaries say to them.98 
 

To read this document is to know that the Cretans, according to Hatzidakis, felt deceived by the 

European Powers which vowed to protect them and—perhaps even more egregiously—by their own 

countrymen who should have been advocating for the best interest of the Cretan people but failed them 

in more ways than one. The political tension that culminated at Archanes between Hatzidakis and 

Venizelos was the result of local disagreements but, even in within all their discord, the ultimate fight 

was for Cretan sovereignty; hence, their political engagements continued even after the Archanes 

Revolutionary Assembly. 

                                                
98 Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., Α/Α 423 | 126.5: 5-8. Translated from the Original Greek Manuscript (figs. 9-10 & appx. 4). 
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  The Revolutionary Assembly of Archanes yielded the majority vote for an autonomous Crete, 

but the struggle was not over. The Assembly needed to meet officially and peacefully before formal 

agreements between the proxies could be made, and Sfakianakis’ letter to Foudalidis on the 29th of 

September 1897 discussed the necessity for unity among Cretans once Greece and Turkey had restored 

peace with one another.99 One of the bases of action were as follows (reprinted in Mysōn 1933: 121-122, 

figs. 11 & 12):  

I arrived here yesterday with Mr. Hatzidakis, Antonios, and M. Polychronides. As you may 
know, peace has been restored between Greece and Turkey. Therefore, our matter comes to the 
most crucial stage…You understand then the need for the unity of thoughts and actions, 
disturbed at Archanes, to be restored among Christians, for an effective conduct of the matter. 
As it was thought that my presence could have conciliatory effects, I decided to come, after 
having been assured that there was not any obstacle from Athens and that we are all let free. || 
The fundamentals of the action are the following: || … b) On the bases of autonomy and of the 
declaration given to the admirals at Archanes, we must proceed to the necessary actions 
according to the circumstances each time. || These bases were already approved by all Cretans in 
Athens, among them Venizelos, Sifakias, Kakouris, Aristeidis Papadakis, Malindretos, 
Tsouderos (doctor), and others who are coming through Akrotiri.100  
 

Cretan representatives needed to have cohesion in their decisions, and a motion was called for the other 

proxies to meet and discuss Crete’s next steps forward. Sfakianakis’ letter is important because it suggests 

that Hatzidakis was still part of that conversation concerning Cretan autonomy despite Venizelos’ 

account, which implies that Hatzidakis was removed from any representation of Malevizi by the county 

commissionership immediately after the Assembly.101  

Certainly, Hatzidakis and Venizelos conflicted with one another at Archanes; however, these 

two individuals were cordial with one another, at the very least, once Venizelos was the elected Prime 

                                                
99 Sfakianakis in Mysōn 1933: 121-22. 
100 Translated from the Original Greek Text. Sfakianakis in Mysōn 1933: 121-22. 
101 Reprinted in Mysōn 1933: 119. 
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Minister of Greece over a decade later.102 Such is evident in a letter from Hatzidakis to Venizelos on the 

26th of August 1911 (fig. 13). In Hatzidakis’ correspondence, he stated that “I thought it was my duty 

to write to V.E. [he writes the initials in Latin capitals] because Mr. Hogarth would not want for this to 

be publicly known because he is conducting archaeological surveys in Babylonia. But I thought that at 

least the governors of Greece must know our friends.”103 Such information is important because it 

demonstrates the cooperative nature between Hatzidakis and Venizelos, as well as the British 

archaeologists’ support for a unified Greece. Hatzidakis’ archaeological and political careers in Crete 

have, thus far, exhibited cooperation with foreign powers. It seems that although Crete was well on its 

way to a unification with Greece, foreign support was something needed by Crete to achieve this 

outcome.104 

 

                                                
102 Venizelos’ first term as the Prime Minister of Greece was served between 06.10.1910-25.02.1915. 
103 Μουσείο Μπενάκη | Αρχείο Ελευθερίου Βενιζέλου, Φάκελος 310 ~38. Επιστολή του Ι. Χατζιδάκη προς τον Ε. Βενιζέλο σχετικά 
με άρθρο που δημοσιευτηκε στους The Times  για την Κρήτη (26.08.1911, σ. 2). 
104 In this letter from Hatzidakis to Venizelos (26.08.1911), Hatzidakis clarified information about an article published in 
The Times newspaper (anonymously) by David George Hogarth and not by James David Bourchier, as may be believed (fig. 
13). Bourchier [1850-1920] was a correspondent for The Times in the Balkans and lived in Sophia from 1892-1915, which 
was during the publication of this letter. Bourchier was a proponent for the annexation of Crete with Greece, which is why 
he may have been mistakenly identified as this article’s author. Hogarth [1862-927] was a British archaeologist who worked 
on the sites of Zakros and Psychro Cave in Crete, who was involved with Arthur Evans in Crete as well as Thomas Edward 
Lawrence (also known as Lawrence of Arabia), the British archaeologist known for his excavations at the ancient city of 
Djerabis in Southern Turkey, among other sites. 
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Figure 7. Letter from E. Venizelos to the Central Committee at Athens, p. 1 (First Page. Only 20 pages out of 21 pages are 
known to exist within the archive; therefore, the document is incomplete); Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 424 | 126.6, 

Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Σφραγίδα: Αρχείον Δ.Μ., χ.χ. 
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Figure 8. Letter from I. Kalogridakis, 28.08.1897, p. 1-8; Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A /A 425 | 126.7, Σφραγίδα: 

Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, χ.χ. 
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Figure 9. Undated Document from I. Hatzidakis, part 1, p. 1-7; Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: 

Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. χ.χ. 
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Figure 10. Undated Document from I. Hatzidakis, part 2, p. 8-15; Ιστορικό Αρχείο, © Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ., A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: 

Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. χ.χ. 
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Figure 11. Letter from I.K. Sfakianakis to Foudalidis 29.09.1897 (Reprinted from Mysōn 1933: 121-122). 
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Letter of I.K. Sfakianakis 
Agios Nikolaos, 29th September 1897* 

Dear Mr. Foudalidis, 
 

I had written to you fifteen days ago from Athens, through Mr. Michalakis, but, from what he tells me now, I 
understand that you did not get my letters. Therefore, you would not have understood the telegram I sent you 
afterwards telling [you] “to wait” at Agios Nikolaos. That is all right. 
 
I arrived here yesterday with Mr. Hatzidakis, Antonios, and M. Polychronides. As you may know, peace has been restored 
between Greece and Turkey. Therefore, our matter comes to the most crucial stage. Already governments have started to 
exchange thoughts about it. Consequently, the Porta [Pyli, the government of Konstantinoupoli] resists to every 
concession, demands also to appoint a Christian subject of itself as commander, also the Turkish army to stay. You 
understand then the need for the unity of thoughts and actions, disturbed at Archanes, to be restored among Christians, 
for an effective conduct of the matter. As it was thought that my presence could have conciliatory effects, I decided to 
come, after having been assured that there was not any obstacle from Athens and that we are all let free. 

 
The fundamentals of the action are the following: 

 
a). Must the Assembly meet as soon as possible and with as many members as possible at Kasteli Mylopotomou, as in a 
neutral and central place at the same time. 
 
b). On the bases of autonomy and of the declaration given to the admirals at Archanes, we must proceed to the 
necessary actions according to the circumstances each time. 
 
These fundamentals were already approved by all Cretans in Athens, among them Venizelos, Sifakias, Kakouris, 
Aristeidis Papadakis, Malindretos, Tsouderos (doctor), and others who are coming through Akrotiri. 
 
And all those in Crete have agreed, as we could understand yesterday when we were passing by Chania, Rethymno and 
Iraklio. So, it is necessary for us, the proxies of Lasithi, to gather together and go to Ag. [Agios] Myronas, where the 
Kastrinoi [means those of Iraklio—Kastro is another name for Iraklio] would also be notified to gather there, and from 
there all together to go to Kasteli, where those from Chania and Rethymno would have already arrived. 
 
It is necessary for the Assembly to gather there at the beginnings of the next week, because things are very pressing. So, 
notify the colleagues at Sitia and come, as soon as possible, to meet us here or at Neapolis, where we will be expecting 
you, at the most until Thursday or Friday. 
 
I do not find it redundant to tell you that the admirals, for some time now, do not provide transfer facilities by sea to the 
proxies. So, do not rely upon that. 

 
Mr. Hatzidakis and Mr. Polychronidis are greeting you. || Embraces, I.K. Sfakianakis. 

 
*Footnote 1: This letter was published by us in “Kyrhkas” of Chania, no. of 14 October 1932. 

Figure 12. Translation of Letter from I.K. Sfakianakis to Foudalidis 29.09.1897 (Original Greek in Mysōn 1933: 121-122). 
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Figure 13. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to E. Venizelos on an article published in the “Times” on Crete, 26.08.1911, p. 1-2; 

Μουσείο Μπενάκη | Αρχείο Ελευθερίου Βενιζέλου, Φάκελος 310- 338. 
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1.4 AFTERMATH OF ARCHANES  
 
DEMETRIOS VIKELAS AND THE GREEK RESPONSE  

About one year following the Revolutionary Assembly at Archanes and the bilateral agreement of the 

Greco-Turkish Peace Agreement, Crete detached as part of the Ottoman Empire. In the prior months 

to Crete being proclaimed an independent state on the 9th of December 1898, Christian Cretans 

experienced continued devastation at the hands of the Ottoman-Turks, e.g. the 25th of August 1898 

massacre, which eventually prompted the expulsion of the Turks in November (see chpts. 3 & 5). It was 

important for Cretans to network outside of the island because the Christians appeared, at times, to be 

on the fringe of geo-political considerations and on Europe’s backburner. For example, in a series of 

letters written to Mme Nathaniel Johnston, née Karadja, and to her daughter Aikaterini Johnston, 

Demetrios Vikelas discussed the liberation of Crete under Ottoman occupation, and the difficulties 

leading up to it.  

Over a short period of time, the situation in Crete escalated, and it seemed as though Europeans 

had—in a sense—forgotten largely about Crete because other predicaments throughout the continent 

had overshadowed the sufferings of the Cretans. Which is why, when Cretans found supporters to listen, 

it was important for them to maintain their strong network of allies like Hatzidakis had done during the 

Cretan Revolution of 1897. For example, in a letter from the 19th of September 1898, Vikelas wrote to 

his friend Mme Nathaniel Johnston how the murder of Empress Elizabeth (“Sissi”) distracted the 

attention of the European people away from the massacres of Crete (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Επιστολές Δημητρίου 

Βικέλα, Επιστολή 3: 2, fig. 14):  

During my short absence, how many things happened. We are [less interested] in the massacres 
of Crete, and more interested with the murder of the poor Empress—with the visit of your 
friend Wilhelm to the Sultan, and with the Dreyfus Affair—people here do not think much of 
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the sufferings of Crete. What shame for Europe this whole story brings! But it seems difficult to 
me that this new Turkish atrocity will not be the pretext for a solution to be finally given, 
temporary it is, for this endless and terrible matter.105  
 

In this letter, which lacks a location from which it was written, Vikelas drew attention to the fact that 

the events on the mainland further isolated Cretans from being in the foreground of European 

sympathies. Although Vikelas never blamed Europeans for their negligence over the massacres of Crete, 

his commentary demonstrates a conscious awareness that Cretans had largely been marginalized in the 

current affairs of daily European news. 

Although Vikelas—a businessman from Ermoupoli, Syros, and the first president of the 

International Olympic Committee from 1894-1896—cannot represent all Greeks who primarily 

resided in Athens while the “Cretan Question” was being resolved, his private correspondence give 

insight as to how the Greeks wrote about the events of Crete—independent of Hatzidakis or 

Venizelos.106  In an undated letter—perhaps from 1897—Vikelas made a comparison between the 

political situation of Cuba with the, then, current crisis in Crete (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Επιστολές Δημητρίου Βικέλα, 

Επιστολή 13: 2, fig. 15):  

The affair of Cuba delays our loan and the evacuation of Thessaly. I am afraid that the Spanish 
people will suffer also themselves, without having afterwards the Three Powers to guarantee 
loans to them and Russia to give Crete to them. But the Spanish play towards Cuba the role of 
the Turks towards Crete. While the Americans do not have the same reasons as we do to get 
involved in this affair, I feel sympathy towards the brave and proud nation, because of the 
injustice which Spain brought to its head, with the way that it ruled and wanted to subdue again 
Cuba.107  

 

                                                
105 Translated from the Original Greek Text: ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Marie Karadja Johnston - Επιστολές 
Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 3 (19.09.1898, σ. 2). 
106 Demetrios Vikelas [1835-1908], a Greek writer and businessman, served as the first president of the International 
Olympic Committee (IOC) from 1894-1896.  
107 Translated from the Original Greek Text: ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Marie Karadja Johnston - Επιστολές 
Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 13 (χ.χ., σ. 2). 
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Just as the Ottoman-Turks were to the Cretans, so were the Spanish to Cuba—both were islands in 

isolation and in need of external support. While Cretans were resisting against Ottoman administration, 

the Cubans were also struggling with similar matters under the Spanish—as Vikelas seemed to suggest. 

Cuba in this context was being discussed in terms of the Cuban War of Independence [1895-1898], 

which was the last of three wars for liberation fought between the Cubans and Spanish. It was within 

the final months of this war that the United States became involved, known as the Spanish-American 

War [21.04.1898-13.08.1898], which is similar to how the Great Powers and Greece became more 

aggressive in their elimination of the Ottoman administration after the 25th of August and massacre of 

Christian Cretans. 

 Europeans came to the aid of Crete, but their initial ambivalence towards the Christian Cretans 

being attacked by the Ottoman bothered Vikelas so much that he wished harm on the British troops in 

order for them to feel, in effect, the ignored pains of the Cretans in his letter written on the 18th of 

October 1898 (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Επιστολές Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 16, fig. 16): 

Fortunately, Crete’s disposition follows a good route. But English soldiers should be killed, so 
that the Four Powers will wake up. While Christian Cretans were being massacred the whole 
thing did not matter that much [to them].108  

 
Granted, Vikelas’ abrupt and aggressive letter is indicative of the frustration he felt for the Christian 

Cretans and a delay in ridding the island of the Ottoman-Turks, but it was not until a month after this 

letter was written that the Ottomans were expelled from the island. Vikelas supported the eventual 

decisions to appoint Prince George as High Commissioner of the Crete.  

                                                
108 ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Marie Karadja Johnston - Επιστολές Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 16 (18.10.1898, 
σ. 3).  
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In a letter from the 7th/19th of December 1898, Vikelas documented the arrival of Prince 

George in Crete and what this potentially meant for the future of the island (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Επιστολές 

Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 19, fig. 17): 

Today was a great day for Hellenism. Prince George departed for Crete. The King did not want 
official demonstrations, but there were many people in the streets, and even more at Piraeus, as 
I hear, and enough hurrahs (Ζήτω) were heard. But these did not seem enough to me. I thought 
that the joy of people could have been more apparent. The city of Athens should be decorated 
with flags, and we should not be content with the yesterday doxologies at the churches. The 
truth is that last year’s events tired [?] the people, while the prolongation of the Cretan Matter 
exhausted its susceptibility towards enthusiasm. In order to be an adequate chronicler, I must 
add that the selection of the two adjutants of the Prince made a bad impression, which did not 
change the public’s opinion regarding the usual quality of our courtiers. It would be good if some 
provision was taken about this matter so that the public opinion would be satisfied. But the 
whole thing for the present situation may not have much importance. May God attend to the 
Prince and the Cretan people, so that this experiment of Cretan autonomy succeeds. I call it an 
experiment because if successful, it can secure a great influence on the future solution of the 
Eastern Question.109 
 

Vikelas’ important mention of Crete’s autonomy as an “experiment” demonstrates how the Greeks 

understood that a unification between Crete and Greece would be an upwards battle without an 

immediate end in sight. The original welcoming of Prince George—which was not accepted by all—met 

with difficulty in the coming months, as the Prince could not fulfill the expectations that the locals had 

for his presence on the newly established autonomous island.  

Written on the equinox of 9th/21st of December 1898, Vikelas confided in his friend, once 

again, about the situation in Crete that he observed from a distance, and the general difficulties of the 

Prince (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Επιστολές Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 9: 1-2, fig. 18): 

My expectation is not spared, my dear Lady, and [?]. Yesterday’s mail brought me the letter for 
which I hoped. Perhaps you are getting now, wherever you are, the last of mine. I wrote it on the 
day of the departure of the Prince. His send-off was mostly warm from what I saw in the street 

                                                
109 Translated from the Original Greek Text: ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Marie Karadja Johnston - Επιστολές 
Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 19 (7/19.12.1898, σ. 3). 
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where I happened to be. Especially at Piraeus [the crowd] was enthusiastic—and even more in 
Crete. Poor Crete. I wish that this happy turn of its luck will be the first step and the union will 
come at the right time, without the staggers and the sacrifices. Today [?] from Crete and also 
from our free tiny state. Our financial predicaments and this last war all come from the Cretan 
Question. Also, now there will be difficulties. I wish our Prince will overcome them. I was saying 
that Drag[oumis] will go as his council but, as it seems, this did not happen. I am afraid of the 
intrigues and the rivalries of the consuls there and the domestic passions. But let us hope. I 
regretted that I was not in the enthusiasm of the reception. I preferred to visit Crete later, around 
Spring, so that I can see it better. Even though now it is like Spring. Especially these days the sun 
is shining and the sky is so beautiful during day and night. Generally, I am pleased here, but I 
come to Athens with as much pleasure as I return to Paris. But I hesitate as to if I did right that 
I threw here one of my two anchors. Perhaps I should attend at a house, either here or in Paris.110  

 
The “domestic passions” and “rivalries of the consuls” were complicated, which became reflected in the 

waning support for the Prince. Prince George arrived on Crete on the 21st of December 1898, and the 

Admirals Council dissolved a few days later on the 26th of December. He was appointed as the High 

Commissioner for a limited, three-year tenure, but as a firm royalist, the Prince’s decisions about the 

future of Crete sparked controversy from politicians who saw his reign as absolute.  

 The letters presented from Vikelas—though not exhaustive—are an artifact of the historical 

memory and engagement of Greeks with the “Cretan Question” during a period after Greece’s loss in 

the Greco-Turkish War and Crete’s struggles to be recognized as an autonomous island, free from 

Ottoman control. What these letters demonstrate, additionally, is the internal conflicts of the Cretans 

themselves. Even those Cretans who wished to be free from the yoke of the Ottoman administration 

could not agree as to how this freedom should or could be obtained.  

 

                                                
110 Translated from the Original Greek Text: ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Marie Karadja Johnston - Επιστολές 
Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 9 (9/21.12.1898, σ. 1-2). 
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Figure 14. Letter from D. Vikelas to Mme. Johnston, 19.09.1898, p. 1-3; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Marie 

Karadja Johnston - Επιστολές Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 3. 
 

 
Figure 15. Letter from D. Vikelas to Mme. Johnston, undated, p. 1-2; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Marie 

Karadja Johnston - Επιστολές Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 13. 
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Figure 16. Letter from D. Vikelas to Mme. Johnston, 18.10.1898, p. 1-3; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Marie 

Karadja Johnston - Επιστολές Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 16. 
 

 
Figure 17. Letter from D. Vikelas to Mme. Johnston, 7/19.12.1898, p. 1-3; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Marie 

Karadja Johnston - Επιστολές Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 19. 
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Figure 18. Letter from D. Vikelas to Mme. Johnston and A. Johnston, 09/21.12.1898, p. 1-4; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος 
Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Marie Karadja Johnston - Επιστολές Δημητρίου Βικέλα, Επιστολή 9. 

 

CONCLUSION 
 
9/12 August 1897: arguably, this date marked a turning point in modern Cretan history with the events 

that transpired at the Revolutionary Assembly at Archanes. It was at this Assembly where Iosif 

Hatzidakis, a prominent archaeological excavator, challenged the embargo placed on political 

discussions regarding Crete’s potential to become an autonomous functioning island, and he was 

supported by an “enraged mob” of revolutionaries storming the meeting hall. What makes this Assembly 

a changing moment for all succeeding events is that the elected president, Eleftherios Venizelos, was 

forcefully deposed from his position and the whole organization of the Assembly disrupted.  

Hatzidakis, an elected representative of the Cretan people and the president of the Syllogos, was 

able to undermine the authority of the Assembly’s president by introducing the topic of Cretan 

autonomy when any discussion of this matter was strictly forbidden with advanced announcement. The 

interplay between these opposing agendas at the Assembly was essential for understanding the 

intellectuals’ role in influencing the political decisions of Crete during the nineteenth century. 
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Venizelos, an advocate for delayed enosis, had to unexpectedly defend his position in a crowd in which 

he was outnumbered. Hatzidakis, on the other hand, proved that a self-trained archaeologist with a 

medical degree in gynecology could lead marginalized Cretans who feared the imminent future of Crete 

with Greece’s state in flux from an Ottoman defeat. Although this meeting was political in nature, it 

demonstrates how the roles of Cretan archaeologists could extend beyond conventional expectations so 

as to engage as revolutionary insurgents.  

Typically, one would not reference the Cretan Revolutionary Assembly at Archanes as having 

relevance to the history of Cretan archaeology, but it is important to discuss this meeting in the broader 

context of archaeology as an “ecology of practices.” Foreign excavators and local Cretans were part of a 

mutually dependent network to rid the island of its Ottoman rule, which was evident by foreign 

archaeologists’ engagement with Hatzidakis in the Cretan revolution and the months leading up to 

Archanes. For example, Sir Arthur Evans worked with Hatzidakis during the Cretan Revolt of 1896 to 

secure the site of Knossos for future excavations. When these negotiations failed because of the revolt 

and the Ottoman administration’s restrictions, Evans continued his relationship with Hatzidakis and 

served as an ally for Cretan separatists the following year. Evans’ correspondence with Hatzidakis—

while Hatzidakis took refuge on the island of Syros—is indicative of the complicated role foreign 

archaeologists played in the narrative of the Cretan revolution. Evans and Hatzidakis were 

archaeologists, but they built a relationship with one another that went beyond material culture and into 

the realm of insurgency.  

In the letters presented from Demetrios Vikelas, we were afforded a particular insight into the 

Cretan situation from the perspective of mainland Greece. His correspondence with Mme. Nathaniel 

Johnston and her daughter Aikaterini reflected the tensions that escalated in Crete under Ottoman rule 
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and then under the High Commissionership of Prince George of Greece and Denmark. Having this 

complementary account about Crete from a distance was important for orienting the political discussion 

in a larger context. Because Crete was not an immediate priority for the European community, it was 

important for the Christian Cretans to build and maintain strong networks of allies whenever they 

could, in order to eventually eradicate the island of the Ottoman administration and its military 

presence.
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CHAPTER 2 | ARCHAEOLOGY AS A DEVELOPING DISCIPLINE 
 

The dimness of their knowledge must be underscored. If a Cretan in, say, the fifth century B.C. 
(or any other Greek at that time) were asked about Minos, he would have described him as a 
great Greek ruler who lived once upon a time. He knew that there had been an age when Crete 
was inhabited by non-Greeks, whom he called Eteo-Cretans (‘true Cretans’), and from whom 
the people of Praisos in eastern Crete claimed to have descended. But he never doubted that the 
Golden Age was a Greek civilization essentially like his own, only brighter, richer, greater. || […] 
This false image held the field until the beginning of the twentieth century. For most of the 
intervening centuries few people in western Europe ever gave a thought to Crete, anyway. It was 
fought over and exploited from time to time by Romans, Byzantine emperors, Saracens, 
crusaders, Turks, and finally, almost in our own day, by Greeks who brought the island back into 
the national territory. But it had little intellectual or historical interest, as Polybius already had 
asserted, whether from reading books or through direct personal investigation. - M.I. Finley 
(1968: 10).  
  

Cretan archaeology began in 1878/9 and, although this date corresponds to the archaeology of occupied 

territories like Cyprus (where archaeological expeditions began after the British Occupation), the 

context surrounding Cretan expeditions warrants its own attention for two reasons.1 First, unlike 

Cyprus—which came under the Porte’s control again as an independent mütesarriflik in 1870—the 

timeline of Cretan autonomy is separate and, therefore, the context of its archaeo-politics distinct.2 

Crete became semi-autonomous in 1878, and it took twenty years for the Great Powers to secure the 

territory and expel the Ottoman administration in 1898, which is delayed in comparison to the British 

occupation of Cyprus beginning in 1878. Unlike Cyprus, which was supported by the Cyprus 

Exploration Fund (CEF, 1888-1894) and the British Museum Turner Bequest (1893-1896),3 the 

continuation of Cretan archaeology was the result of dedicated locals spearheading expeditions while 

                                                
1 According to Kiely and Ulbrich (2012: 313): “…Britain organised no official archaeological expedition to Cyprus before 
the Occupation of 1878 nor indeed in the years immediately following until the British Museum excavations of the 1890s.”  
2 Regarding Cyprus’ autonomy, see Hill 1952/2010: 378. Regarding Cyprus’ archaeology and the British Occupation, see 
Kiely and Ulbrich 2012: 305-356. 
3 Kiely and Ulbrich 2012: 307. 
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yielding to the whims of the Ottoman administration (e.g. when the Pact of Halepa was revoked in 1889, 

causing martial law and halt of all excavations). Cretan archaeology was supported by private academic 

syndicates and donors from other places throughout the Mediterranean, but funding was highly limited.  

After 1878 the social, legal, and political climate of the island changed—allowing for an active 

preservation of the past and intellectual discourse about the island’s antiquities. Under the rule of 

Venetians and Ottomans, ancient monuments were viewed mainly as building materials and less as relics 

of the past. According to the archaeologist and art historian Philip P. Betancourt (2015: 334):  

A few fragments were incorporated into monuments like the Bembo Fountain (1588) or the 
church of St. Mark in Herakleion (original date 1239 but renewed many times), which used 
columns from ancient Knossos, but most ancient works were simply burned to make lime. A 
number of travelers from other parts of Europe made efforts to recognize the ancient sites and 
monuments, and some wrote accounts of their efforts. Among the most important travelers were 
C. Buondelmonti, F. Sieber, R. Pashley, J. de Tournefort, L. Thenon and T.A.B. Spratt. A 
perennial fascination of these travelers was the ‘Labyrinth’ of Gortyn, actually a stone quarry of 
the Roman period.4 

 
The impact that travelers had on the intellectual enrichment of Cretans became evident mainly after the 

Treaty of Halepa in 1878, which allowed for Christian Cretans on the island to issue their own 

publications in addition to being able to engage in intellectual matters that pertained to their cultural 

heritage. Therefore, it is only after this Treaty that Cretans really began to publish their own journals 

that referenced foreign travelers who visited the island during the Venetian and Ottoman periods. 

First, even if archaeological sites throughout independent Greece were “occupied” by foreign 

archaeological schools like Delos (French School of Archaeology, 1872/3) or Olympia (German 

Archaeological Institute at Athens, ca. 1875) around the same time that foreigners took interest in 

Crete, the geo-political context of Crete must be approached independently. The years 1878-1898 mark 

                                                
4 See also Davaras (1976) and Platon (1962) for additional information. 
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a crucial period in the development of Cretan archaeology, which was marred by unstable political 

conditions that necessitated the indigenous archaeologists to act as a force of resistance against the  local 

administration with the support—not control—of foreign archaeologists.5 Although Cretan excavators 

generally lacked professional training in classics or related studies in philology from European 

institutions,6 their personal devotion to ancient authors and dedication to the field of Cretan 

archaeology exceeded that of an antiquarian interest by creating guidelines for archaeological practices.7 

So, while it is true that other places in the Mediterranean were being excavated around the same time as 

Crete, Crete’s history of occupation and resistance is distinct from other parts of Greece, and the 

question remains as to how archaeology—as a developing discipline—can be approached once 

excavations began on the island.  

                                                
5 Excavations of independent Greece began earlier, of course, and some of the earliest explorations of pre-historic 
archaeological sites date to 1841 with Kyriakos S. Pittakis, who was responsible for discovering and restoring the Lion Gate 
dating approximately to the thirteenth century BCE. Additionally, early excavations can be attributed to Ferdinand A. 
Fouqué in Santorini (Thira) from 1866-1870 (Tzachili 2005: 231-232). Note: Kopaka (1995: 507) dates the Thira 
excavations to 1860, but the initial project was sponsored by the French School at Athens from 1866-1870. 
6 See Peponakis (2008) for a catalogue of educational credentials for Cretans studying in Athens between 1837-1866. The 
University of Crete in Rethymno (UoC; Πανεπιστήμιο Κρήτης) was not established until 1973, with the first students being 
admitted in 1977. Prior to this institution, Cretans had to travel outside of the island for their higher education, whether it 
was in Athens or somewhere abroad. Educational opportunities were not available on Crete to the extent they were on the 
mainland or in foreign, European countries. But despite this educational setback, intellectuals of the island overcame 
obstacles to ensure that Crete would be recognized as an international center for scientific research during the late-nineteenth 
century by building and maintaining relationships with foreign schools in Athens and abroad. Additionally, Cretan 
excavators involved themselves with politics—domestic and international—that helped to solidify the island’s reputation as 
a place for intellectual growth. Regarding education and Greek national identity from 1834-1913, refer to Zervas 2010 & 
2018.  
7 The German philologist Friedrich August Wolf [1759-1824] is responsible for the “science of antiquity” 
(Altertumswissenschaft), which transformed archaeology into a universal discipline where we can observe human nature 
through the material past. His Neo-Hellenic approach can be attributed to his relationships with Wilhelm von Humboldt 
and Johann Wolfgang von Goethe. According to Jay David Bolter (1980: 83), Wolf “... is one of those literary figures who 
hovers between fame and obscurity, somehow without deserving either.” Although most of Wolf's work is considered 
uncritical by our modern standards (Bolter 1980: 83), his research became an entrance for those pursuing “Minoan” 
archaeology (as we understand the term today) in their writings like those based out of the University of Göttingen in 
Germany, such as Karl Otfried Müller [1797-1840], Karl Friedrich Neumann [1793-1870], and Karl Friedrich Christian 
Hoeck [1794-1877] (Karadimas 2015a: 5). It was through this institution that theoretical frameworks and chronology for 
prehistoric Crete were initially developed and, thus, influenced archaeological practices for Sir Arthur Evans (Karadimas 
2015a: 5). 
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This chapter focuses on the origins of Cretan archaeology and how it was rooted in a deep 

tradition of foreign travelers but—more importantly—how the symbiotic relationship between Cretan 

archaeologists and foreign archaeologists overpowered the strained conditions resulting from resistance 

and revolt under the Ottoman administration (table 2). Therefore, the purpose of this chapter is two-

fold. First, it discusses the impact of early accounts by European travelers who visited Crete under 

Venetian and Ottoman rule.8 Although not an exhaustive compilation, this section examines how the 

writings of Cristoforo Buondelmonti, Robert Pashley, and Thomas Abel Brimage were used for 

archaeological excavations in Crete during the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century. Certainly, 

this list of selected travelers could be expanded to individuals like William Wey (1458 and 1462), Denis 

Harrys (who was the first English Consul in 1522),9 or the landscape painter Edward Lear [1812-1888] 

(who visited Crete in 1864).10 However, Buondelmonti, Pashley, and Spratt have been selected for this 

case study because these are the travelers who have been referenced most prominently within the 

archaeological records of Crete. The objective of this section is to produce an intellectual history about 

knowledge production in the context of European travelers to Crete.11 A common trope in travel 

narratives from the Grand Tour was to compare modern populations to the peoples of the past, but the 

particulars of this type of account will not be advanced in the parameters of this chapter.12  

                                                
8 From 1205/1212-1669, Crete was under Venetian rule, which partially overlapped with the Ottoman Conquest of Crete 
from 1645-1669 (table 2). The Ottomans conquered parts of Greece centuries earlier when they took control over 
Constantinople in 1453, followed by Athens without resistance in 1456 and the Peloponnese from 1460. The history of 
Ottoman rule through Greece is far more complicated, however, since the Venetians continued to hold Nafplio until 1540, 
and much of the Peloponnese was again under Venetian control between the 1680s and 1715, until it was conquered by the 
Ottomans in the Morean War. Additionally, most of the Ionian islands (and Corfu especially) were never under Ottoman 
control. For an expanded history of the Ottoman Empire, refer to Greene 2015.  
9 Moore 2013: 34. See also Chapter 11, “Other British Travellers,”156-171. 
10 Refer to Lear 1984 for a commentary on his travels throughout Crete and observations about the island’s landscape.  
11 Regarding a theoretical approach to the manufacture and production of knowledge, refer to Knorr-Cetina 1981. 
12 Ceserani (2002: 113) uses John Gillies [1747-1836], a historian who contributed to the study of “ancient Greek history,” 
as an example in saying: “Gillies nevertheless adopted one trope from the travelers, that of the modern decadence of these 
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Erudite travelers to Crete contributed to the foundations of archaeology and its disciplinary 

framework because their travelogues were used to locate and identify ancient sites. The textual products 

of antiquarians and Grand Tourists were, in general, a useful tool for archaeologists throughout Greece 

and Italy, as demonstrated by Giovanna Ceserani (2012: 5-6): 

As the institutionalized study of archaeology took hold in the nineteenth century, the expertise 
of antiquarians and travelers was disregarded in favor of professional archaeologists and 
classicists working within new academic frameworks. There is a growing body of work devoted 
to recovering the various ways in which the antiquarian tradition contributed to the emergence 
of the archaeological discipline—an approach inspired by Momigliano’s path-breaking essay 
“Ancient History and the Antiquarian” (1950) which highlighted the tremendous debt of 
modern historical research to earlier antiquarian practice. 

 
Although Ceserani presents the problem and paradox of professional archaeologists marginalizing 

Magna Graecia despite Southern Italy’s prominence in Grand Tour texts, her general approach to 

antiquarian histories can be applied to the archaeology of Crete in terms of explaining the historiography 

of knowledge production in the field of archaeology. Just as Magna Graecia had once been on “the 

margins of European modernity” regarding intellectual engagement in the development of disciplinary 

history in Greece, so too has Crete.13   

Second, this chapter discusses the development of mainland Greek archaeology because Greece’s 

archaeological society, archaeological journal, and foreign archaeological institutions set a precedent for 

                                                
regions: ‘Whoever has observed the desolate barbarity of Calabria, or reflected on the narrow extent, and present weakness 
of Sicily, cannot hear without a mixture of surprise and incredulity that five centuries before Christ it was so splendid’ [cf. 
Gillies 1786, I: 384]. This image came with a historiographical twist: ‘ignorants will reject the evidence of antiquity,’ he wrote, 
and ‘the contemplative visionary will reflect gloomy thoughts on the decay of time[,] but the more practical philosopher will 
attempt to discover the causes of the ancient and actual state of Magna Graecia, in the history and in the institutions of that 
country during the respective periods of time which are the objects of his research’ [cf. Gillies 1786, I: 384]. For his part, 
Gillies—styling himself as a practical philosopher of history—sought an explanation in Pythagoreanism.”  
13 Ceserani 2012: 4. Additionally, Ceserani (2012: 3) has suggested that: “This subordination of Magna Graecia undoubtedly 
has much to do with certain features of its distant past. Its ancient grandeur is a long-standing trope that continues to have 
currency among scholars who pay otherwise nuanced attention to the modern history of the area [for example, Moe 2002: 
42-43]. Such references run the risk of skimming blithely over the texture of Magna Graecia’s antiquity—an antiquity at once 
Greek, Italian, and a complex blend of the two.” 
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Crete once the island was afforded semi-autonomous status. As seen within parts of Greece, 

philhellenism appealed to intellectuals from England, France, Germany, and America. And this type of 

interest transferred to Crete—affecting the broader, social process of archaeology as its own, distinct 

institution. Cretan excavations allowed for the island to develop its own field of inquiry about the first 

western civilization that became known later as the “Minoans,” and it was the cooperation of foreign 

institutions with the local Cretans that allowed for the successful continuation of archaeology during a 

politically, socially, and economically uncertain period of the island’s history. 

 

Occupying Force/ Status Relative Dates Major Periods of Internal Resistance or Social Transition 
Venetian Rule 1205/1212-1669 Ottoman Conquest of Crete: 1645-1669 
 
 
 
 
Ottoman Rule 

 
 
 
 
1669-1898 

Orloff Insurrection: 1770 
Greek War of Independence and Cretan Involvement: 1821 
Cretan Revolt: 1841 
Cretan Revolt: 1858 
Cretan Revolt: 1866-1869* 
Cretan Revolt: 1878 
Halepa Pact Revoked: 1889** 
Cretan Rebellion: 1895/6 
Greco-Turkish War: 1897-1898 

Cretan State 1898-1908 Therisos Revolt: 1905 

Cretan Question 1908-1913 
Proclamation of Cretan Union with Greece: 1908 
Recognition of this Proclamation: 1908-1912 
First Balkan War: 1912-1913 

Notes: * Stillman 1874. 
** As a consequence of the 1899 Revolution, reforms under the Treaty of Halepa were revoked on the 17th of 
November 1889 (Kallivretakis 2006: 28-29). See also Perakis 2013: 119-129. 

 
Table 2. Occupying Forces of Crete and Periods of Resistance. 
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2.1 FOREIGN TRAVELERS IN CRETE14 
 
EARLIEST TRAVELERS AND CRISTOFORO BUONDELMONTI 
 
Crete has a limited, but rich tradition of foreign travelers under occupation. Explorers, geographers, 

geologists,15 and writers began to actively pursue their interest in the Kingdom of Candia [1205-1669] 

under the Republic of Venice16 (e.g. Pococke, Spratt, Tournefort,17 Sieber,18 Thenon,19 Buondelmonti, 

and Pashley).20 Travelogues by foreign visitors contributed to the study of topography, myth, antiquity 

and culture during a time in which the Cretans had limited access to scholarship. Published mainly 

through foreign presses, travelogues were largely inaccessible to the majority of Cretans. Therefore, 

foreign travelers were important for the development of Cretan archaeology because their accounts 

helped excavators verify or challenge the location of ancient sites once excavations began on the island. 

                                                
14 I would like to extend my gratitude to Nektarios Karadimas for his presentation sponsored by the Vikelaia Municipal 
Library of Iraklio, Crete, entitled “Αναζητώντας το χαμένο ανάκτορο του Μίνωα. Από τον Cristoforo Buondelmonti στον 
Arthur Evans (1415-1900),” held on 25.11.2015. After a brief conversation following this presentation, Karadimas directed 
me to additional sources, which included some of his more recent work on foreign travelers in Crete (see Karadimas 2015b 
for the citation of this presentation). 
15 One such geologist was Victor Félix Raulin [1819-1905], a French botanist from the University of Bordeaux, who 
published his observances of Crete in 1859 with his work Description physique de l'ile de Crète. Such works helped to 
establish Crete as a place worth scholarly investment in the nineteenth century, influencing Halbherr, De Sanctis, Savignoni, 
and Mariani (Platon 1962: 15). 
16 The Kingdom of Candia was also referred to as Ducato di Candia, Regno di Candia, or Candie. The Kingdom of Candia 
started to disintegrate during the Cretan War with the Ottoman Empire, which lasted from 1645-1669.  
17 Hatzidakis (1881: 34) references “Tournefort, 1700” and “A. Dumas, 1780” with regard to their description of a “labyrinth 
[where] there is a cave from which the ceiling drips water.” Tournefort [1656-1708] was a French botanist and one of the 
first influential travelers of Crete to document Cretan botanicals (see Daston 2015: 85-98). Hatzidakis’ reference to “A. 
Dumas” refers most likely to the accomplished, French literary writer Alexandre Dumas [1802-1870]. Dumas’ The Vicomte 
of Bragelonne: Ten Years Later, the final book within the d’Artagnon trilogy which was written in serial form between 1847-
1850 for the French magazine Le Siècle, is of particular interest because Ch. 44 is titled “The Labyrinth” and included parts 
of the Daedalus myth. If this is the case, Hatzidakis has mistakenly written 1780 for 1870, the year of Dumas’ death. 
18 Franz Wilhem Sieber is mentioned with Tournefort in this publication as well (Hatzidakis 1881: 36). Sieber [1789-1844] 
was a naturalist who collected flora, ethnographic data, and antiquities from the places in which he traveled—one of which 
was Crete in 1817. His 1823 publication detailed the Ottoman administration, island flora, place names, social customs, and 
medical information about Crete accompanied by engravings.  
19 Léon Thenon and Georges Perrot are known for their discovery of an inscribed stone at Gortyn in 1857 (Col. X), which 
had been incorporated within the walls of a mill, described in Strabo (Vasilakis 2004: 42; Willetts 2014/1955: 3; Thenon 
RA VIII 1863, 441 tab. XVI). Thenon then purchased this stone and transported it to the Louvre (Willetts 2014/1955: 3). 
20 See Platon 1962: 15 for more references to these individuals. 
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But, more than that, they presumably kindled a nascent antiquarian interest in the Cretan past, on which 

archaeologists could subsequently build.  

One of the earliest traveler accounts from Crete is that of Symon Simeonis [fl. 1322] during the 

fourteenth century, whose manuscript, published posthumously in 1778, documents his itinerary 

throughout the island and his observations of the local people.21 Even though his work was published 

centuries after his death, Simeonis’ documented travels validated the integral role that early travelers 

played in preserving particular historical, cultural, or geographic details about Crete that may have been 

disregarded otherwise. Native Cretans provided local knowledge, served as guides, and offered 

hospitality. Aside from Simeonis, one of the better-known travelers who visited Crete during the 

Venetian occupation was the Florentine Cristoforo Buondelmonti [ca. 1386-1430], who was influenced 

by the ancient commentaries of Ptolemy and Pliny.  

Buondelmonti, a geographer and monk, moved to the island of Rhodes in 1406 and remained 

there for 8 years before traveling to Crete in 1415. His historical-geographical manuscript, published in 

1417,22 incorporated texts from ancient Greek and Latin authors, detailed illustrations, and oral 

commentaries from the local Cretans he encountered.23 As such, Buondelmonti’s travelogue preserves 

specialized knowledge of the island.24 His cartographic encyclopedia of Crete (isolario) was part of an 

overseas expansion of travel and exploration during the period of Renaissance enlightenment, and he 

                                                
21 Simeonis was an Irish traveler and Franciscan friar. The first publication for his manuscript was centuries after his death in 
1778 and edited by James Nasmith (Itineraria Symonis Simeonis et Willelmi de Worcestre) in Cambridge, and a copy of the 
original can be located at Corpus Christi College, Cambridge; Cod. 407; Nasmith, Cat. Libr. MSS. cccc. 384, 1777. For an 
additional source on Symon Simeonis, also known as Simon FitzSimon, see Southern and Nicolas 1828: 232-254. 
22 Buondelmonti’s manuscript is titled: Descriptio insulae Cretae (Descriptio insule Candie). See also, Aposkiti 2002: 265-
268. 
23 Mostly, Buondelmonti relied on Ptolemy’s geography for directions in Crete. For example, he used Ptolemy to find Zeus’ 
tomb (Buondelmonti 1417: 208). See additionally, Aposkiti 2002: 266. 
24 For a modern Cretan account of Buondelmonti, see Aposkiti 1983; Gregorakis (ed.) 2003. 
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dedicated his manuscript to the Italian Renaissance Humanist, Niccolò de Niccoli.25 As part of 

Buondelmonti’s agenda, George Tolias (2012: 29-31) argues that Buondelmonti’s cartographic and 

descriptive presentation aimed to connect the islands to the Franks,26 a Germanic tribe first introduced 

by Roman sources in the third century CE, who later became synonymous with Western Europe: 

As an intellectual creation, Buondelmonti’s isolario played a significant role in the 
reappropriation of the Levantine islands for Latin Christianity. We see this, for instance, in the 
case of the island of Syros, where the Frankish past is the only part of the island’s history that 
Buondelmonti retained. The same approach is observed for the other islands too. In Crete he 
sought the descendants of the Roman families who settled there in the Augustan age…All this 
information aims to reinforce the islands’ Frankish past. Buondelmonti’s text also contains 
interesting remarks on Ottoman expansion, judgements on the decadence of the Greeks and 
thoughts on the fate of the Latin presence in the Levant.  

 
Buondelmonti’s isolario, which Tolias (2012: 27) identifies as a “Humanistic project,” is an “artefact of 

early modern geographical culture, a Renaissance project that did not survive into the Age of 

Enlightenment, nor was it transmuted into another descriptive and cartographic geographical medium.” 

As such, Buondelmonti’s manuscript represents a particular genre of travel and inquiry of the 

Renaissance period, and as the centers from which these isolari were produced went into decline towards 

the end of the seventeenth century, so did this type of geographical narrative.27  

Benedetta Bessi (2012: 63-78) discusses the relevance of Buondelmonti’s descriptions and maps 

for modern archaeological research as representing often “…the starting point for any scholar interested 

in reconstructing the history of a specific island and verifying the preservation state of its monuments as 

recorded by him in the early fifteenth century.”28 One such example is Buondelmonti’s (1417) 

                                                
25 Refer to Tolias (2012: 27-52) for information about overseas expansion and maritime cosmography during the Renaissance 
period. 
26 For a history about the Franks, refer to Gabriele 2011. 
27 Tolias 2012: 52. 
28 Despite Buondelmonti’s penchant for the visual culture of antiquity and detailed descriptions, there is a “…lack of modern 
and philologically accurate editions of his texts” (Bessi 2012: 63). 
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description of the ancient site of Gortyn. His experience at this site offered valuable information about 

local Cretan people, topography, antiquities, and the ancient myth of King Minos: 29   

To the side of the mountain I found the largest city and metropolis in the whole island, Gortyn, 
where the famous, very just king Minos gave judgment. Alas, what shall I say, or what shall I talk 
about, upon seeing such a situation? Let all Cretans lament such destruction, and let their wives, 
with their hair hanging loose, never tire of rending their garments! There was a mountain 
standing separate from the others, further north and close to the water, and round it were walls, 
where an undamaged gate was still to be seen. The Palace of Minos can be seen, its decaying 
windows wide open, and from there a water conduit descended from the high mountain and 
then sprinkled the whole city, which is about as big as our Florence, though Gortyn is fuller, and 
has no walls. In about the middle, between the east and the south there now stands a temple, its 
walls made of brick. Near the river, towards the north on the side where the temple was, is the 
church of Titus, the disciple of the apostle Paul, who was descended from Minos. Opposite this 
you will see a bridge of amazing size, which reached to the square near this church; and to the 
east you will see two marble busts of apostles, of an astonishing size. In the same church lies the 
body of archbishop Titus, and because the whole of this church now lies on the ground, all mixed 
up, it cannot be found. In the city, alongside the river, there now stand five windmills. I counted 
the marble columns and stones, upright or lying on the ground, and there were fourteen hundred 
of them; and there were also endless numbers of marble sheets and tombs.  

 
In defense of Buondelmonti, Gortyn and its surrounding area was commonly believed to be the location 

of an ancient Labyrinth and documented by other travelers, but Buondelmonti was erroneous about the 

location of King Minos’ palace if one were to exist.30 Centuries after this publication, a palatial structure 

was identified at Knossos, which is over 45 kilometers away from Gortyn. As such, the building 

identified as a palace with “its decaying windows wide open” would not be visible in the way that 

Buondelmonti described.  

Even though Buondelmonti associated the site of Gortyn with King Minos, he raised suspicion 

as to the Labyrinth’s location in his description of the island.31 It was not that Buondelmonti believed 

                                                
29 Translated from Buondelmonti’s Descriptio Insulae Cretae (1417) by Richard Stoneman (1994: 304-305). 
30 Aside from Gortyn, travelers had identified the Labyrinth at other locations throughout Crete (Moore 2013: 61-64). 
31 See Heinrichs (2013: 210-213) for additional theories and representations of the Labyrinth from the perspective of 
Bartolomeo dalli Sonetti (ca. fifteenth century), Thomaso Porcacchi [1530-1585], Francesco Barozzi [1537-1604], Onorio 
Belli [ca. 1550-1604] and others. 
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the Labyrinth to be somewhere else on Crete but that he was reluctant to associate it with a quarry that 

was evidently being shown to western travelers and identified as the Labyrinth. According to Johanna 

D. Heinrichs (2013: 212), “Buondelmonti was sceptical of the identification with the Minotaur’s lair. 

Addressing his dedicatee, the humanist Niccolò Niccoli, he wrote: ‘You who know everything, my 

Nicholas, can well judge that this is not what men hold to be the labyrinth.’ He declared that they were 

rather a natural quarry, like countless others he had seen on the island” [cf. Buondelmonti, Descriptio 

insule Crete, 177).32 Contrary to Buondelmonti, the native born Cretan, Francesco Barozzi, described 

in his 1577/8 publication, Descrittione dell’Isola di Creta,33 that although the Labyrinth once existed at 

King Minos’ palace at Knossos, it no longer survived because the walls were artificially constructed 

(Descrittione, 146-147).34 The location of the Labyrinth was speculated for centuries, as no structure 

was visible to attest to its existence and Gortyn, one of the presumed sites of the Labyrinth, lacked 

scientific attention from explorers until 1884. This is the year when Domenico Comparetti requested 

Federico Halbherr to locate the inscription of Axos that mathematician Francesco Barozzi transcribed, 

though he lacked any indication as to where this block was located exactly on the site in his description.35 

                                                
32 Buondelmonti, who was a member of the patrizi Corner di Sant’Aponal, was referenced for his reliability in Flaminius 
Cornelius’ [1693-1778] Creta Sacra in 1755. Additionally, Onorio Belli [-1604], a historian from Candia, recorded 
Buondelmonti’s monuments and inscriptions in a manuscript from 1587, which was published by the Italian School of 
Archaeology at Athens in 1999. Willetts (1977: 16-17) states that Belli’s record dates from 1596. One might find 
contradictory dates for Belli’s manuscript and this is because most of Belli’s antiquity related material dates from 1586, but 
the manuscript itself was not completed until almost a decade later in 1596 (see Falkener 1854: 6-8; Calvus, Bibl. Et. Stor. 
Vicent. 1778: tom. iv, 115-119). 
33 Coutsinas 2006: 523. Francesco Barozzi [1537-1604; Franciscus Barocius] was born in Candia, Crete, when the island was 
occupied by Venetians. He left the island to study at Padua, Italy, and he returned to Crete from the 1560s to 1580s after 
teaching there [(Heinrichs 2013: 205 and Heinrichs 2013: 205 & 215, n. 5; cf. BMCV, cod. Donà dalle Rose, b. 136/7, 
published in Francesco Barozzi, Descrittione dell’isola di Creta (Περιγραφή της Κρήτης) (1577/8), ed. Stefanos E. 
Kaklamanes (Iraklio, 2004); cf. Rose 1977: 119–78)]. 
 
For additional information on Comparetti, see N. Momigliano 2002: 275-277; Pugliese Carratelli 1982: 672-678; La Rosa 
and Rizzo 1984: 265, fig. 511; Salmeri 1986: 215-218. 
34 Cf. Heinrichs 2013: 212. 
35 Perlman 2010: 80, fn 3. Regarding Barozzi and Axos, more generally, see Gagarin and Perlman 2016: 147-180. 
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During that same epigraphic mission in August, Halbherr discovered new blocks from the civil law code 

of Gortyn dating to the fifth century BCE, which helped to eliminate this site as part of the ancient 

Labyrinth.36  

Travelogues and reports from visitors like Buondelmonti and Barozzi significantly contributed 

to antiquity related studies because they documented descriptions of ancient sites, under Venetian 

occupation, that were otherwise only known through ancient sources to those living outside of Crete. 

Through their descriptions, Buondelmonti and Barozzi provided a guide for travelers and academics 

who followed, even if some of their analyses were later challenged. 

 

TRAVELERS, THE GRAND TOUR, AND CRETE 
 
As the Venetokratia began to dissolve in Crete, a new genre of travel emerged throughout Europe known 

as the Grand Tour. Typically, the Grand Tour [ca. 1660-1840] was a rite of passage for the urban elite 

of Europe to travel throughout different countries in order to claim cultural prestige by examining one’s 

western roots—materialized through neoclassicism, art, writing, travel, and revisiting ancient texts.37 

Greece qualified as a popular destination for the upper-middle class European during the Grand Tour, 

but Crete was seldom part of general travel agendas for two main reasons during the eighteenth 

                                                
36 Coutsinas 2006: 523. After this Great Inscription was discovered, the Italian Government received permission to excavate 
the site with Halbherr collaborating with the Syllogos of Candia. The connections that the Italians had made with Fotiadis 
Pasha and Iosif Hatzidakis allowed for Halbherr to continue archaeological and epigraphic work on the island, which 
included sites like Psychros and Idaion Andron. In October 1885, Halbherr conducted a minor survey at Sto Katsouni, north 
of Kefala in Knossos (Coutsinas 2006: 523; Halbherr 1893: 110-112). 
37 The Grand Tour was not exclusive to “tourists” throughout Greece during the eighteenth century (refer to Giovanna 
Ceserani’s interview, 02.02.2018, “What an Anonymous Travel Manuscript from the 1700s Reveals about Eighteenth-
Century Italy,” by Tanu Wakefield for the Stanford Humanities Center). In this interview, which details travel to Southern 
Italy during the eighteenth century, Ceserani identifies through manuscripts how John Symonds (British academic) and 
Domenico Cirillo (doctor and botanist from Naples) traveled through Southern Italy during the Grand Tour as scholars, 
and not merely as elite tourists—therefore, challenging our prior understanding about the Grand Tourists and situating their 
travel within a broader context of intellectual history.  
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century.38 Firstly, it was located in the eastern Mediterranean with limited access to and from the island. 

Secondly, most ancient sites were terra incognita. That is not to suggest, however, that Crete lacked 

visitors or foreign interest. For comparison, Cyprus also lacked a plethora of travelers for these exact 

reasons according to Thomas Kiely and Anja Ulbrich (2012: 308-309):  

In common with other western European travellers, Cyprus was rarely visited by British “Grand 
Tourists” during the 17th and 18th centuries. This was due in part to the practical difficulties 
of getting to the island but also because of the lack of impressive ancient structures surviving 
above ground to attract visitors. Accounts of Cyprus by the relatively few early British travellers 
to the island typically generally combined relatively accurate observations of archaeological sites 
and antiquities with a range of interpretations of what they saw. These explanations were based 
on classical, biblical or mediaeval sources, or often simply on speculation and hearsay. 
 

Despite the absence of Crete and Cyprus from systematic Grand Tours from the onset, they were still a 

destination for mapmakers and individuals traveling to the Holy Land as part of a pilgrimage even before 

the Grand Tour.39  

Ottoman Greece was a destination for Grand tourists and antiquarian interest after the 1669 

capture of Crete led to more settled conditions in the Mediterranean.40 For example, the French 

ambassador, the Marquis de Nointel, traveled to Athens in 1674, followed in 1676 by the famous joint-

expedition of Jacob Spon, a physician from Lyons, and George Wheler, an antiquarian and amateur 

                                                
38 Moore 2013: 34. 
39 For example, Bernhard von Breidenbach [1440-1497], also known by Breydenbach, wrote a travelogue about the Holy 
Land (Reise ins Heilige Land, 1486), which had featured hand-colored woodcuts with views of Iraklio-Candia. Additionally, 
under the umbrella of the Grand Tour, the siege of Chania by the Turks (1645) was featured as a copper engraving in 
Matthäus Merian’s journal Theatrum Europaeum (ed. 1651, vol. 5). These are only a few examples of how Crete was featured 
in various travelogues disseminated and published throughout Europe. On display at the Benaki Museum’s exhibition from 
07.03.2018-29.04.2018 were copies of Breydenback’s hand-colored woodcuts from the view of Iraklio, which could be found 
in the designated display of “Breydenbach and Early Travel Accounts” from the publication Reise ins Heilige Land on 
21.06.1486 (Ο Breydenbach και οι Πρώιμης Περιηγητικής Μαρτυρία). Additionally, on display in this exhibit was a copper 
engraving of the siege of Chania by the Turks (1645) from Matthäus Merian’s (ed. 1651, vol. 5) journal Theatrum 
Europaeum, which was published in 21 quarto volumes between 1633 and 1738 (exhibit name: “Ταξίδια στην Ελλάδα, 15ος-
19ος αιώνας.” Μουσείο Μπενάκη - Συλλογή Ευστάθιου Φινόπουλου - Μουσείο Μπενάκη Ελληνικού Πολιτισμού). 
40 Eisner 1993: 56. 
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botanist.41 After the emergence of the Grand Tour, any strict distinction between “historians” and 

“antiquarians” began to dissolve in Europe because, by the end of the nineteenth century, trained 

scholars gradually replaced antiquarians as these fields were professionalized.42 

Towards the end of the Grand Tour and shortly thereafter, foreigner travelers began publishing 

their travelogues, which influenced Cretan intellectuals and archaeologists. Such is evident with Robert 

Pashley’s Travels in Crete (1837)43 and Thomas Abel Brimage Spratt’s Travels and Researches in Crete 

(1865).44 These individuals were two of the most important British travelers to document topographic, 

historical, cultural, and archaeological information about Crete during its time under Ottoman rule.45 

Parts of their commentary were both challenged and used as credible source material in Cretan 

publications beginning in the late-nineteenth century. The fact that local and foreign archaeologists 

cited Spratt and Pashley in their reports indicates their level of confidence in the observations of travelers 

before them. 

 
 

                                                
41 For more information, refer to Spon’s (1678) Voyage, and Wheler’s (1682) Journey into Greece. Secondary information 
can be found through Eisner 1993: 56-57. 
42 The British-Canadian Historian Daniel Woolf (1990: 241-242) has argued that after this period, which is contemporary 
to John Milton’s era, “[w]hatever the relevance of constructive antiquarianism for history-writing, the two fields were never 
completely identified. The circles occupied by historian and antiquary now overlapped in a way that they had not before, but 
the overlap was never complete and never universally accepted…History could now include antiquities among its sources, 
and could address antiquarian problems, but not ever learned discourse about the past was a history.” Woolf (1990: 240) also 
points out that, “[i]n Sha[c]kerley Marmion’s play, The Antiquary (1641), Leonardo comments that he has heard ‘of an 
antiquary who if he be as good at wine as at history, he is sure an excellent companion’.” 
43 Robert Pashley [1805-1859] was a traveler who studied at Trinity College, Cambridge, and later became involved in law. 
44 T.A.B. Spratt [1811-1888] was a British vice-admiral with an interest in travel and geology. 
45 Aside from Pashley and Spratt, travelers like Richard Pococke and Edward Lear used their artistry skills and illustrated the 
landscape, buildings, and scenery of Crete. Richard Pococke [1704-1765] was a part of the Church of Ireland and credited 
as an early anthropologist who visited Crete in 1739 (Moore 2013: 1). Pococke wrote an account about his travels throughout 
Candia where he detailed aspects of his Cretan travels which included city life, commercial enterprises of the island, 
topographical assessments of antiquity, and the ubiquitous life of locals including their style of garments. Edward Lear [1812-
1888], on the other hand, was a British poet who visited Crete in 1864. Although he is mostly recognized for his literary 
nonsense and illustrated limericks (e.g. Lear/Derry Down Derry 1846/1861), he documented his travels throughout Crete 
between the 2nd of January and the 11th of June, complemented by approximately 200 topographical illustrations. 
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ROBERT PASHLEY, THOMAS ABEL BRIMAGE SPRATT, AND LOCAL CRETANS 
 
Captain Francis Beaufort [1774-1857], a Royal Naval hydrographer, was interested in Aegean 

antiquities and, with his support, Robert Pashley joined the hydrographical survey and partook in a 

“Grand Tour” between 1833-34 throughout Italy, Greece, Crete, and Asia Minor.46 Pashley set out for 

Crete with Antonio Schranz, a Spanish engraver from the island of Malta. This investigation included 

parts of Greece, the Ionian islands, Albania, and Asia Minor.47 Within Pashley’s seven months of travel 

between February and September, he covered the vast terrain of Crete which resulted in a two-volume 

publication in 1837 that is still useful today.48 Pashley offered insights about everyday Cretan life to 

those outside of the island when he documented how the islanders remained Grecophiles amidst a large 

Muslim community during the 1830s.49 Pashley’s observation—seemingly common knowledge today—

provided valuable anthropological data for educated Cretans who later substantiated their own research 

inquiries about Crete using Pashley’s testimonia. With regard to intellectual authority, Pashley’s views 

on demography and topography were valuable to Cretan elites and foreign visitors because he provided 

one of the first systematic accounts of Crete, and “…as far as most people were concerned in the 19th 

century, Crete had no ancient historical ancestry.”50 It is, therefore, necessary to recognize how Pashley 

and other travelers obtained their information while traveling and documenting their experiences.  

                                                
46 Moore 2013: 56-57. According to Moore (2013: 56), “[d]uring the 19th century it was becoming common practice for 
experts in various fields, particularly geology and natural history, to join Royal Naval survey expeditions.”  
47 Karadimas 2015a: 7. 
48 Karadimas 2015a: 7; Moore 2013: 56-57. More volumes were intended to follow, but Pashley’s notes and information were 
destroyed in a fire the following year. For additional information regarding Pashley and pre-Greek antiquity, see Finley 1968: 
10-12. 
49 Greene 2000: 39; Pashley 1837: 1: xxxiv, reprint 1989.  
50 Dudley Moore’s (2013: 56) assessment informed by M.I. Finley 1991: 9. 
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Typically, locals preserved specialized knowledge about the island and served as guides for 

foreign travelers, like Pashley.51 Even though a large number of the inhabitants were from the 

countryside, they exhibited a certain level of awareness about the island’s ancient past, which is why their 

local narratives (limited or extensive) were included within travelogues that became integrated as part 

of the European imagination. Arguably, stories told by the locals may have been strongly influenced by 

foreign informers’ inquiries, questions, and requests. As such, local legends were more the product of 

interaction with western or other learned travelers than authentic traditions. In the case of Crete, some 

of the more learned priests or learned Greek administrators may have read pages related to the ancient 

past and asked some questions to the locals. In other words, what locals told foreign informers was often 

nothing more than a distorted reflection of a more or less recent state of learned knowledge. Therefore, 

the interactions of the locals with the ancient material of the island is quite curious. Locals instinctively 

interacted with their ancient past through practices that existed before travelers came to the island for 

their temporary excursions.  

As an example of this type of distortion, we can turn toward a later instance when Arthur Evans 

first visited the island. Evans was interested in engraved sealstones and in what could be learned from 

these ancient markers to identify an owner or maker of a specific item or document from ancient times. 

To Evans’ surprise, these items were found in abundance since local Cretan women wore these milk-

stones (γαλόπετρες) as amuletic ornaments on their body in order to increase the amount of milk 

produced while they were nursing. These milk-stones, that the locals found and wore, were originally 

                                                
51 See examples of Pashley’s references to guides and their contributions to his travels: xiv, 62, 64, 71, 74, 75, 76, 77, 96, 82 
88, 146, 150, 212, 221, 222, 278, 295, & 315. 
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used as seals by the ancient “Minoans.”52 Cretans correlated these objects to their ancestral past but 

repurposed them to accommodate the contemporary needs of women. These Bronze Age gemstones 

mainly expressed non-linguistic symbols in the form of goddesses, animals, and iconographic depictions 

of rituals. These exact stones were worn in antiquity around the neck or wrist as either a marker to 

identify the person responsible for particular documents or as seal stamp to indicate the maker of 

pottery.53 The re-use of milk-stones is indicative of how the locals had “forgotten” the past—and it 

would, in fact, be more appropriate to suggest that they recreated new traditions on the basis of ancient 

objects, which is something Pashley observed in the locals he encountered. 

Pashley recorded his interviews to document the personal knowledge of Cretans he met during 

his travels. One boy, for example, who was about ten years of age and the nephew of a local priest, 

informed Pashley that the seven wonders of the world corresponded to the Christian church’s seven 

sacraments, which included the Cretan Labyrinth of the ancient Hellenes.54 From the limited 

knowledge this child knew about the ancient Labyrinth, he had either heard this story from others, or 

created a new narrative about this myth, which was now incorporated within modern religion. Pashley’s 

motivation for traveling to Crete was scholarly since the island was limitedly explored prior to his arrival 

and not much was known about the location of ancient ruins.55 Part of Pashley’s mission was to explore 

the island’s present state and document anything of relevance about ancient sites, which is why—

perhaps—he was uncritical about the child’s story regarding the “Hellenic” Labyrinth and its connection 

                                                
52 Finley 1968: 13. 
53 References to these milk-stones can be found throughout various texts, but for the interest of this dissertation, refer to: 
Hatzidakis 1921: 42-4; and Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη, 93.3.64 (Ηράκλειο), ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος 
Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη (26.06.1909, σ. 1). 
54 Pashley 1837, vol. 1: 35. For a secondary commentary on this passage, see Varouchakis 2015: 40. 
55 Moore 2013: 21.  
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to modern Christianity.56 According to Moses I. Finley (1968: 12), “Pashley himself had no more idea 

than the ten-year-old of a great pre-Greek civilization. He was looking for Greco-Roman remains and 

he found some, believing them to belong to ‘the very earliest period of civilization’.” Perhaps Finley’s 

assessment of Pashley is overly critical, but it does accurately express how Pashley was indiscriminate 

about acquiring information from the locals, since he reported commentary from children as well as 

adults.  

Pashley, himself, was not exactly certain of Crete’s material remains, which is why he placed a 

great deal of his confidence in local intelligence and guides—whether reliable or not. One example of 

Pashley’s experience with guides is evident through his description of Kaní-Kastéli (1837, vol. 1: 221-

222): 

Our road, or rather path, now runs across ranges of low hills; and, in less than two hours after 
leaving Arkhánes, we arrive at the village called Kaní-Kastéli. || The word Kastéli here, as 
elsewhere, denotes the existence of a ruined middle-age fortress on the spot. I ascended to the 
summit of the remarkable hill on which it was situated. An old priest, with a venerable white 
beard, served as my guide to the remains. He spoke of “the Turk,” whom he called, in good 
polemical phraseology, “the forerunner of Antichrist”:57 I should rather have expected to hear 
him described by the old Papás as Antichrist himself, than as a forerunner.  

 
This selected passage offers insight into the local culture of Crete by describing specifics on the 

Christians’ perception of Ottomans (e.g. how the priest perceived “the Turk” as “the forerunner of 

Antichrist”), terminology (e.g. explanation of Kaní-Kastéli), and the island’s geographical features (e.g. 

                                                
56 According to Moore 2013: 60: “One of [Pashley’s] purposes was to consider the present state of Crete; the other was to 
establish the position of various ancient sites, but only the classical, Hellenistic and Roman periods were known to him at 
the time. This does not mean he did not discover earlier Bronze Age sites (his ‘very ancient’?). He utilized ancient sources 
such as Strabo, Pliny, Polybius, Pausanias, Herodotus, Ptolemy, Juvenal, Meletius and the Stadiasmus to assist him in his 
identifications. He also made several references to the 19th century geographer and historian Dr J.A. Cramer. His search for 
ancient cities was not an easy task and he remarked, ‘Crete has been so little explored that it was necessary to enquire 
everywhere for ancient ruins’ (Psh I: 125).” 
57 Pashley 1837, vol. 1: 222, fn 29: “῾Ὁ Πρόδρομος τοῦ ̓ Ἀντίχριστου. Michael Psellus, writing in the eleventh century, says, de 
operat. daemon. p. 25. Καιρὸς ἐφέστηκε νῦν, ὅτε βιώσουσιν ἄνθρωποι χεῖρον καὶ τῶν θηρίων˙ τὸ γὰρ τοῦ ᾽Ἀντιχρίστου κράτος 
ἐγγὺς ἐπὶ θύραις ἥκει.” 



 
 

- 129 - 

low hills and ascending summits). Pashley’s writings were an important source of information because, 

like this excerpt, he documented the temperament of Cretans while exploring the island’s topography 

and history.  

Under Ottoman control, Cretans saw a decline in population, economic productivity, and 

intellectual development that was once present during the Venetian period. For two centuries under the 

Ottomans between 1645-1856, few schools had operated in Crete with the exception of those within 

the main cities of Iraklio, Chania, and Rethymno towards the end of the eighteenth century.58 It was 

under the Ottomans that shipping had declined drastically, except for the region of Sfakia as a result of 

the Daskalogiannis revolution (see introduction: “A Brief History of Cretan Occupation and 

Resistance”). The census of 1881 reported that 81.8% of Christian Cretan men and 96.5% of women 

were illiterate. For the Muslims living in Crete, 80.8% of men and 88.25% of women were illiterate.59 

The literacy of Muslims was slightly higher than Christians living in Crete during the 1880s because the 

majority of Muslims had better access to schools by living and working near major cities, which is where 

schools—though limited—were mostly located. Herding livestock and agricultural practices were the 

main form of livelihood for the Christian Cretan people, and formal education was a limited privilege 

for only some of the residents of the island.60 

Because Christians resided in rural areas, their level of education would have been lower.61 

Families needed their children to remain out of school in order to actively contribute to their household 

                                                
58 M. Macrakis 2013: 23. 
59 M. Macrakis 2003: 46, 55; Stavrakis 1890. 
60 M. Macrakis 2013: 23. 
61 Under the newly formed Cretan State—established in 1898—illiteracy rates in Crete decreased from about 82% in 1881 
to 55% because of the administration’s efforts to improve the educational system (M. Macrakis 2003: 55). In 1900, 11% of 
children were educated within the Cretan school system, which was less than Norway-Sweden at 16-17%, Germany at 16-
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needs, which included manual labor.62 According to Manolis Macrakis (2013: 23), “Living conditions 

were extremely harsh and eliminated all power and hope. For more than two centuries until the 

revolution of 1821, the Cretans struggled to shake off the Turkish yoke. Schools did not exist, the 

opportunities and the means to educate themselves were absent, [and] the church during those stony 

years contributed greatly to the preservation of the religious and national consciousness of the 

enslaved.”63 Certainly, the concept of “enslavement/subordination” could be deemed as a standard trope 

among Greek nationals, especially those who are leaders of cultural associations, when writing about the 

Tourkokratia.64 In contrast to the standard tropes we find in Greek nationalist tradition about the 

Tourkokratia—like that of Macrakis—is the alternative argument that rural Cretans gained more access 

to education after Crete became semi-autonomous. Efforts for a compulsory education at the primary 

level were in place as early as 1881 under the administration of Fotiadis Pasha.65 According to 

Varouchakis (2018: 8), “Regardless of the timeless stereotype reproduced by archaeologists—of illiterate 

                                                
17%, France at 14%, and England at 15%. Though, notably, Crete had a higher education rate comparable to Russia at 1%, 
Italy at 8%, and Greece at 6% in 1900 (ΕΚΦΕ Χανίων, 2013). 
62 Aristotelis Anagnostopoulos (2007: 143) has argued that prejudices existed against the Cretans from the countryside since 
“[t]his pragmatic consideration was met with indignation by the appointed teachers as well as the school authorities, and it 
probably formed the basis of a perception of peasants as, not just uneducated, but uneducable (Kalliataki-Mertikopoulou 
1997: 121-127). Indeed, by the beginning of the twentieth century it was common for city-dwellers to refer to, and sometimes 
address, Cretan peasants as ‘hides’ (petsia) (see Georgiadis 1955: 18-20; Anonymous 1953: 12-13).” I would like to personally 
thank Mr. Anagnostopoulos for his generosity in sending me a copy of this dissertation he completed for Social Anthropology 
at the University of Kent, U.K. 
63 Translated from the Original Greek Text. According to traveler Robert Pashley (1837: xxi), “[b]efore the outbreaking of 
the Greek revolution, Crete was the worst governed province of the Turkish Empire.” 
64 Refer to David Brewer’s (2010: 4-8) Greece: The Hidden Centuries with his critiques on some of these “myths” about the 
Cretans under Ottoman occupation, e.g. the “myth” that Greeks were forced to convert to Islam under the Tourkokratia, or 
the “myth” that the Turkish were more forceful and harsh in suppressing revolts when, in actuality, under the Enetokratia it 
was “just as harsh” as under the Tourkokratia. In terms of “enslavement,” Brewer (2010: 6) suggests that: “It might seem that 
there is only one judgement to be made, and that is condemnation. As we have seen, Greek historians often equate Turkish 
rule with slavery. Slavery, they imply, is ipso facto totally pernicious, so if foreign rule is the same as slavery all foreign rule is 
equally bad, and there is no more to be said. || … But the Greeks under the Turks were not literally slaves. Nobody pretends 
that all Greeks were the property of Turkish masters who could buy and sell them. Slavery is being used metaphorically to 
mean restriction of liberty. So the way is open for examination of how far the rulers in fact restricted liberty, what other 
impositions they made, and on the other side what can be counted as benefit to the ruled.” 
65 Varouchakis 2018: 7; cf. Chourdakis 2002: 44, 48-49.  
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peasants unaware of their cultural heritage—there was an abundant number of rural Cretans who were 

fairly educated; some of them could even be considered intellectuals.”66  

When Pashley arrived on Crete in 1834, Cretans—both Christian and Muslim—were 

uneducated and mistrusting of foreigners.67  The relationship between foreign travelers and local Cretans 

was not always a positive or productive experience, as evidenced through Pashley’s description (1837: 

61-62): 

[February 17.] On taking leave of the venerable priest, and of the site Aptera, we descended the 
eastern slope of the hill into the plain of Apokórona, and, soon after reaching it, crossed a river 
which arises from several copious sources, near the village of Stýlo, seen a little to our right at the 
foot of the White Mountains. The water of these springs is said to be deliciously cold in the 
summer. They are mentioned by Buondelmonti. Hardly had we reached the plain before my 
ignorant and stupid guide lost the road, and in consequence we had to cross the river, which 
winds considerably in the plain, no less than three times. […] 

 
In this above example, Pashley denounced his guide as “ignorant and stupid” because he failed to locate 

the road to Pashley’s desired destination. Despite Pashley’s criticism that his guide—for this excursion—

was an ignorant peasant, he continued to use the local knowledge of Cretans to understand the island’s 

history, topography, and mythology. Locals had more knowledge about Cretan topography than a 

foreigner, so the fact that even local guides could become “lost”—whether intentionally or 

                                                
66 Cf. Christinidou, et al., eds. 2006. Also refer to: Αρχείο Δημοσθένη Γ. Στεφανίδη: Ιστορίας προσώπων τεκμήρια, 1785–1869 
(Demosthenes G. Stefanidis Archive: Evidence of a History of Persons, 1785–1869, Iraklio, Vikelaia Municipal Library). 
67 Finley 1968: 11. Finley’s argument about foreigners becomes complicated when informed by Brewer’s (2010: 143) 
presentation of traveler Joseph Pitton de Tournefort by saying: “In fact, the Cretan villagers helped Tournefort more than 
he helped them. From them he learned the common names of over 500 plants, which he found were the same as those used 
by the ancient writers… || Tournefort spoke favourably of both the Turks and the Greeks of Crete, as being well built, 
energetic, strong and honest. He praised the public order in the island and said there were no hooligans, pickpockets, beggars, 
murderers or highway robbers, since the penalty for theft was death for Turk or Greek. He castigated only the Greeks who 
had joined the occupiers, those who had converted to Islam who were less honest than the true Turks and unlike them 
insulted Christians, and the Greeks who had taken service with the Venetians in their remaining island outposts and captured 
Turks for ransom, burned and sacked houses, attacked people and committed every sort of cruelty.” 
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unintentionally—is worth further consideration since travelers depended on multiple sources for 

information.  

Rural countrymen experienced the island’s ancient past through oral traditions, folklore, and 

visible interactions with what material remains were found or seen throughout their life. According to 

Pashley (1837, vol. 1: 34-35), they had rather naïve attitudes toward the material past as seen with the 

peasants he encountered while traveling through Apokoranos:  

On my enquiring for coins the peasants gave me such as they possessed: they had found them in 
tilling the ground about the monastery: more than half of those which I obtained were of Aptera. 
The prices asked by coin-finders in most parts of Greece is so high as to cause considerable 
difficulty to those who wish to purchase them. Here the peasants would not even name a price, 
but told me to give them what I thought the things were worth, since I knew their value better 
than they did. One of them possessed a small marble hand which he also gave me. It was not 
difficult to find out that I was among a very different people from those with whom travellers 
become acquainted in following the commonly frequented routes in Greece and Asia Minor; 
and I began to suspect that, whatever the ancient Cretans may have been, from the time of 
Polybius to that of St. Paul, the present race can hardly deserve the bad character bestowed on 
their ancestors. 68  

 
Being mostly illiterate and having limited engagement with antiquities, these local and native farmers 

would have approached their past with more of an introspective inquiry, and they were reliant on 

information passed down by their forefathers and foremothers. Hence, well-educated travelers like 

Buondelmonti comparatively engaged with Pliny and other ancient authors for their expository travel 

and, in turn, Pashley depended on ancient authors, Buondelmonti, as well as other travelers for part of 

his own investigation of the island centuries later.69  

                                                
68 Cf. Varouchakis 2015: 39-40, 150. 
69 Regarding the gold, silver, and lead mines at Polis, Pashley (1837, vol. 1: 87-88) secondarily references Buondelmonti by 
way of Flaminius Cornelius’ Creta Sacra (1755, vol. I: 17. 72). Additionally, Pashley (1837, vol. 1: 71-72) describes “Kurna 
the Site of Corion” by citing Buondelmonti again through Cornelius (1755, vol. 1: 8), while also consulting the texts of Sieber 
(1823, vol. 11: 267) and Hoeck (1823, vol. 1: 432), which all served as complementary material to the known ancient texts 
of Stephanus Byzantium, Servius, and Strabo. 
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Pashley referenced the work of Buondelmonti for understanding the topography of Crete, but 

even Buondelmonti’s work could not always be trusted with absolute confidence. Although the 

topography of Crete had not radically changed from Buondelmonti’s visit until the time of Pashley’s 

voyage, the local perception and understanding of certain aspects about the island was inconsistent and 

unreliable at times. Under these circumstances, the most well-respected travelers of Crete needed to use 

a variety of methods to obtain their information about the island because one source, one guide, or one 

local would not be enough. Foreign traveler accounts were used during the late-nineteenth and early-

twentieth century as credible and semi-credible material for archaeological research because they did, in 

fact, explore multiple sources to find answers to their inquiries.70  

During Pashley’s visit to Crete he described the political, economic, and social conditions of the 

island after successive revolutions and prolonged struggle. For example, the Greek journalist and 

chronicler Georgios B. Tsokopoulos cited Pashley when describing the conditions of Crete after its 

involvement with the Greek War of Independence from 1821-1830.71 Traveler accounts, like Pashley’s, 

historicized significant events of Crete’s past. In addition to Pashley’s description about Crete’s political 

climate, he was considered a credible source for historical information as is evident from Nikolaos 

Stavrakis’ demographic catalog (1890). In particular, Stavrakis cited Pashley with regard to the ancient 

city Achaia because although scholars and travelers agreed to its existence, there was disagreement as to 

its modern location.72      

                                                
70 Pashley 1837, vol. 1: 235. See Pashley’s account of local legends regarding Rhaucos, the name of two cities, in Crete. For 
specific contexts regarding Pashley’s description of “ignorant” locals, see pages xxxvi, 2, 62, 63, 9, 187, 195, 198, 200, 264, 
273, 311, and 317. 
71 Tsokopoulos 1896: 7-8. 
72 For commentary about Achaia and its etymology, see Kitchell 1977: 43-50. 
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Stavrakis’ inclusion of Pashley within his scholarly volume is significant within the larger context 

of Cretan archaeology for two main reasons. Firstly, Stavrakis favored Pashley’s report over the 

alternative interpretation of geographer Léon Thenon concerning the ancient remains visible between 

the modern villages of Papadiana and Temenia in south-western Crete. Stavrakis juxtaposed Thenon, a 

member of the French School at Athens, with Pashley suggesting that: 

Achaia and Achainea· […]: Out of all of the geographers, only Thenon identified [Achaia] as the 
existing remains between the village Temenia Selinou, while everyone else shared the concurring 
opinion of Pashley who considered [this site], nonetheless, as the ruins of Hyrtakina· Svoronos, 
Numism. pp. 198.73  

 
Pashley, on the one hand, reported that these existing ruins belonged to the ancient city of Hyrtakina 

while Thenon, on the other hand, contended later that the ruins near Temenia-Selinou exhibited signs 

of warfare and, therefore, must be from the ancient capital of Achaia before it was destroyed, supposedly, 

by the Dorians.74 But even while Stavrakis validated Pashley’s assessment of Hyrtakina, he also 

acknowledged the alternative and competing theory of Thenon.75 By offering multiple interpretations 

about an ancient city, Stavrakis had demonstrated the lengths to which Cretan writers would go to 

ensure objectivity in their own research, while still relying on foreign travelogues and data. In this 

particular example, Pashley was regarded as the more reliable source for information about the ruins 

outside of Temenia-Selinou. 

Secondly, when Stavrakis juxtaposed the accounts of Pashley and Thenon, he did so citing the 

Greek archaeologist and numismatist Ioannis Svoronos.76 The secondary use of Svoronos’ research in 

                                                
73 Stavrakis 1890: 66 (translated from the original Greek text). 
74 Pashley 1837, vol. 2: 11-114. 
75 Achaia was difficult to identify in part because the etymology of Achaia was thought to be connected to the word “deer,” 
which was deceptive because no stag remains were ever found around the ruins identified as Hyrtakina by Pashley or, 
alternatively, the ruins of Achaia by Thenon. Refer also to Hoeck 1823, vol. 1: 430-431, & Meursius 1675: 17. 
76 Regarding his relevant works about Crete, refer to Svoronos 1889 & 1890. 
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conjunction with Pashley and Thenon is indicative of the importance that traveler accounts had on 

archaeology in Crete because they were revered as credible sources.77 Stavrakis, who had served at one 

point as the general director of customs in Crete, was respected among archaeologists in Crete.78 

Certainly, Stavrakis must have been acquainted with the work of Pashley and Thenon directly, but the 

fact that he cited Svoronos’ analysis to advance his research indicates that although Stavrakis was familiar 

with the ancient travelers of Crete, he relied on secondary summaries for his own research. All this is not 

to suggest that the integrity of Stavrakis’ research was compromised by citing Pashley and Thenon 

through secondary means; rather, it suggests that traveler accounts had become an integrated part of 

Cretan erudition by the late-nineteenth century. Pashley’s travel guides were considered dependable for 

Cretans and used within later archaeological reports and investigations for points of reference, but there 

were other reliable accounts like T.A.B. Spratt’s that were used for archaeological purposes on Crete.  

Pashley, without obtrusive archaeological excavations, was able to identify the location of 

Kydonia (modern day Chania) based on the ancient text of Strabo (10.4.13). The English vice-admiral 

T.A.B. Spratt also used observations of Strabo for some of his accounts.79 The measurements within 

ancient texts served as a guide to identify the location of “lost sites”— whether the measurements 

provided were accurate is another matter. Such works were the foundation and starting point for 

mapping the topographical landscape of ancient sites through a modern historical lens.80  

                                                
77 Jean Nikolaus Svoronos [1863-1922] was acquainted with the archaeological circles of Crete directly and, as one example, 
corresponded with Hatzidakis on 10.05.1895 and 01.12.1895, in letters sent from Athens. In the latter letter, Svoronos 
discussed his forthcoming book and lack of response from the Syllogos’ secretary in addition to his concerns about riots in 
Crete, and his hesitations with Kavvadias whom he identified as a potential problem (ΑΜΗ, Επιστολές από τον Ιωάννη 
Σβορώνο στον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, 10.05.1895 και 01.12.1895, βιβλίο 8, σ. 1. See also Varouchakis 2015: 143-145 for a 
secondary reference about the letter from 01.12.1895). 
78 Fotou and Brown 2004: 209, fn 94. 
79 Moore 2013: 49-50. 
80 Of worthy note is Spratt’s reliance on travelers before him, like his commentary on the white islands of Souda Bay (1865, 
vol. 2: 129): “The ruins and site of Aptera have been fully described by Pashley, who first identified them as those of this city 
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Spratt, who was a hydrographer and geologist, also investigated Crete’s natural history, geology, 

geography, and archaeology in his two-volume publication (1865) Travels and Researches in Crete. He 

visited approximately 50 sites, which can be dated back to the Bronze Age such as Knossos, Tylissos, 

Phaistos, Phalasama, and Zakros.81 Aside from Spratt’s interest in the ancient topography of Crete, he 

also collected Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age sealstones and explored the so-called Labyrinth of 

Gortyn.82 One of Spratt’s inadvertent contributions to Cretan archaeology was that he produced a 

geological map of the island based on his travels during the 1850s—a map that was used by excavators a 

few decades later. In a letter to Heinrich Schliemann on the 15th of May 1889, Iosif Hatzidakis wrote 

that, even though his prospect for excavating the site of Knossos was appearing grim, Schliemann should 

consider excavating Goulas as an alternative (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Αρχείο του Ερρίκου Σλήμαν, 104.3.215: 2; fig, 

19):   

Having been some time ago to the location of Goulas (see the map of Crete by Spratt), I once 
more admired the ruins there. I believe that these are the oldest and most magnificent in Crete. 
Spratt admired them also the same when he was alive, see in his book Travels and researches in 
Crete, vol 1, page 129.83 

 
In this excerpt from Hatzidakis to Schliemann, Hatzidakis recommended Spratt’s volume as a reliable 

source for geographical information about Goulas, with which Schliemann was no doubt familiar. 

Remains of prehistoric Goulas were visible aboveground when Spratt visited the location for his travels, 

which he described and documented as “The City of Zeus.” Spratt’s assessment of Goulas brought 

                                                
(see vol. i. chap. iv.). Tournefort, Pococke, and others had, however, visited them before, but mistook them for Minoa, a more 
insignificant place, as did also the Venetians, in their account of the place. The city occupied the flat summit of a high and 
bold hill that directly faces Suda island.” 
81 Moore 2013: 188 (Gazetteer, Appendix). See also Moore 2010: 141-142 (Gazetteer – Appendix C, “Gazetteer of main 
Bronze Age sites visited by Pococke, Pashley and Spratt and by Evans prior to his excavations at Knossos”). 
82 Karadimas 2015a: 8. These seal stones were published in Spratt 1879. 
83 Translated from the Original Greek Text, fig. 19: ΑΣΚΣΑ, Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη πρός Ερρίκου Σλήμαν, Γεννάδειος 
Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο του Ερρίκου Σλήμαν, 104.3.215 (15.05.1889, σ. 2). 
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considerable attention to the existence of this site for others outside of Greece, including Arthur J. 

Evans, who later excavated Knossos in 1900.84  

 
Figure 19. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to H. Schliemann, 15.05.1899, p. 1-2; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Ερρίκου 

Σλήμαν, Σειρά Β: Αλληλογραφία, 104.3.215. 
 

 
Spratt’s travelogue went beyond an analysis of the modern landscape’s connection to ancient 

Greece. He also published observations about the Cretan people, their social environment, and the 

1858/9 demonstration to remove the Governor Veliuttin Rifat Pasha—more commonly referred to as 

                                                
84 Refer to Evans’ (1896: 169-194) references to T.A.B. Spratt and Goulas. 
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Vely Pasha.85 Spratt’s observations about Crete during moments of internal turmoil is important 

because it speaks to the social and political climate of the island. The intellectual environment of Crete 

during the late-nineteenth century cannot be fully realized without understanding the context of local 

resistance, conditions, and attitudes that Christians had towards Muslim authorities while under 

occupation.  

Tensions arose between the Muslims of the island and the Christian Cretans who wanted to be 

free of Ottoman rule, and Spratt documented this part of Crete’s history. Based on surveys and local 

information, Spratt reported the island’s population at 210,000 persons, with one-third of that number 

being Muslims. More than half of the population—an estimated 160,000 persons—resided within 800 

villages or rural communities.86 Within the countryside, tensions culminated between the divided 

religious groups of Christians who resisted Vely Pasha and the Muslim population through “…a check 

to the social fellowship between the Christians and Mahomedans that had previously existed,” as 

recounted by Spratt.87 According to Aristotelis Anagnostopoulos’ (2007: 184) modern analysis of 

Spratt, “Spratt recognised the mountain dwellers ‘mistaken patriotism’ and the ways in which irredentist 

politics as dominant doctrines helped mountain-dwelling brigands.” This demonstration was prompted 

                                                
85 Vely Pasha, the son of Mustapha Pasha who was the Governor-General during the time of Pashley’s travels, attempted to 
establish a school for both Muslim and Christian children when the revolutionary demonstration for his recall occurred. 
Because of this uprising, any progress for the co-cooperative public-school system under Vely Pasha had ended (For a longer 
commentary on this event, see Barchard 2006: 69-122).  
86 Of this population, Spratt (1865, vol. 1: 50-51) stated further that 160,000 persons resided in rural areas and that, “[t]he 
remaining 50,000 is made by reckoning the towns of Candia, Khania, and Retimo at 35,000, and the population scattered in 
monasteries, hamlets, and farms, as well as shepherds, at 15,000 more. || The population has, however, been estimated, in a 
work recently published at Athens by a Greek author, as over 300,000. This has been done by enumerating the villages at 
1,046, and averaging them all at fifty families each … But I am enabled to state positively, from actual observation, that many 
of those villages no longer exist; … || Pashley made the population in 1834 about 130,000; and his opportunities and means 
of ascertaining the necessary information were very good, as it was done at a time when there were no motives for exaggerating 
or diminishing the real numbers of either religion or community.” 
87 Spratt 1865, vol. 1: 52. 
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by the upland, Sfakiot mountain patriots who influenced the lowland peasants by means of 

intimidation—even though the lowlanders originally paid no interest so as to avoid the seizure of their 

property.88  

Crete’s struggle, though independent and unique, was not without foreign interference. During 

most of the nineteenth century, Crete was at a major crossroad because the long struggle to liberate itself 

from Ottoman control came at the price of the Great Powers’ influence over the Christians, as evident 

with the demonstration to remove Vely Pasha. The Economist reported on the nature of this insurgence 

on the 22nd of September 1866:  

It will not be forgotten that at that time French and Russian diplomacy was notoriously active 
in countenancing the revolutionary tendencies of the Sultan’s Christian populations, and it was, 
we know, the conviction of men possessed of the best local information, and whose judgment is 
entitled to every respect, that the movement in Candia was then directly due to the influence of 
powerful foreign agencies.89  

 
Even though patriots from the Sfakiot mountains incited the insurgency against Vely Pasha, France and 

Russia were also vested in the Pasha’s removal. Because of the island’s political instability, Cretan 

education suffered. This is partly the reason why Cretan intellectuals, toward the end of the century, 

relied on travelogues and foreigner accounts for information about the island. Works pertaining to the 

cultural or archaeological inquiry of Crete were being written by those educated from outside the island 

mostly and, subsequently, became the material which politicians, historians, writers, and excavators used 

once Crete began to participate in this genre of intellectual inquiry.  

 The extent to which travelers’ accounts were used by foreign excavators or Cretan excavators 

(e.g. Kalokairinos, Xanthoudides, Hatzidakis) as a principal source of information is not quantified by 

                                                
88 Spratt 1865, vol. 1: 48-54. See also Anagnostopoulos 2007: 184; Miller 1925/1926: 100. 
89 The Economist 22.09.1866: 1108, “The Insurrection in Crete.”  
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any modern metric, but they no doubt had an impact on the way in which excavators sought preliminary 

data about sites.90 According to Ann C. Brown (1993: 35), “Evans was doubtless familiar with these 

publications [of Spratt and Pashley] and almost certainly knew [William J.] Stillman’s report on Crete 

published in 1881 (Stillman had advised him on Balkan affairs). Signs on stone blocks visible at Knossos, 

illustrated by Stillman, probably attracted Evans’ attention [...].”91 References to these traveler accounts 

are present in early-twentieth century publications as well. For example, Stefanos Xanthoudides (1904: 

9) recognized Travels and Researches in Crete  in a footnote when discussing the location of particular 

cities.92 Additionally, Spratt was mentioned in a footnote regarding the vaulted cheese dairies of Mount 

Ida and the chapel of the Holy Cross in Xanthoudides’ The Vaulted Tombs of Mesará: An Account of 

some Early Cemeteries of Southern Crete.93 The use of traveler accounts by Cretan excavators is only 

part of the larger narrative of the island’s archaeology and commitment to cultural heritage. Aside from 

traveler accounts, the Cretans relied on archaeological frameworks that already existed on the mainland 

of independent Greece, which often included consideration of foreign archaeological schools and their 

institutions. 

By the time excavations began on Crete in 1878, the mainland of Greece and other parts of the 

Mediterranean had a richly established tradition of excavations for several decades. Greek excavations, 

                                                
90 Evans was in possession of Pashley’s Travels in Crete, and this publication was bequeathed in 1941 at “Sir Arthur’s Request” 
to the Ashmolean Museum in Oxford. This information was obtained through the seal stamp used for this donated book, as 
archived online through google.books.com: Travels in Crete by Robert Pashley, Esq (Fellow of Trinity College Cambridge), 
volume 1, Cambridge, printed at Pitt Press by John W. Parker - printer to the University, London, John Murray Albemarle 
Street: MDCCCXXXVII. 
91 To the knowledge of this author, William J. Stillman published four works in 1881 (refer to bibliography 1881a, 1881b, 
1881c & 1881d. Brown’s reference is most likely to “Extracts of letters of W.J. Stillman” in Archaeological Institute of 
America: Second Annual Report, 41−49. 
92 Xanthoudides 1904: 9, fn 1: “Spratt Travels in Crete p. 129 καὶ ἐξῆς.” Xanthoudides excavated the “Minoan” site of Niros 
Hani, near the sea at Kokkini Khani, beginning 1918-1919 (Petrakos 1987: 120; Xanthoudides 1919: 63-69; Xanthoudides 
1922: 1-25).   
93 Xanthoudides 1924: appendix, fn 3: “Spratt, Travels and Researches in Crete (1865), I, p. 17.” 
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as a recognized precedent, served as the foundation for the Cretan archaeological practices that became 

possible once the island became semi-autonomous. It is necessary, then, to discuss the development of 

archaeology throughout Greece in order to understand the standard set by the Archaeological Journal 

and the way in which foreign schools in Greece served as an example for part of Crete’s own model.   

Cyprus provides a useful point of comparison because it had similar tensions between Christians 

and Muslims, similar social boundaries between pastoralists and farmers, and similar insular issues as 

those found on Crete. What separates the situation of Crete under Ottoman possession at this time in 

comparison to a place like Cyprus—where foreign diplomats excavated under permits—is that Crete 

lacked the political or legal infrastructure to operate excavations. While it took the Filekpaideftikos 

Syllogos of Crete over a half-decade after the Pact of Halepa to organize parameters for excavations and 

safeguarding antiquities on the island, Cyprus—under British occupation—had already a stronger 

infrastructure in place both in terms of governance and finance. According to Kiely and Ulbrich (2002: 

332): 

When Britain occupied the island [of Cyprus] in 1878, the antiquities of the island were 
commonly mentioned in contemporary books and pamphlets on the island: unsurprisingly there 
were calls for organised fieldwork to explore what was recognised as the only part of the classical 
Greek world under direct British control.94 The new governor Garnet Wolsey banned all private 
excavations in 1878 and some at least assumed that the island would (or should) become an 
archaeological fief of the British Museum.95 
 

Although Cretan excavations also began in 1878/9 with Minos Kalokairinos’ excavation at Kefala-

Knossos, the island’s timeline of foreign intervention with the Ottoman administration is distinct from 

Cyprus. Cretan archaeologists—both foreign and local—had to navigate through punctuated periods of 

                                                
94 See editorials in The Times, 11.06.1879, p. 11 and 18.11.1879, p. 9.  
95 See Perrot 1878: 510-511; Perrot 1879: 604; Stanley-Price 2001: 269; Kiely 2009, note 95; & Kiely 2010: 241-242.  
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resistance while under the Ottoman administration, which forced the hiatus of excavations when the 

Pact of Halepa was revoked and martial law declared on the island. 

 
2.2 THE GREEK ARCHAEOLOGICAL MODEL AND TRANSFERENCE TO CRETE 
 
GREECE’S ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY AND JOURNAL 
 
Once Greece was officially recognized as an independent state on the 7th of May 1832, through the 

Treaty of Constantinople, the newly liberated state worked toward reforming its government, reuniting 

displaced Greeks, and fighting to reincorporate Greek-speaking lands like Ipiros, parts of Makedonia, 

and Crete. The name chosen for this newly created state was “Hellas,” and is symbolic because it was 

meant to signify political unity among those who shared common characteristics to what we can identify 

as being Greek. According to John S. Koliopoulos and Thanos M. Veremis (2002: 1): 

The very designation of the unitary nation state that emerged at the end of the war of 
independence as ‘Hellas’ displays the identity that a Christian Orthodox community owning a 
linguistic tradition spanning millennia chose for itself. Whereas Serbs and Bulgarians named 
their nineteenth-century nation states after their medieval kingdoms, ‘Hellas’ had never been 
used before to signify a single political entity; it was rather the common culture of people living 
in the many disparate city states of antiquity—who also, according to Herodotus, were ‘of the 
same stock and of the same speech, and shared common shrines of the gods and rituals and 
similar customs. …’ […] 

 
Establishing a national platform was a long and complicated process, but immediate efforts were made 

for the protection of material culture by creating the Greek Archaeological Service under the auspices of 

the Greek Ministry of Education through the Secretariat of State for Church Affairs and Public 

Education, which was responsible for “the preparation for excavation and discovery of the lost 

masterpieces of the arts, care for the preservation of those already existing, and vigilance to see that these 

are not exported from the State” according to Royal Decree on the 3rd/15th of April 1833 (FEK 14, art. 
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2).96 One year following this decree, the first archaeological law of the state was drafted on the 

10th/22nd of May 1834 by the Bavarian statesman and legal historian, George Ludwig Maurer [1790-

1872],97 which aimed to regulate the international movement of ancient material.98 Giving 

consideration to the connection between the monuments of modern Greece and Europe, Article 61 of 

this law instituted a pan-European responsibility declaring that “all antiquities within Greece, as works 

of the ancestors of the Greek people, shall be regarded as national property of all the Greeks in general.”99 

Artifact exportation was both an ethical and legal concern for Greeks during the nineteenth century, so 

it should be no surprise that we are able to see how Greek historical consciousness became highly 

integrated with politics by means of cultural heritage through the recovery and protection of ancient 

                                                
96 FEK, Φύλλον Εφηµερίδος της Κυβερνήσεως (Government Gazette), as quoted in Voudouri 2010: 560, fn 15. 
97 Voudouri 2010: 549; Maurer 1835: 544. See also Hamilakis 2007: 82-83, and Gunning 2009: 46 (note: Georg Ludwig 
Maurer was known by Georg Ludwig von Maurer after 1831).  
98 Maurer, serving under King Otto, appointed two Ephorates of Antiquities in June 1833 by official decree, which had 
political importance since the ancient material of the Hellenic Kingdom was intended to serve as the link between Greece 
and European civilization (Gunning 2009: 46, fn 93. See also Gunning 2009: 46, and Jasanoff 2006: 383, n. 79). Maurer 
supported having Ephors of Antiquities in Greece because as he justified, “Greek antiquities are not the topic only for 
historians and archaeologists. Instead, for the Hellenic Kingdom they are of the greatest political significance, because it is 
due to the Greek antiquity that the entirety of Europe was motivated and supported the revolution of the new heroes…Greek 
antiquity in particular should and in the future must become the magnetic tie for European education and civilization […]” 
(quoted by Gunning 2009: 46, n. 93, using information provided by Alexandra Christopoulou from the National 
Archaeological Museum in Athens). 
99 As quoted in Voudouri 2008: 126 and Voudouri 2010: 549. Prior to state sanctioned archaeological service and drafted 
laws, Greeks made efforts to protect their antiquities as demonstrated as early as 01.05.1827 with the Third National 
Assembly of Troezen and Article XVIII of the Resolution, which designated the ban of antiquities sales and export (Voudouri 
2010: 548 and 560, n. 6; Protopsaltis 1967: 30). Additional efforts were made in Argos in 1829 at the National Assembly to 
prohibit the export of antiquities, and this ban—though allowing leniency with regard to fragments leaving for the purpose 
of intellectual enrichment with foreign institutions—was adopted by Governor Ioannis Kapodistrias [1827-1831], who also 
served as the Foreign Minister of Russia [1816-1822], as a response to the requests made from the Expédition Scientifique 
de Morée at Olympia requesting the obtainment of materials found from these French sponsored excavations (Voudouri 
2010: 54. and 560, fn. 60, & Voudouri citing from the Resolution of Kapodistrias 49 of 21.10.1829,  
“Γενική Εφημερίς της Ελλάδος,” 77, 16.11.1829). Worth noting is that the First Hellenic Republic under Ioannis Kapodistrias 
and his brother Augustinos Kapodistrias (1831-1832) experienced a period of military, governmental, and economic reform. 
After the reign of the Kapodistrias brothers, Prince Otto Friedrich Ludwig of Bavaria [r. 1833-1862] became the first king 
of Greece. Even though he refused to convert to Christian Orthodoxy, Prince Otto was considered a sufficient ruler to 
maintain national unity during a time of turmoil. For a comprehensive study on the history of archaeology under 
Kapodistrias, refer to Petrakos 2015: vol. 301, 302, & 303. 
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remains.100 On the 6th of January 1837, the Archaeological Society at Athens was formed to locate, 

restore, reconstruct, and display the antiquities of Greece.101 This society needed a platform to express 

its mission, so several members privately produced the Éfimerís Archaiologikí between 1837-1860.102 

The Archaeological Society at Athens and Éfimerís Archaiologikí supported archaeological inquiry 

throughout Greece publishing inscriptions, proceedings, and providing information on Greece’s 

material culture.103  

It was not, however, until 1859 that Secretary Stefanos Ath. Koumanoudis implemented a 

formal and systematic program for the excavations of ancient Athens.104 Once this program was 

implemented, the second installment of Éfimerís Archaiologikí became reissued under the slightly 

varied title of Archaiologikí Éfimerís on the 2nd of March 1861. Now financed partially under the 

government’s expenditure, this newspaper began to involve the Ephor of Antiquities in addition to 

professors of archaeology at the University, which was not a standard practice during the publication’s 

first sequence. The influence of the Archaeological Society at Athens, Éfimerís Archaiologikí, and 

Archaiologikí Éfimerís was significant in advancing archaeological research and science throughout 

Greece, but we must keep in mind that archaeology was not exclusive to Greeks alone during the mid-

late nineteenth century. Foreign countries became more involved in matters regarding Greece’s material 

                                                
100 For a discussion on this matter, see Mazower 2008: 33; Voudouri 2010: 557. For information regarding national identity 
and the legal framework applied to Greek antiquities, refer to Voudouri 2017: 77-94.  
101 Korka 2007a; Korka 2007b: 14-15; Nikolentzos 2003: 110. 
102 Petrakos 1987: 45. The archaeologist Kyriakos Pittakis, who edited the journal in addition to supervising excavations, is 
usually credited with this journal until his involvement ended in 1860, but several prominent individuals were responsible, 
including the German classical archaeologist, Ludwig Ross, the Greek Minister of Education and Phanariot, Iakovos Rizos 
Neroulos; and the first secretary of the society and archaeology professor, Alexander Rizos-Rangavis (Petrakos 1987: 22-23). 
103 Through this archaeological journal, the Archaeological Society of Athens published analytical reports annually of 
excavations, under the section “Work of the Archaeology Society.” See also Petrakos 2007a: 1-8. 
104 Petrakos 2007a: 1-2. Under Koumanoudis’ 36 years of service, the Kerameikos, Dipylon, Hadrian’s Library, and Stoa of 
Attalos were discovered.   
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culture by establishing their own schools and institutions, which also contributed to the developing 

discipline. 

 
FOREIGN SCHOOLS IN GREECE AND THEIR INFLUENCE ON CRETE 
 
By 1898, five foreign archaeological institutions had been established to promote archaeological research 

in Greece while serving as research centers, archaeological libraries, and excavation houses. These non-

profit institutions of the nineteenth century were extensions of the countries from which they originated 

and were formed through intergovernmental agreements.105 Even though these institutions were under 

foreign control, their research was meant to advance Greece’s archaeological practice while promoting 

cultural exchange between the country of origin and Greece itself. 

The French School at Athens was the earliest foreign institution to be founded in 1846 through 

a decree made by King Louis Philippe I.106 Promoting the study of Greek antiquities, language and 

history of Greece, one of the French School’s main contributions can be observed after 1873 with its 

excavations on Delos in the Cyclades.107 Aside from Delos, this institution became involved with Malia 

and Itanos in Crete and Delphi in Central Greece. The second foreign school in Athens that emerged 

in 1874 was the German Archaeological Institute. Funded by the German imperial government, the 

German Archaeological Institute at Athens performed large-scale excavations at ancient Olympia 

                                                
105 Korka 2007b: 14-15; Nikolentzos 2003: 29-30. After World War II, Foreign Schools needed the Central Archaeological 
Council of Greece’s approval with Permission from the Greek Ministry of Culture. 
106 King Louis Philip I [1776-1850] reigned as the King of France from 1830-1848. 
107 Mulliez 2007: 76-77. 
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between 1875-1881,108 which provided some of the first models for scientific archaeology.109 According 

to Suzanne Marchand (1997: 74), “[t]he Olympia excavations…added a new dimension to modern 

diplomacy by proposing the principle tha[t] the advancement of knowledge could form the basis for co-

operation not just between individuals, but between nation states as well.” As indicated in an excavation 

report from 1879, the German team recovered 7,464 bronzes, 1,328 stone sculptures, 696 inscriptions, 

and 2,935 coins since their work began in 1875.110 And despite this high volume, the German excavators 

were resolute on documenting and analyzing every find.111  

In addition to the positivist methods used for the Olympia excavation—that deviated from past 

practices—the Germans yielded any entitlement to the objects found through their excavation.112 This 

meant that anything found by the German excavation team would belong to the Greek State, thus 

demonstrating the Germans’ commitment to scientific inquiry for the sake of Greece’s intellectual 

advancement.113 It was this type of initial foreign cooperation with the local government of Greece that 

we see mirrored in the ambitions of other foreign institutions, such as the American School of Classical 

Studies in 1881 and the British School at Athens in 1886.114 The fifth, and final, institution to be 

                                                
108 Although the English explorer Richard Chandler re-discovered ancient Olympia in 1766 under the Society of Dilettanti 
(Fagan 2006: 51-52; Chandler 1776: 294-95), followed over a half-century later with the French Expedition Scientifique de 
Moree’s excavation at the sanctuary of Olympia in 1829 (Grafton, Most, Settis, ed., 2010: 655), it was not until the German 
excavations that we see formal terms for exclusive access to this site and models of scientific archaeology. For a discussion on 
the Olympia excavations and formal terms, see Bochotis 2015: 43-55. 
109 Bochotis 2015: 17-18. 
110 Merseberg, Zentrales Staatsarchiv (MZStA), 2.2.1-20772; Georg Treu, ‘Die Ausgrabungen zu Olympia,’ report no. 37 
(1879), p. 58-61—as cited in Marchand 1997: 73, fn 2. See also Kunz 1881. 
111 Boetticher 1886: 3; Marchand 1997: 73. 
112 Marchand 1997: 74. 
113 For a discussion about German philhellenism and the formal terms of the Olympia excavations, see Marchand 1996.  
114 The American School of Classical Studies was established officially in 1881 but interest for this institution began as early 
as 1879. Of importance are the first excavations of Corinth from 1896 (Tracy 2007: 35-36). Originally known as the English 
Archaeological School, the British School at Athens was established by intellectuals from mainly Oxford and Cambridge 
Universities, wishing to compete with Germany’s contributions to archaeological discoveries and the intellectual enrichment 
from these excavations (Whitley 2007: 62-63). Some of the first excavations by this School were the Kynosarges in Athens 
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established in Athens before the end of the nineteenth century was the Austrian Archaeological Institute 

in 1898.115 

Because foreign researchers and institutions wanted to invest in Crete’s archaeological future, 

we must consider what Cretan excavators could gain by maintaining and investing in these relationships. 

From 1898-1908, the Cretan State was formed as the result of the Great Powers’ intervention and was 

the final step in securing Crete that would eventually be unified with the Kingdom of Greece. One such 

example of the importance that archaeology had on the political environment is apparent through a 

letter from the General Administrator, Stefanos Dragoumis, addressed to Iosif Hatzidakis on the 18th 

of February 1913. In this confidential correspondence, Dragoumis replies to Hatzidakis’ letters no. 

17/318 and no. 507/257 regarding the requests of Federico Halbherr and Richard MacGillivray (the 

British School at Athens Director on behalf of Sir Arthur Evans) to excavate the site of Lyktos. This 

letter addresses more serious matters of regulations, intentions, and law; however, it also demonstrates 

the influence that archaeology had on political matters during the final phases of Crete’s unification 

with Greece (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.74: 1-2; fig. 20): 

Right now, as the appropriate expression of Mr. Dawkins [suggests,] “we are at the threshold of 
the so much desired union of Crete and Greece,” [and] we ought to attend to important public 
affairs, such as the Cretan excavations, that are freely arranged by the state according to its laws 
and to the organic order found in it. Even though the exchange of letters between the Italian Mr. 
Halbherr and the English Mr. Dawkins about excavations at the Cretan Lyktos indicates 
unquestionably much delicacy between scientists, the content of those letters is recorded in your 
document, and from this thing a question is rising: how [these two archaeologists have already 
started to pre-divide the archaeological areas to be excavated—ignoring the intentions and 
regulations of the Cretan authorities and the Cretan laws, and not paying any respect to them—
despite thinking well of the Cretan authorities]. || Only the documents kept in the archives of 
the state give credit to the decisions and the actions of the Cretan government• because 

                                                
(1895/6, 1896/97) directed by Cecil Harcourt-Smith, and Bronze Age Phylakopi in Melos (1896-1899) by Duncan 
Mackenzie (Whitley 2007: 64-65). 
115 For additional information on the Austrian Archaeological Institute at Athens, see Schauer 2007: 46-57. 
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undeclared private communications do not have any place when it comes to the matter of public 
affairs.116  

 
Even before Crete was legally recognized as a part of Greece, there was value in entertaining the requests 

of foreign excavators associated with archaeological schools in Athens, as this would benefit Crete 

during its transitional “threshold” between autonomy and unification with Greece (see also chpt. 6.4). 

 

 
Figure 20. Letter from S. Dragoumis to I. Hatzidakis 18.02.1913, p. 1-3; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 

Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.74. 
 
 
CONCLUSION  
 
Archaeological practices on Crete developed gradually because of the island’s political, social, and 

economic conditions. Formal excavations occurred on the island only later during the nineteenth 

century because of Ottoman restrictions placed on the Christian Cretan population. That did not, 

however, prevent travelers, scientists, geologists, and scholars like Buondelmonti, Pashley, and Spratt 

                                                
116 Translated from the Original Greek Text (fig. 20): Επιστολή του Στέφανο Δραγούμη προς τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, 93.3.74, 
ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη (18.02.1913, σ. 1-2). 
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from visiting the island or publishing their descriptions before excavations occurred. Once Cretan 

archaeology began to develop as a scientific discipline on the island, archaeologists turned to these 

travelogues as points of reference for information about sites that were eventually excavated. Certainly, 

Cretan excavations relied on local knowledge, experience, and cooperation for the development of 

archaeology and cultural heritage management, but it was also necessary to build on the precedents that 

were already established on the Greek mainland. Thus, Greece’s Archaeological Society, official 

archaeological journal, and foreign archaeological institutions impacted how Cretans modeled their 

own development of the discipline once the island was afforded semi-autonomous status.   

What the Greeks established almost immediately after the foundation of the state was an 

archaeological service. Because the notion of an archaeological service was a fairly recent development 

for Crete in the 1880s and 1890s— and for the foreign schools like France and Germany—it seems fairly 

obvious why the local Syllogos of Crete wanted to emulate Greece, since large-scale excavations were 

occurring in the framework of the Greek state precisely at that time. Arguably, Crete lacked the 

notoriety of scholars with the caliber of Pittakis, Rangavis or Koumanoudis in Greece when excavations 

began. And since the Greek state was beginning to be “colonized” by first rank German scholars like 

Ludwig Ross, some of the most advanced European archaeological methods—those from the German 

universities, for example—were immediately transferred onto Greece. The early development of 

archaeology in Crete was such that similar transfers could not take place under the restrictions of the 

Ottoman administration. In other words, beyond the political specificities of the history of Crete, the 

culturally “provincial character” of the island did little to help in the development of the local and 

autonomous school of archaeology until the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos of Crete made part of its mission 



 
 

- 150 - 

to safeguard and protect antiquities while working with foreign institutions to advance the island’s 

archaeology.  

Educational backgrounds in literature, medicine, and law led the local excavators of Crete to 

scientific inquiry, which was then applied to their archaeological practice. These multidisciplinary 

backgrounds were not a limitation to the Cretans’ scientific ability but, rather, helped them to develop 

the discipline of archaeology where excavators were at the intersection of Cretan politics, education, and 

archaeology. The early excavators of Crete were stewards of the past by legitimizing archaeology as an 

institution through their theory, practices, and leading roles within the local community. The 

methodology of Cretan excavators from the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, like that of 

Kalokairinos, Xanthoudides, and Hatzidakis is significant for understanding archaeology as an emerging 

field on Crete prior to and directly after the island’s unification with Greece in 1913. Although the 

history of Cretan excavations cannot be explained solely by the experiences and lives of individual actors, 

their contributions cannot be downplayed for the sake of avoiding “Great Man” historical theory.117 

Their place in archaeology exemplifies local involvement in the reclaiming of Crete’s cultural heritage, 

and they are part of a genealogical progression of intellectual trends that emerged during the island’s 

struggle to escape Ottoman control. Because these men were members of the local Cretan intelligentsia, 

it is necessary to extend our evaluation to their educational background. They were well-connected to 

artists, academics, politicians, and intellectuals; and, ultimately, their political and personal networks 

influenced their approach to Cretan archaeology. 

                                                
117 For the introduction of “Great Man Theory,” refer to Thomas Carlyle’s collection of lectures from the 1840s (published 
in 1841) On Heroes, Hero-Worship, and the Heroic in History, and Herbert Spencer’s counter-argument in his 1860s essay 
“The Social Organism” found in The Man Versus the State, with Six Essays on Government, Society, and Freedom.  
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CHAPTER 3 | KNOSSOS: NOT EVEN THE BEGINNING OF AN END 
 
Knossos is widely known through Sir Arthur Evans’ great “Minoan discovery” in 1900, but interest in 

the site began well before Evans’ excavation of this Bronze Age “Minoan” capital, and it was Minos 

Kalokairinos’ preliminary work at Kefala Hill-Knossos during 1878/9 that arguably inspired 

international curiosity for the site’s antiquities.1 The narrative of Kefala Hill’s early excavation is rooted 

in the greater historical milieu of Cretan cultural heritage management and, thus, reveals the local voice 

of Cretan archaeological groups during a transitional period of the island’s history when it was moving 

towards a unified state with Greece.  

Without any formal training in archaeological method, Kalokairinos was determined to find the 

Palace of King Minos with a self-funded project in the late 1870s. Influenced by Bronze Age excavations 

like those at Mykenai and Troy, Kalokairinos contributed undoubtedly to a developing intellectual 

trend that spread throughout the Greek-related Mediterranean.2 Regarding the origins of nineteenth 

century archaeology, Yannis Galanakis (2014: 85) has argued: 

Stories regarding the ‘origins’ of a discipline are neither new nor limited to this region – and are 
certainly befitting of the ‘heroes’ of 19th-century archaeology (see, for example, the narratives 
surrounding Heinrich Schliemann’s excavations at Troy and elsewhere). Yet, the same story 
appears to be told many times, often in different and conflicting forms, even when presented by 
Evans himself (e.g., Evans 1894a: 812; 1894b: 274-75 [=1895: 5-6]; 1909: 8-10). 

 

                                                
1 Kefala Hill was internationally recognized and publicized by Haussoullier 1880a, b; Stillman 1881; Fabricius 1886; 
Halbherr 1893: 110-111; A. Evans 1894, 1895; Mariani 1895: 225-228; Clermont-Ganneau 1901: 43. For a secondary 
discussion, see O.M. Kalokairinos 1939; Hood 1987; Driessen 1990: 14-31; Panagiotaki 2004a: 513; Kotsonas 2016: 299. 
2 The history of Bronze Age and “Minoan” excavations has been studied for some time now, which includes but is not limited 
to: Brown and Bennett 2001; Momigliano 2002; Papadopoulos 2005; Coutsinas 2006; Hamilakis and Momigliano 2006; 
Kopaka 2015; cf. Kotsonas 2016: 299. More recent trends have concentrated on prosopographies or features of prominent 
individuals involved with the beginnings of Cretan archaeology and/or particular excavation sites (see also Kotsonas 2016: 
299). 
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Kalokairinos may not be a heroic figure deserving accolade over the contributions of others, but his 

lifelong dedication to ancient Crete warrants our continued scholarly attention. Cretan archaeology 

neither begins nor ends with Knossos, but this site was integral in shaping Cretan cultural heritage, and 

Kalokairinos is one of the first individuals to draw international attention to this site through his 

archaeological discoveries.3   

 Kalokairinos has been identified as an “amateur historian”4 and “amateur archaeologist,”5 but it 

would be unjust to consider him only as an “antiquarian,”6 since he professionalized his interest of 

ancient Crete by writing his law school dissertation on King Minos’ laws and then later printing the 

Cretan Archaeological Journal. His excavation at Knossos forcefully ended within three weeks and, as a 

result, his original vision for the site was never fully realized. Although Kalokairinos’ minor excavation 

is incomparable to the work of Arthur Evans and Duncan Mackenzie at Knossos in terms of scope, scale 

and influence, his work gained international attention after his initial excavation.7 It has only been more 

recently, however, that Kalokairinos’ lifelong dedication to Cretan archaeology has been recognized in 

modern Greek scholarship.8 Even still, research regarding Kalokairinos has been rather slow to permeate 

general academia since it has been overshadowed by the accomplishments and scholarship of Sir Arthur 

Evans—more prominently recognized as the archaeologist who discovered Knossos. 

                                                
3 Regarding some of his finds, see M. Kalokairinos 1906-1907: 13 (cf. Kopaka 1989-90: 36-37; Kotsonas 2016: 316). 
4 Becker and Betancourt 1997: 4. 
5 Hamilakis 2002: 2; Castleden 2005: 161. 
6 Panagiotaki 1999: 1; Gere 2009: 44; Grafton, Most and Settis, eds., 2010: 503. 
7 For biographical information about Kalokairinos, see Spanakis 1960: 295-301; Kopaka 1989-90: 7-12; Sakellarakis 1998: 
171-2; Brown and Bennett 2001; Kopaka 2015: 143-5. For information regarding Kalokairinos’ excavation, see Hallager 
1977: 81-7; Aposkiti 1979: 89-92; Hood 1987: 90-3; Driessen 1990: 14-31; Kopaka 1989-90, 1992, 1993, & 1995: 502-3, 
508-9, 1996, 2015; Kotsonas 2016: 299-324. Specifically, for additional references to Kalokairinos’ works (both known and 
extant), see Kotsonas 2016: 300. 
 8 Spanakis 1960; Aposkiti 1979; Papadatou 1984; Kopaka 1989-1990, 1992, 1993, 1995, 1996, & 2004. See Kotsonas 2016: 
300 for a condensed version of Kopaka’s work on Kalokairinos’ (1) 1895 inventory; (2) manuscript written from after 1896 
(Fouilles a ̀ Cnossos faites par M. Kalokairinos); (3) manuscript from after 1904 (῾Ὁδηγός διά τήν ᾽Ἀρχαίαν πόλιν Κνωσσόν); 
and (4) 13 issues of the Cretan Archaeological Journal, published between September 1906 to May 1907.  
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This chapter is divided into three parts and serves as a comprehensive, though by no means 

exhaustive, account of the first excavation at Kefala-Knossos through the lens of Minos Kalokairinos 

(fig. 21). This will be accomplished by discussing, in part one, the excavation of Kalokairinos that began 

during the late 1870s on Kefala Hill. The impact of Kalokairinos’ excavation, which gained international 

attention from prominent individuals like Heinrich Schliemann and later Arthur Evans, will be the 

focus of part two. Finally, in part three, we shall explore Kalokairinos’ foundation of the Cretan 

Archaeological Journal and his lawsuit against Sir Arthur J. Evans in 1907, in order to demonstrate 

Kalokairinos’ ambition to secure his place among the ranks of Cretan archaeologists.9 

 
Figure 21. Portrait Sketch of Minos A. Kalokairinos (image reprinted from Spanakis 1960: ΠΙΝ Ε, 2.). 

 
                                                
9 For information on the issue of the journal, see Kopaka 1989-90: 14-15, 25-59.  
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3.1 THE FIRST EXCAVATION 
 

EXCAVATION AND EFFECTS OF KEFALA HILL 

Kalokairinos was the first person to locate Knossos with his minor excavation during winter 

1878/spring 1879 in the Palace’s west wing.10 In December 1878,11 Kalokairinos went to Kefala Hill 

briefly but returned in April 1879 for an intensive three-week excavation with twenty workmen for a 

mere cost of 750 francs.12 Although Kalokairinos lacked a formal education in archaeology, he wrote in 

an unpublished manuscript, which he signed from Iraklio on the 23rd of April 1900:13 “having always 

occupied myself with the study of ancient Greek writers [like] Homer, Herodotus, Strabo, and others, I 

wanted to bring back to life the prehistoric civilization of the Island of Crete, which had, according to 

the Iliad and the Odyssey, one hundred or ninety cities, of which the most famous was Knossos” (fig. 22 

& appx. 5).14 From Kalokairinos’ report, this initial excavation at Kefala Hill was intended to answer 

questions regarding the ancient Cretan civilization and to specifically locate the Palace of King Minos. 

His excavation opened a door and excited interest in the discovery of Cretan antiquities (figs. 23 & 24). 

                                                
10 MacGillivray 2000: 93; McEnroe 2010: 50. Aside from Kalokairinos’ interest in the site, Heinrich Schliemann, the British 
School’s J. Myers, the American diplomat W.J. Stillman, and the French School’s M. André Joubin all expressed direct 
interest in excavating the site but were denied or deterred in some form. 
11 The exact excavation date for Knossos under Kalokairinos is unknown. Kopaka (1989/1900: 61, fn 6) comments directly 
about date discrepancies in Kalokairinos’ own work by suggesting that: “According to the manuscript, it was in spring 1877, 
but according to the Κρητική ᾽Αρχαιολογική ᾽Εφημερίς [the excavations were] from March to April 1878. In both these 
timetables there is clearly a problem: as Kalokairinos informs us himself, the excavation was interrupted by the Christian 
Governor of Crete Ioannis Fotiadis, who was appointed only just on 14 December 1878 (see Kalliataki-Mertikopoulou K., 
“The Appointment of the Christian Governor-General in Crete, 1878,” in Proceedings of the Cretological International 
Conference, 1981, 69-196). Most likely, therefore, labor at Knossos covered the last two weeks of December 1878 and the 
first week in January 1879.” 
12 ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1900), βιβλίο 7; Kalokairinos 1900, as cited in Kopaka 1989/1990: 19. See also Kopaka 2016: 
28-29. 
13 This manuscript has been reproduced in Kopaka (1989/1990) and can be found at the following archive source, where it 
has been consulted in its original form for this dissertation project and referenced as: ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1900), 
βιβλίο 7. The exact date of this manuscript is unknown, but the document is listed in this dissertation as being produced in 
“1900” for citation purposes, since Kalokairinos signed a draft manuscript from Iraklio on the 23rd of April 1900 (see 
Appendix 5: “Manuscript of Minos Kalokairinos, Handwritten”). 
14 Kalokairinos 1901: 6 credits the library of Adamantios Korais and his uncle Archbishop Gerasimos of Aitolia-Acarnania 
(1864) for influencing his interest in poems and classical writings of authors like Homer and Strabo. 
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According to Kopaka (1995: 505), Kalokairinos was more than a mere “native antiquarian” as reported 

often within literature regarding his work on Knossos. His rationale for choosing the location of Kefala 

Hill was based not only on his personal study of the ancient sources, but also on his preliminary finds 

and amateur work conducted near the site.  

The location was suspected for many years as the possible site of King Minos’ Palace and, as a 

starting point for further investigation, Kalokairinos formed the hypothesis that Kefala Hill would yield 

physical results of an ancient civilization related to King Minos based on previous items recovered from 

nearby locales. The choice of Knossos and the excavation at Kefala Hill are worth underlining because 

Kalokairinos was influenced by reading some of the most famous Greek writers, which indicates he 

obtained part of his knowledge about Knossos from ancient sources. What guided Kalokairinos to the 

location of Kefala Hill were also the discoveries of local Cretan peasants and, without them, 

Kalokairinos would have been blind as to where to excavate initially. 
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Figure 22. Kalokairinos’ Unpublished Manuscript; ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός 1900, βιβλίο 7. 
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Figure 23. Minos Kalokairinos’ Map of the Royal Palace of Minos; ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός 1900, βιβλίο 7. 
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DATING THE EXCAVATION  

At the time of Kalokairinos’ initial excavation, not much was known about the Bronze Age in the 

Aegean, and Kopaka (1995: 507), arguing that “Kalokairinos’ project can be called innovative,” suggests 

that before Kalokairinos’ excavations, local Cretans lacked serious interest in the visible antiquities of 

Kefala Hill aside from their utility as building materials.15 Moreover, “they were not interested in the 

‘antiquities market,’ which was until then, clearly orientated towards the Greco-Roman monuments of 

Knossos”16 (i.e. the antiquities market was focused more broadly on classical era objects as opposed to 

Bronze Age antiquities). 

Kalokairinos chose Kefala Hill in northern Crete based on the Homeric description of King 

Minos’ Palace where Aethon, the brother of King Idomeneus, had supposedly seen Odysseus who 

bestowed him with gifts of entertainment.17 Additionally, at the cemetery of the modern city named 

Spelea about 300 meters west of Kefala, a marble statue was found at the summit of the hill with the 

inscription “Theseus” in 1873, five years before Kalokairinos’ actual excavation, as he identifies in his 

report. The statue was donated to the Museum of Athens where “[Kalokairinos] had given it, in 

exchange for a signed receipt of the Director of the Museum, in 1873, to Monsieur Philippe Jean, then 

a Professor of Philosophy at the University of Athens.”18 On behalf of the Museum, Kalokairinos was 

able to purchase a one-meter high marble statue with an inscribed base reading “Son of King Phoenix,” 

                                                
15 Kopaka 1995: 506. 
16 Kopaka 1995: 506. 
17 ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1990), βιβλίο 7; Kalokairinos 1900, as cited in Kopaka 1989/1990: 18. 
 
In Hom. Od. 19.183, Aethon is the pseudonym which Odysseus uses to disguise himself with Penelope. He fabricates a story 
about being Aethon and having seen Odysseus in Crete (for full context, refer to Hom. Od. 19.180-195). Additionally, 
Erysichthon, the King of Thessaly, was referred to as Aethon because of his burning hunger brought on by Demeter in fr. 
43a.5 of Hesiod’s Catalogue of Women. 
18 ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1990), βιβλίο 7; cf. Kopaka 1989/1990: 19. 
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which was found by the same proprietor who had acquired the Theseus statue. Although arrangements 

were made for the statue of the “Son of King Phoenix” to be sold to the Museum for 1,000 drachmas, it 

was exported to Alexandria, Egypt, and eventually sold at Smyrna—modern day Izmir, Turkey—for 

3,000 francs.19 The sale of this statue is an example of the types of antiquity commerce, exports, and 

museum acquisitions of that era since the “Son of King Phoenix” was highly desirable because of its 

epigraphic inscription related to the myth of King Minos.20 

  Kalokairinos’ report may lack a chronological provenience for these recovered items, but the 

finds were enough to warrant further investigation of the surrounding sites. In addition to these 

significant statues, the site’s owner had found several small terracotta heads of Britomartis, who was 

known in ancient times as the “Minoan” goddess of both hunting and mountains.21 These items then 

became part of Kalokairinos’ purchased collection and later classified by Ernest Fabricius in 1882.22  

 

INITIAL EXCAVATIONS 
 
The initial discoveries within the five trench-pits dug by Kalokairinos were significant because they 

served as preliminary groundwork for the future of Cretan archaeology—primarily the “Minoan” 

archaeological trend that was about to emerge strongly within future decades.23  Even if Kalokairinos is 

not revered as an “archaeologist” by the standards of modern archaeology, his enthusiasm and dedication 

                                                
19 ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1990), βιβλίο 7; Kalokairinos 1900, as cited in Kopaka 1989/1990: 19. 
20 For a modern commentary on this statue and inscription, refer to Kotsonas 2016: 310-315.  
21 For a commentary on religion during Prehistory and the “Minoan-Mycenaean Age,” see Burkert 1985: 10-47. Note that 
Britomartis has been referenced in multiple sources including, but not limited to, Callimachus, Ode 3 to Artemis, 188ff.  
Additionally, Britomartis is referred to by some Hellenistic writers as Diktynna. 
22 ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1990), βιβλίο 7; Kalokairinos 1900, as cited in Kopaka 1989/1990: 19. 
23 See Kopaka (1989/1990) and the original source located at ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1900), βιβλίο 7. 
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to the discovery of King Minos’ Palace are undeniable and served as a foundation for how subsequent 

excavators viewed the site.  

Kalokairinos’ excavation revealed a double-headed axe (λάβρυς) engraving, which was recovered 

from the walls and, thus, associated Kefala Hill with the Labyrinth of ancient Greek mythology. The 

double-headed axe was a significant discovery because of its perceived relationship to the legend of King 

Minos and the ancient Palace of Knossos. Although no literary evidence from ancient texts support the 

“Minoan” use of the term labrys, it has been connected to Zeus of Labrandeus and Lydian worship in 

Plutarch (Quaestiones Graecae, 2.302a): “For the Lydians call the double-axe a labrys.”24 In the mythical 

tradition, Daedalus was commissioned to design the Labyrinth to incarcerate Minos’ son the Minotaur, 

and the labrys recovered from the excavation linked this site to the legend.25 Alternatively, the axe may 

be a sacred presentation connected to the Minoan goddess Britomartis since women were responsible 

for cutting timber in early societies.26  

The labrys was merely one of several pieces of evidence documented later from Kalokairinos’ 

excavations, and numerous artifacts were held in a private collection within his mansion—now the 

modern Historical Museum of Crete in Iraklio. Unfortunately, this original property along with most 

of the collection was destroyed during the fires brought on by the 1898 riots in Iraklio,27 and excavation 

                                                
24 Full Greek in context (Plut. Quaes. Gr. 45): “…καὶ Διὸς ἄγαλμα κατασκευάσας τὸν πέλεκυν ἐνεχείρισε, καὶ Λαβρανδέα τὸν θεὸν 
προσηγόρευσε: Λυδοὶ γάρ ‘λάβρυν’ τὸν πέλεκυν ὀνομάζουσι.” 
25 The labrys and the Labyrinth have been noted in more recent scholarship as having a recognized connection, but whether 
the term “labrys” was used by the “Minoans” cannot be substantiated (Marinatos 2010: 213, fn 2. See also Nilsson 1950, 223-
25, note 34; Alexiou 1964: 91; Alexiou 1969; Davares 1976: 73; Pötscher 1990: 60, MacGillivray 2000: 213-214—as cited 
in Marinatos 2010: 213-214, fn 2). 
26 Willets 1977: 120 & 251, fn 26. See also Pendlebury 1939: 274; Nilsson 1927/1950: 226; Willetts 1962: 70; Willets 1977: 
120-122, 178, & 209. 
27 1898 marks another tragic moment in Kalokairinos’ life, as his last surviving brother (proxenos of England since 1859) was 
decapitated during the Turkish riots on August 25th, in addition to his first-born child (Andreas) and niece (Skevo) having 
disappeared. In these events, his house was set ablaze and artifacts from his finds at Knossos were also lost with it (Kopaka 
1989/1900: 10). 
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finds from this season have mainly vanished. Additionally, Kalokairinos wrote that one-third of his 

discoveries from the excavation were allocated to the proprietor of the site,28 who was recorded as Zekyri 

Bey Ibrahim Efentaki.29  

The labrys was an important discovery as evidenced through Heinrich Schliemann’s letter to his 

colleague Friedrich Max Müller on the 22nd of May 1886 which reported that through a corridor, one 

of the “holes dug by Minos Kalokairinos” revealed two specific images that were engraved on a large 

block: .30 From Schliemann’s overall observations of the site and what had been revealed 

through Kalokairinos, he had no doubts that the site of Knossos would be an impressive addition to his 

archaeological accomplishments since the site would predate Troy.31 In Sir Arthur Evans’ Primitive 

Pictographs and Script from Crete and the Peloponnese he mentions this same double-axe iconography 

from Knossos that was made visible as a result of Kalokairinos’ previous work (fig. 24):  

Already, in 1880, certain mysterious signs [double axe-head] had been observed by Mr. W. J. 
Stillman on the gypsum blocks that form the facing of the walls of a prehistoric building on this 
site, which Mr. Stillman himself was inclined to identify with the legendary Labyrinth. A native 
gentleman of Candia, Mr. Minôs Calochaerinos, had in 1878 made a partial excavation on this 
site and laid open some small chambers in which were a quantity of fragments of Mycenaean 
painted vases and a number of large pithoi containing traces of grain, from which the place is 
now known to the peasants as τà Πιτáρια [the named hill].32 
 

                                                
28 Panagiotaki 2004a: 519. 
29 Κρητική ᾽Αρχαιολογική ᾽Εφημερίς, 15.10.1906 (´Έτος Α᾽, Αριθμός 3, τεύχος πρῶτον, σ. 21), Βικελαία Δημοτική Βιβλιοθήκη 
῾Ηρακλείου ῾Υπουργείο Πολιτισμού (᾽Αρχεία – ΒΔΒΗ 1013); Panagiotaki 2004a: 516-517. Giving one-third of the findings 
to the owner of the site was the acceptable protocol during Kalokairinos’ excavations; though, this practice was no longer in 
use during the time of Evans’ excavations. Evans began his excavations on 23.03.1900 and by the end of the 1902 excavation 
season, his team had delineated the lines of the Palace structure (McEnroe 2010: 50). 
30 Letter from Heinrich Schliemann to Friedrich Max Müller, 22.05.1886, p. 1. From ASCSA, Gennadius Library Archives, 
Heinrich Schliemann Papers, Series BB, Original Letters, 4.2 (b): 68.2. 
31 In Schliemann’s letter to Müller about his visit to Crete, he recounted that “…; besides, to the most ancient myths refer to 
Crete, and especially to Κνωσσὸς. I should ^therefore^ not at all wonder if I found here on the virgin soil the remnants of a 
civilisation, in comparison to which ^even^ the Trojan war is an event of yesterday” (letter from Heinrich Schliemann to 
Friedrich Max Müller, 22.05.1886, p. 1. From ASCSA, Gennadius Library Archives, Heinrich Schliemann Papers, Series BB, 
Original Letters, 4.2 (b): 68. 2). 
32 Evans 1894b: 280-281. 



 - 163 - 

Kalokairinos was the first to find these ancient walls with ancient masonry marks, but they had been 

overlooked since their discovery according to Evans who stated (1894b: 281-282) that, “[t]he symbols 

on the casing blocks of the walls, first noticed by Mr. W.J. Stillman, do not appear to have attracted the 

attention they seem to deserve, and have been set aside as mere ‘masons’ marks.’ I paid two visits to these 

remains with the special object of examining these signs, the second in company with Mr. Minôs 

Calochaerinos and Professor Halbherr.” Kalokairinos’ efforts were not always recognized as an early 

approach to the formation of Cretan archaeology, but rather identified by contemporaries and later 

scholars as rudimentary or antiquarian at best. 

 
Figure 24. Signs on Blocks of Mycenaean Building, Knossos (reproduced from Evans 1894b: 282, fig. 9). 
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Long after Kalokairinos had passed away and the Knossos excavations had achieved world 

renowned recognition, Evans wrote about Kalokairinos in The Palace of Minos (1935: 621): 

The Third Magazine that underlies the Upper Magazine D, and a small adjoining area of the 
Long Corridor, as well as the opening of the passage leading thence to the Pillar Rooms, had 
been the scene of a promiscuous dig in search of ancient objects at the hands of a native explorer 
[fn 1: Mr. Minos Kalokairinos, a merchant of Candia, interested in Cretan antiquities].33  
 

Evans presented Kalokairinos as a “native explorer” who haphazardly dug Kefala Hill before Evans came 

along with his properly implemented systematic excavation project. Certainly, Kalokairinos was not very 

methodical in his approach to the site, but his contributions need not be reduced to a “promiscuous dig.” 

In his originally unpublished manuscript, Kalokairinos (1900) acknowledged that Knossos was 

unfinished after his initial work, and further excavations were needed in order to properly delineate the 

boundaries of King Minos’ Palace, though he was never afforded the opportunity to resume what he 

began: 

The length of this eastern surface [of a wall] of the Palace of King Minos has not been fully 
discovered; only a few points of this eastern line were cleared; but I could ascertain that this side 
of the Palace is built of the same large cubic stones of gypsum. || I would be very happy if further 
excavations on the hill of Kefala could discover this great and ancient Palace of King Minos. For 
other ruins at Knossos–of the Roman period (see map [of] Roman ruins) - are built with small 
stones and cement; while on this hill of Kefala there is no construction of this kind.34  

 
In many respects, Kalokairinos lacked the proper acknowledgment he perhaps deserved during his 

lifetime. He was a merchant from a wealthy and well-connected family, but he took his excavation 

seriously and wanted the objects he recovered to be studied and admired throughout Europe. 

                                                
33 See also MacGillivray 2000: 240. 
34 Translated from the Original French Text: ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1990), βιβλίο 7. Refer also to Kalokairinos 1900, 
as cited by Kopaka 1989/1990: 24.  Note: an image of this referenced Roman map is not included within the dissertation. 
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Kalokairinos donated pithoi to the British Museum, the Louvre Museum, and the Museum of 

Rome in addition to the Syllogos in Crete.35 In particular, 12 large pithoi were recovered along with 368 

miscellaneous items made of terracotta, metal, and marble.36 From the pithoi found, the following were 

donated with the authorization of the Governor-General of Crete according to Kalokairinos’ 

unpublished report (fig. 25):  

3 pithoi to the Iraklio Museum in Crete37  
1 pithos to the Museum of Athens (*) 
1 pithos to the Museum of London (**) 
1 pithos to the Louvre Museum in Paris 
1 pithos to the Museum [Pigorini] of Rome 
2 [;] the most valuable pieces of my collection at the Museum of Athens, during the wedding 
celebrations of His Highness the Crown Prince of Greece [Prince Constantine]; Finally, I put    
under the High Protection of His Highness all these precious objects and [even] their registry, 

  [but everything was] burned in the fire of 26 September 1898.38  
 

Kalokairinos kept a large majority of his excavation finds within a private collection, but he was 

undeniably generous in distributing items of scientific utility for the greater intellectual community, 

both domestic and abroad. Varouchakis (2015: 135) is not, then, entirely accurate in saying that 

“…Kalokairinos, being a conscious Greek patriot, tried to ‘save’ his collections of finds by exporting them 

to Athens, in order for them to be hosted in the Museum of the Archaeological Society at Athens []; 

thus, giving an incentive to Greek irredentism through archaeology.”39 While it is true that the most 

valuable items were donated to the Museum of Athens, Kalokairinos’ status as a benefactor—giving 

                                                
35 Kokologianni, Το Βήμα, 21.12.2003. 
36 Spanakis (1960: 297) notes that 365 artifacts were recovered. For another account regarding Kalokairinos’ excavation 
discoveries, see Haussoullier 1880a and 1880b.  
37 Kopaka 1989/1990: 67, fn 54: “These three are marked and described in the catalogs of the Archaeological Museum of 
Iraklio as Art. No. 1174, 1175, 1176 and labeled as “Mycenaean Knossos Palace (1877?) [].”  
38 Most probably Kalokairinos refers to the events of the 25/6th of August 1898 when he writes “26 September 1898” in his 
original report. ΑΜΗ, Καλοκαιρινός (1990), βιβλίο 7, σ. 28; Kalokairinos 1900 as cited in Kopaka 1989/1990: 24-25 (for 
footnotes 55-57, see Kopaka 1989/1990: 67). 
39 See also Kopaka 1995: 510, fn 32. 
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pithoi to foreign museums—has made him the subject of criticism for feeding into the “colonial 

institution.” A counterargument to a potential push, on Kalokairinos’ part, for any political movement 

to reclaim a lost or fractured identity of the Cretans would be his gift to the British Museum even before 

his excavation at Knossos. We know from a letter dated to the 3rd of September 1866 that Minos 

Kalokairinos and his brother Lysimachus donated a marble sculpture of a woman who had been 

identified as either dancing or running. 

This 59.59-centimeter statuette, dating to approximately 200 – 100 BCE, was previously 

thought to have been associated with Lato in Crete and is currently on display in the British Museum 

(Registration number 1867,0212.1; Location: G22/dc4). Thus, the donation of this item further 

indicates Kalokairinos’ interest in the antiquities of Crete being available for the wider benefit of public 

consumption.40 Regardless of what some may categorize as limited work accomplished during the first 

excavations, Kalokairinos’ discoveries sparked interest in the site, thus generating future publications 

from numerous archaeological authorities. His discontent with foreigners in Crete was certainly a later 

development of the Cretan State and does not belong to his formative years as a law school student, 

merchant, and excavator.    

                                                
40 This item was found mostly likely in Lyktos, Crete. Information about its 1867 acquisition can be located online through 
the British Museum Collection (http://www.britishmuseum.org/ - Object reference number: GAA8306). 
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Figure 25. Catalogue of Kalokairinos’ Pithoi Donations, p. 28; ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός 1990, βιβλίο 7. 
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3.2 FOREIGN INTEREST IN KNOSSOS  

KNOSSOS AS A FOREIGN ENTERPRISE   

Knossos was not only an interest of Kalokairinos. William J. Stillman published his own account of 

Knossos in 1881, which was only a couple of years after the initial excavation under Kalokairinos’ 

guidance.41 Additionally, Heinrich Schliemann, Federico Halbherr, and André Joubin had attempted 

to receive permission to excavate this location, as well, but with less success.42 Instead of resisting foreign 

interest in Knossos, Kalokairinos invited scholars to study objects that were recovered from his 

excavations, and he even accompanied guests to the site of Kefala Hill, serving as a personal guide for 

them. By the time Arthur Evans had first visited Crete in Spring of 1894, Knossos had been visited by 

many curious scholars and enthusiasts.43    

In his unpublished report, Kalokairinos identifies multiple foreign scholars who had written 

about his excavations on Knossos in their own publications such as Bernard Haussoullier (1880a, 

1880b) who was a member of the l’ École française d’Athènes from 1876-1880, Ernst Fabricius (1886) 

who was a German archaeologist and scholar, and Evans (1894a) prior to his excavations at Knossos.44 

Haussoullier was the first academic invited by Kalokairinos to examine the antiquities found from his 

excavation during the 1870s.45 Also, he was one of the first to publish and study pottery recovered from 

Kefala Hill since he had visited Crete on three separate occasions between 1878-1879 during the 

excavation period.46 It is, however, unclear whether Haussoullier visited the excavated site of Kefala Hill 

                                                
41 Galanakis 2014: 86, fn 1. For a comprehensive overview of the “Architectural Context and Archaeological Background” 
of the West Wing at Knossos before the excavations of Evans, see Driessen 1990: 14-31. 
42 Galanakis 2014: 86, fn 1; Morgan 2009; Coutsinas 2006; Hood and Taylor 1981; Brown 1986; Hood 1987. 
43 Evans 1894b: 281. For a secondary discussion, see Panagiotaki 2004a: 513; and Driessen 1990: 16.  
44 ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός, (1990) βιβλίο 7; Kalokairinos 1900 as cited in Kopaka 1989/1990: 21. For an abbreviated 
discussion of foreign archaeologists before Evans, see McEnroe 2010: 50.  
45 Driessen 1990: 26. 
46 Driessen 1990: 20-21. 
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or merely studied the pottery for his publications from Kalokairinos’ personal collection.47 Only five 

complete vases were found in addition to about 70 fragments according to Haussoullier’s observations, 

and these objects varied in diagnostic pottery types and styles.48     

Kalokairinos’ generosity in allowing certain scholars to view his collections from Kefala Hill has 

been a source of modern criticism. For example, according to Anna Lucia D’Agata (2010: 66): 

In his eagerness to attract foreign archaeologists to Crete and share his findings with them, not 
least to gain their assent, Kalokairinos was reckless in divulging data and information concerning 
his discoveries. Over the next few years this led to a conflict which has been referred to as ‘the 
battle of Knossos’, with all the foreign archaeological institutions then operating in Greece, with 
archaeologists of the calibre of Schliemann, trying to get their hands on the site.49 
 

What D’Agata identifies as “reckless” could be better understood if we consider the reason why 

Kalokairinos was eager to share information about Knossos and to give personal tours to foreign 

archaeologists upon their arrival in Crete. Gaining their acceptance is an important motivation worth 

further discussion because it suggests a personal lack of confidence or self-validation on the part of 

Kalokairinos—or perhaps, more importantly, reflects his political considerations of the island.    

The Cretan Parliament brought Kalokairinos’ excavation season to an unexpected and 

premature halt in 1879 out of fear that the Ottoman Empire would seize and remove artifacts recovered 

from the excavation.50 The Parliament’s precaution, under the Christian Governor of Crete Ioannis 

Fotiadis,51 is indicative of a nationalistic desire to preserve and maintain Cretan antiquities and, hence, 

the interplay between politics and intellectual security was important during this transitional period of 

                                                
47 Radet 1901: 344, fn 7; Driessen 1990: 20-21.  
48 Haussoullier 1880b: 360. For a secondary discussion, see Driessen 1990: 21. 
49 Publication based on D’Agata 2009: 359-79. For additional, secondary information on Kalokairinos and the excavations 
of Knossos, see Brown 1986; Driessen 1990, 1999: 121-127, & 2001: 113-117. 
50 Regarding dates and discrepancies, see: Hood 1987: 86; Kopaka 1995: 507, fn 21; & MacGillivray 2000: 93, fn 49. 
51 Kopaka 2016: 22-23. 
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Cretan governmental change.52 Although Kalokairinos’ excavation was—most probably—only three 

weeks of intensive work, he was able to conduct the first semi-organized study of the site.  In one of the 

papers from the Greek Committee regarding Crete dated to the 12th of April 1897, the Cretan crisis of 

1879 is mentioned with regard to its potential advancement for the “Hellenic race,” which may 

illuminate some of the political problems surrounding Kalokairinos’ excavation:  

Not, therefore, exclusively in view of the Cretan emergency, but also on the broader and more 
general considerations by which it was actuated in 1879, the Committee will watch the 
development of the present very critical situation, and will endeavour by every means in its 
power to advance the interests of the Hellenic race, believing it to be, within its proper and 
legitimate sphere, the most hopeful and civilizing influence in the emancipation of the East. 53 
 

The explicit mention of archaeological heritage is not found within this specific Committee meeting, 

but the advancement for the “interests of the Hellenic race” by the protection of Crete is most probably 

in reference to the island’s connection with ancient history that symbolized “civilization.” After 

Kalokairinos’ excavation came to an abrupt end in 1879, around the time that the Greek Committee 

was formed, his outreach to foreign archaeologists indicates that external interest was needed in order 

to secure protection for the recovered artifacts and architectural features of the site.54  

Varouchakis (2015: 15) argues that archaeology, in itself, is colonialism, and that “…colonialism 

can be apparent also as a means for one part of the native population (e.g. the local elites, the urban 

capital) to occupy another (the lower classes, the rural population).” With regard to the colonialist 

                                                
52 This information is based on William James Stillman’s [1828-1901] letters from 1881. Stillman was the former consul for 
the United States in Crete (Castleden 1990: 22). 
53 Papers of the Greek Committee, Crete and Greece. New Series, 1897, no. 1, p. 8-9. Original source located through 
ASCSA, Gennadius Library Archives, Johannes Gennadius Archives, 13.3. 
54 The executive committee of the “Papers of the Greek Committee” included Johannes Gennadius. The actual committee 
was formed on 25.04.1897, but since this document was signed on 12.04.1897, it most probably was part of the proceedings 
from a preliminary meeting. 
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aspects of foreign occupation on the island, he suggests that Kalokairinos was less than amenable to a 

foreign presence in Crete after Knossos had been excavated by Evans (Varouchakis 2015: 147):  

In one of his rants, Kalokairinos foresaw a Cretan future where the island, loosely attached to a 
new “Greek federation”, would emerge as a modern thalassocracy, honouring its “Minoan” 
heritage;55 in order for this to happen, ports and roads had to be built. The funding for this 
master plan would come by taking back all the privileges given to the European Powers, and 
applying taxes to them; thus, Crete would flourish. Kalokairinos was against the obsession with 
anything foreign, xenomania as he called it (cf. similar vocabulary during the school gymnastics 
festival by the Cretan press). Yet, he believed that if the Cretans and Greeks in general wanted 
to prosper, they should imitate the British and the rest of the Europeans, by being “nationally 
selfish”, i.e. loving their country whilst recognising its positive and negative qualities, without 
trying to change anything, complaining, being xenomaniacs or putting foreign languages above 
their own. In just a few lines, anticolonial rhetorics, self-colonised minds and a repressed localism 
within Greek nationalism overlap chaotically. 
 

It would appear, then, that Kalokairinos’ cooperation with foreign presence had dissolved over years of 

continued occupation on the island. Kalokairinos personally struggled in terms of securing a prominent 

place in Cretan politics and the intellectual society of cultural heritage. What is reflected in Varouchakis’ 

comment about Kalokairinos is a political platform that developed later in life, long after his excavation 

had ended. Thus, it is perhaps best to argue that although Kalokairinos was cooperative and responsive 

to the interests of foreign archaeologists during the initial years following his excavation at Knossos, the 

subsequent decades and political climate of the island changed his overall disposition towards their 

presence and involvement with the island—politically and socially.  

Kalokairinos had every intention to continue where his excavation ended, and his enthusiasm 

to share results prematurely with foreign excavators had the unintended consequence of their 

determination to secure the proper finances and legal entitlement to the site. Kalokairinos’ inability to 

                                                
55 Cf. Varouchakis 2015: 147, fn 155: “In the first book of his History, Thucydides claims that during the reign of King 
Minos, Cretan prominence stretched across the Aegean Sea. This passage was projected upon the archaeological record of 
Cretan prehistory by many of the first and second generation of ‘Minoan’ archaeologists, both Western and Greek, from Sir 
A. J. Evans to S. Marinatos and N. Platon. For a broad view on the history of the concept, cf. Hägg and Marinatos 1984.” 



 - 172 - 

finish his work did not deter his lifelong commitment to the ancient civilization of Crete, later to be 

identified commonly as “Minoan.” This is evident through his continued interaction with 

archaeological officials, his law school dissertation, the Cretan Archaeological Journal, and his lawsuit 

against Arthur Evan in 1907. We will revisit the topic of Kalokairinos’ lawsuit in a later section, but it is 

important to first distinguish the types of competition he encountered once the site garnered attention 

from his initial finds in the late 1870s. One of the most potentially overlooked competitors for this site 

was the German archaeologist Heinrich Schliemann. 

 

HEINRICH SCHLIEMANN’S KNOSSOS  

Heinrich Schliemann’s failed proposition to excavate the site of Knossos goes beyond the limited 

narrative of a foreigner trying to “colonize” the Cretan archaeological terrain during a transitional period 

of the island’s political history. In fact, quite the opposite could be argued. Schliemann’s bid to obtain a 

permit for Knossos was rooted in the greater historical milieu of Cretan cultural heritage management. 

Personal correspondence—both incoming and outgoing—from the Heinrich Schliemann Papers at the 

Gennadius Library Archives allow insight into the local voice of Cretan archaeological groups and, 

arguably, they reflect a symbiotic relationship between foreign excavators and local intellectuals when 

excavations first began on the island.56 

Evidence of Schliemann’s interest to excavate on Crete goes as far back as 1885 when Ioannis 

Fotiadis had written to Schliemann to express his support (ΑΣΚΣΑ, 96.4.249: 1-2; fig. 26): 

 
 

                                                
56 The Schliemann Archives from the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, Gennadius Library Archives are as 
follows: Letters received by Schliemann (B); Original letters sent by Schliemann and drafts of Frank Calvert’s replies to him 
(BB); Copies of Schliemann’s outgoing correspondence (BBB). 
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Chania, 22nd of April 1885 
To: Mr. Heinrich Schliemann; in Athens 

General Administration of Crete 
 

Honorable friend, || After I received with great joy your erudite letters dated to the 12th of this 
month, I come to declare to you as an answer that, since the General Assembly of Cretans will 
meet in a few days, I want to rush and submit my support—with all my strengths—for your 
proposal about excavations in Crete. || I reserve the right to announce in time to you the decision 
made, and I already take advantage of the occasion to express, once again, my great esteem to 
you. || As a willing friend, Ioannis Fotiadis.57 
 

Fotiadis and Schliemann had been in earlier correspondence with one another, since they discussed the 

particulars of a payment to be sent to the Greek National Bank (ΑΣΚΣΑ, 70.3.126; fig. 27). Despite his 

concerted efforts over several years, Schliemann was unable to secure the site because of overinflated 

property costs, miscommunication over negotiations, and an unstable political authority. Schliemann’s 

relationship with Fotiadis—whose tenure as Pasha ended in 1885—could only benefit Schliemann’s 

ambitions to excavate, since Fotiadis was connected to the Syllogos that regulated archaeological activity 

on Crete. 

In letters with colleagues like Frank Calvert, Rudolf Ludwig, Carl Virchow and Friedrich Max 

Müller, Schliemann expressed the additional difficulty he encountered with Cretan locals and 

archaeological officials. Schliemann’s correspondence with these colleagues or his interest in Knossos 

are more generally known to the academic community because of scholars like Ernst Meyer (1936, 1953, 

1958, 1969), Jan Driessen (1990, 2001), Curtis Runnels (2002), and Susan Heuck Allen (1995, 1999). 

However, most published accounts reveal only a limited narrative of this determination to secure what 

could have been one of Schliemann’s greatest accomplishments because they largely overlooked the 

Cretan perspective. For example, approximately 20 unpublished documents from Iosif Hatzidakis 

                                                
57 Translated from the Original Greek Text. Letter from Ioannis Fotiadis to Heinrich Schliemann, 22.04.1885, p. 1-2; 
ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Ερρίκου Σλήμαν, Σειρά Β: Αλληλογραφία, 96.4.249. 
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to Heinrich Schliemann between June 1886 - August 1889 demonstrate the close correspondence 

needed between foreign archaeologists and local Cretans in order to excavate a site and have yet to be 

published. Iosif Hatzidakis, who was the president of the local educational society—the Filekpaideftikos 

Syllogos—represents part of the Cretan perspective, since he served as a liaison between Schliemann and 

the landowners of Kefala Hill.58  

 Communication began with Hatzidakis in 1886, but Schliemann’s struggle to excavate Knossos 

was part of a long, almost five-year battle. There were four main obstacles standing in Schliemann’s way: 

1. no archaeological laws existed specifically for Crete regarding personal property and land acquisition 

for excavations—only the Antiquities Law under the Ottoman Empire and principles set forth by the 

Syllogos; 2. the property of Kefala Hill was privately owned by multiple individuals; 3. competing 

interests; and 4. unstable government authority. The correspondence between Schliemann and 

Hatzidakis complements his letters to colleagues that are more known to the academic community but, 

more importantly, reveal the local voice of Cretan archaeological groups during a transitional period of 

the island’s history. Even though Schliemann’s objective may not have been to advance the scientific 

visibility of Cretan archaeology to secure international attention for the island’s antiquities, it was 

undoubtedly one of the reasons why Cretans like Hatzidakis engaged with foreign archaeologists, like 

Schliemann, and entertained their pursuits. European excavators with access to resources, funding, and 

                                                
58 These handwritten letters between Iosif Hatzidakis and Heinrich Schliemann were reviewed at the Gennadius Library 
Archives in Summer 2014, Spring 2016 and Autumn 2017, and catalogued for future research pursuits. Additionally, 
Schliemann’s corresponding letters in the archive copybooks have been reviewed by the author of this dissertation in the 
hopes for a more substantial project in the future. For information regarding the acquisition history for the American School 
of Classical Studies at Athens, Gennadius Library Archives, Heinrich Schliemann Papers, refer to the following: Easton 1982: 
93-110; Kennel 2007: 785-817. 
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political networks were actively sought out during the first years of archaeological practice on the island 

– Schliemann being one of them.59   

In a letter from Heinrich Schliemann to Friedrich Max Müller on the 22nd of May 1886,60  

Schliemann recounts how he personally examined the sites of Knossos with Mr. Dörpfeld and found 

mainly “potsherds and ruins” dating to the Roman period. In this noninvasive and unofficial 

“archaeological survey,” nothing remarkable was visible above ground (ASCSA, 22.05.1886: 1; fig. 28): 

…above ground, which might be referred to [as] the so called heroic age, — not even a fragment 
of terracotta — except on a hillock, almost of the size of the Pergamos of Troy, which is situated 
in the middle of the town and appears to us to be altogether artificial. Two large wellwraught 
blocks of hard limestone, which were peeping out from the ground and looked like tombs, 
induced Mr. Minos Kalokairinos of Heraclion to dig here ^6 years ago^ five holes in which came 
to light and an outerwall and parts of walls of with antae of a vast edifice, similar to the 
prehistoric palace of Tiryns, and apparently of the same age, for the pottery found in it is 
perfectly identical with that found in Tiryns and ^in^ the royal sepulchres at Mycenae.61 
 

Kalokairinos’ excavations, which Schliemann reported as two meters deep, would yield more relevant 

finds in the deeper strata, and Schliemann was excited by the prospect of excavating this site. In the same 

letter to Müller, Schliemann wrote (ASCSA, 22.05.1886: 1-2; fig. 28): 

I have therefore resolved to excavate this hillock systematically and to put off the Acropolis of 
Mycenae until Κνωσσὸς is done. Dr. Dörpfeld will serve me in both works as architect. As I work 
from pure love for science and give up the finds to the Museum at Heraclion, I have not the 
slightest difficulty to get the permission to excavate at Κνωσσὸς, or wherever I like in Crete. On 
the contrary, my arrival in Crete was || produced a storm of enthusiasm in the better classes of 
the Greek population, and as soon as the Cretan parliament meets (say at the end of July) a law 
will be made for the expropriation of lands for archaeological scientific explorations, so that the 
hillock in Knossos may be had at a low price, for otherwise the proprietors think their lands are 

                                                
59 Regarding Schliemann’s visit to Crete in 1860 and the first excavation at Knossos, refer to Gran-Aymerich 2007: 279-280.  
60 For an analysis of Schliemann’s letters to Friedrich Max Müller, see Meyer 1969: 75-105. Specifically for a transcribed 
version of Schliemann’s letter, see Meyer 1969: 104-105, letter 34 (69). For this dissertation, the original letter was consulted 
at the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, Gennadius Library Archives, Heinrich Schliemann Papers; Series BB, 
Original Letters, 4.2 (b): 68. 
61 Letter Transcribed from Heinrich Schliemann to Friedrich Max Müller 22.05.1886, p. 1; ASCSA, Gennadius Library 
Archives, Heinrich Schliemann Papers, Series BB, Original Letters, 4.2 (b): 68, 1. 
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goldmines and ask monstrous prices. So f.i. a miller on the site of Gortyn asked me £2000 for a 
piece of ground which is not larger than your house. 62 
 

Schliemann’s letter exhibits an evident level of overconfidence. Ultimately, Schliemann was unable to 

secure the rights to excavate Knossos and expressed frustration with the site’s proprietors and their 

overvaluation of land. His assumption was that the archaeological laws being revised were aimed at 

devaluing the personal property of Cretans for archaeological—or rather “scientific”—explorations, 

which would benefit him directly.  

Schliemann maintained that his love for “science” was genuine and that he would donate all 

finds to the archaeological Museum, but we cannot overlook that this proclamation was more than likely 

disingenuous.63 I say this because of two letters in particular from the Syllogos president Iosif Hatzidakis 

addressed to Schliemann—the first dating to the 14th of June 1886 and the second to the 25th of 

October 1886. In the first letter (ΑΣΚΣΑ, 98.6.303), Hatzidakis indicates that Schliemann requested 

50% of all his finds from the excavations, which is not something the Syllogos was willing to honor (fig. 

29). In fact, if Schliemann were to excavate, he would not be entitled to any antiquities or finds. Under 

the Syllogos’ current regulations, only objects that were deemed to lack scientific knowledge could leave 

the island under proper permission. Granted, the exact definition of scientific utility is not expressed in 

documents publicly submitted by the Syllogos, but it is clear that the objective and intention was to 

safeguard antiquities on the island.  

                                                
62 Letter Transcribed from Heinrich Schliemann to Friedrich Max Müller 22.05.1886, p. 1-2; ASCSA, Gennadius Library 
Archives, Heinrich Schliemann Papers, Series BB, Original Letters, 4.2 (b): 68, 1-2. An additional transcription of this letter 
can be found secondarily through Driessen 1990: 25. 
63 Refer to the letter from Heinrich Schliemann to Rudolf Ludwig Carl Virchow 09.12.1888, in Meyer 1936: 281, no. 196. 
In this letter, Schliemann expressed his disappointment for all the archaeological finds having to be given over to the 
Archaeological Museum in Crete. 
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In the second letter (ΑΣΚΣΑ, 99.4.565: 1-2), Hatzidakis addresses rumors and false accusations 

that the Syllogos had, in fact, allowed antiquities to leave the possession of the Syllogos and fall into the 

hands of Italian-archaeologist Federico Halbherr,64 who at that time was working on the Idaion Andron 

and then later at Gortyn (fig. 30): 

Some time ago you had written to me that in order to thank Mr. Halbherr we had given him, as 
a gift, some of the findings at Idaion, but I forgot to answer to you about that. I already can assure 
you that Mr. Halbherr received nothing at all from the Idaion findings, not as a donation and 
he did not buy anything. Maybe you believed that we donated some to Mr. Halbherr because 
you saw some of the Idaion findings at Mr. Gillieron’s. But, they always belong to the Museum 
of the Association and they are already returned to their place. || Have health, Iosif Hatzidakis.65 
 

In this letter, we see that Hatzidakis addresses Schliemann’s accusation that Halbherr received finds 

from the Idaion as a gift. Perhaps Schliemann saw artifacts from the cave of Idaion at Mr. Gilliéron’s 

residence,66 but these all belonged to the Museum of the Association and had been returned accordingly 

by the time Hatzidakis wrote his letter. Certainly, Schliemann was under the impression that he should 

be able to keep a portion of the finds if he excavated, but this was a non-negotiable term for the Cretans. 

All antiquities were to remain on the island unless they were identified as lacking scientific utility—so 

ideally, we can assume that the Syllogos had the community’s best interest in mind in preserving Cretan 

cultural heritage, and Hatzidakis’ letter to Schliemann is a demonstration of this. 

The question one may be asking is why Schliemann would need to go through an educational 

society to try and excavate Kefala Hill? That is because it was not until the 18th of June 1899—over two 

decades after Kalokairinos’ initial excavation—that an archaeological law for the island was created and 

                                                
64 For information about Federico Halbherr, refer to La Rosa 2000a, 2000b, & 2004. 
65 Translated from the Original Greek Text. Letter from Iosif Hatzidakis to Heinrich Schliemann 25.10.1886, p. 1-3; 
ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Ερρίκου Σλήμαν, Σειρά Β: Αλληλογραφία, 99.4.565, σ. 1-2. 
66 Émile Gilliéron [1850–1924] was an archaeological draftsman from Villeneuve, Switzerland, who was accomplished for 
his reconstructions of Mykenaean and “Minoan” artifacts like those uncovered at Tiryns and the Idaion Cave (MacGillivray 
2000: 186-187). 
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voted upon under the newly formed Cretan State. Therefore, when Hatzidakis became the Syllogos’ 

president he encouraged the group to safeguard, collect, and display the island’s antiquities; this 

objective became evident from his letters to Schliemann starting from the 3rd of June 1886—before this 

archaeological law—when Schliemann returned from his trip to Crete.  

When Schliemann was negotiating to excavate the site, he was making advanced business 

preparations on Crete for his project. In Schliemann’s letter to Müller, he considers hiring Cretan 

laborers as a first priority, but states that laborers would need to be imported if he were to begin—

hypothetically—his excavations in November 1886 because the olive season was expected “to be the 

largest on record,” and local labor would be needed in the fields.67 Schliemann’s statement, however, 

cannot be substantiated regarding 1886 as the largest yield predicted on record, and Schliemann could 

have used the predicted agricultural production as an excuse to outsource his labor. Most probably, his 

intention was to employ foreign workman from the beginning—with or without a local labor shortage. 

Schliemann’s personal correspondence would suggest that he had control over the labor he would use 

for his excavation at Knossos allowing him to systematically excavate where Kalokairinos was unable to 

succeed.  

Schliemann went to Crete again in February 1889 with the intention of purchasing land for the 

Knossos excavations, but his trip was unsuccessful and a month later he reported that the transaction 

was “a no go” to his colleague Frank Calvert.68 In Schliemann’s letter to Rudolf Ludwig Carl Virchow,69 

                                                
67 Letter from Heinrich Schliemann to Friedrich Max Müller 22.05.1886, p. 1; ASCSA, Gennadius Library Archives, 
Heinrich Schliemann Papers, Series BB, Original Letters, 4.2 (b): 68, 2. 
68 Allen 1999: 218. Letter from Schliemann to Frank Calvert, 12.02.1889 and 16.03.1889. Copies can be found at ASCSA 
Gennadius Library Archives, Heinrich Schliemann Papers; Series BBB, Copybooks of Letters 41/232 and 41/259. 
69 Rudolf Ludwig Carl Virchow [1821-1902] was a German physician and “father of cellular pathology.” He was in 
correspondence with Schliemann and served as a medical advisor to him for progressive earaches and hearing loss. Virchow 
had suggested to Schliemann that he consult the otolaryngologist Professor Hermann Schwartze of Halle when the problem 
continued to intensify (Skoulakis, Papadakis, Stavroulaki, Drivas, & Valagiannis 2008: 576-577). 
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from Athens on the 17th of March 1889, he echoes some of the same sentiments as his previous letter 

from 1886 to Müller and his writings to Calvert. Schliemann’s letter to Virchow suggests that his trip to 

and from Crete was difficult this time around. Schliemann acknowledges that the “Spanish consul 

Minos Kalokairinos” had “brought to light” the excavation of Kefala Hill in 1877,70 but what is 

important about this letter is that it reveals the complications Kalokairinos encountered early on for the 

bid of the land. 40,000 francs was demanded for the site earlier in January, which included 888 olive 

trees. Three years prior, the whole estate as well as 2,500 olives was available for 100,000 francs. 

Schliemann found none of these price negotiations agreeable—even if he were to pay 80,000 francs for 

the whole site, or 32,000 francs for a portion of the land. Schliemann cited that the land of Kefala Hill 

was “...too much, to throwaway for a week [] of work, which benefits the Museum in Iraklio—down to 

the last potsherd.”71 For an excavator responsible for Mykenai, Tiryns, and Hisarlik, he underestimated 

the scale and magnitude of this site. Hatzidakis, in an additional letter to Schliemann (undated), 

informed Schliemann that the proprietor of the site wanted 100,000 piastres for the location identified 

as Knossos.72 Schliemann continued independently with his negotiations to secure the property for his 

excavations, without the help of Hatzidakis or the Syllogos. Such is evident in Schliemann’s letter to 

Virchow from Athens on the 9th of December 1888:  

                                                
70 Letter from Heinrich Schliemann to Rudolf Ludwig Carl Virchow 17.03.1889, in Meyer 1936: 282, no. 198. Worth noting 
is Driessen’s (1990: 22-24) assertion that Schliemann’s identification of “5 pits” does not correspond with Ernst Fabricius’ 
(1886) assessment about 12 pits. 12 pits could be a mistake for the 12 pithoi found, but if there were indeed 12 visible pits, 
that does not suggest that Kalokairinos was responsible for each of them.   
71 Translated from the German Text. Letter from Heinrich Schliemann to Rudolf Ludwig Carl Virchow 17.03.1889, in 
Meyer 1936: 283, no. 198. 
72 ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Ερρίκου Σλήμαν, Σειρά Β: Αλληλογραφία, 99.6.688, χ.χ. An additional reference to 
this account can be found in the letter from Heinrich Schliemann to Rudolf Ludwig Carl Virchow 17.03.1889, in Meyer 
1936: 283, No. 198: “The owner, who accompanied me, wants under no condition to give permission for excavation, but 
offers me the hill for the purchase of 100,000 fr, while 3 years ago this sum was for his whole estate, with 2,500 olive-trees, 
and even in January of this year he demanded for a part of the same [land] with 888 olive trees only 40,000 francs, and indeed 
the hill was included with it.” Translated from the German Text. 
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... I would like my life’s work to close with a great work in the field of Homeric geography, 
namely, with the excavation of the prehistoric palace of the kings of Κνωσός in Crete. I am now 
back in negotiation with the owner and hope to find a buyer for the rest of the estate, so that I 
have left the possession of the palace hill, which probably has the size of Hissarlik. 
Unfortunately, it will not be possible without great sacrifice and I have to give all finds to the 
museum in Ήράκλειον. The science, however, would gain more through this work as the greatest 
work that I could do in 100 years in Egypt… || I came back yesterday from Sparta, Kalamas and 
Pylos, about which I will tell you later.73 
 

Miscommunication and oversight regarding expectations, pricing, and the legal ownership of Kefala 

were apparent. As indicated by Evans’ account from the 22nd of March 1894, Schliemann was interested 

in the purchase of the land but there appear to have been complications with the actual sale.74 Originally, 

Schliemann was under the impression that the site was owned by one proprietor, but this in fact was not 

the case as the proprietor he encountered was only in possession of a quarter of the land. Schliemann, 

not understanding the land’s legal situation, thought that Hatzidakis gave him false information or 

“deceived him”—as Maria Panagiotaki (2004a: 514) reports. Hatzidakis worked for an offer of 60,000 

piastres between the two proprietors, but Schliemann only agreed to 50,000 piastres. Eventually, 

Schliemann declined to uphold this offer after reading the agreements Hatzidakis had negotiated on his 

behalf. As we know, Schliemann never secured any official endorsement from the Syllogos to excavate 

sites related to King Minos and the ancient civilization of Crete. Indeed, buying the property of Kefala 

Hill and obtaining excavation permits was a difficult process even for Arthur Evans. After Schliemann’s 

death on the 26th of December 1890 at the age of 68,75 more serious considerations were made for the 

purchasing of the land once the political situation of the island stabilized.   

 
 

                                                
73 Translated from the Original Text. Letter from Heinrich Schliemann to Rudolf Ludwig Carl Virchow 09.12.1888, in 
Meyer 1936: 281, no. 196.  
74 Panagiotaki 2004a: 514. 
75 For a comprehensive overview regarding the possible disease that afflicted Schliemann (i.e. left temporal lobe abscess, 
cholesteatoma, tuberculosis of the ear, etc.), see Skoulakis, Papadakis, Stavroulaki, Drivas, and Valagiannis 2008: 575-580. 
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Figure 26. Letter from I. Fotiadis to H. Schliemann, 22.04.1885, p. 1-2; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Ερρίκου 

Σλήμαν, Σειρά Β: Αλληλογραφία, 96.4.249. 
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Figure 27. Letter from H. Schliemann to I. Fotiadis and the Response, 1/13.04.1885, p. 1; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, 

Αρχείο Ερρίκου Σλήμαν, Σειρά Β: Αλληλογραφία, 70.3.126. 
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Figure 28. Letter from H. Schliemann to F. Max Müller, 22.05.1886, p. 1-2; ASCSA, Gennadius Library 

Archives, Heinrich Schliemann Papers, Series BB, Original Letters, 4.2 (b): 68. 
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Figure 29. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to H. Schliemann, 14.06.1886, p. 1-2; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Ερρίκου 

Σλήμαν, Σειρά Β: Αλληλογραφία, 98.6.303. 
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Figure 30. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to H. Schliemann, 25.10.1886, p. 1-3; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Ερρίκου 

Σλήμαν, Σειρά Β: Αλληλογραφία, 99.4.565. 



 - 186 - 

EVANS AT KNOSSOS 
 
Evans arrived at Candia (Iraklio) on the 15th of March 1894 and visited the site of Knossos four days 

after his arrival, meeting beforehand with the Italian Vice-Consul and local apothecary Kyrios Ittar, who 

was a “partner” of Iosif Hatzidakis.76 In Evans’ account, he remarked that:  

By his help [Ittar] I found that Halbherr had just left for Canea: annoying. Ittar said that Joubin 
had prospected [] Knossos for the French and c[a]me to an agreement with one proprietor, but 
the pretensions of the other were too exorbitant. Thought Hamdi Bey would come to Crete ‘to 
make archaeological exploration of the island.’77 
 

 At this time, the land was owned by two Turkish proprietors in common: Zehra-Ülfet Hanim,78 who 

owned approximately one-fourth of the land, and Sami Bey Liatif-zade’s heirs (one daughter and three 

sons,), who owned the remaining land.79 According to Panagiotaki’s research (2004a: 515-516) on the 

sale and purchase of Kefala Hill through Contract 160, written in Ottoman-Turkish, the document 

verifies that Evans had purchased one-quarter of Kefala Hill. The contract, for an unspecified piece of 

                                                
76 J. Evans 1943: 310; Panagiotaki 2004a: 513. For a comprehensive understanding of the long process for the land 
negotiations between Evans and all proprietors that ended finally in February 1900, consult Panagiotaki 2004a: 513-536 & 
Panagiotaki 2004b: 565-580. 
77 Journal entry of Arthur Evans, as cited in J. Evans 1943: 310-311; cf. Driessen 1990: 30. 
78 Zehra-Ülfet Hanim was the daughter of Na’lband Hasanaki Hadjii Mehmet Aga and married to Husein Bey Xirasanaki. 
According to Panagiotaki 2004a: 514, fn 4: “...her property is registered at the Herakleion Land Registry under number 808 
in Books 6-7, 10, 18, 20, 30, 32[]. Apart from the one quarter share she sold to Evans, she owned three more pieces of land 
in the area of Makritikhos, one at Bokhandiri, one at Ellenika and one at Vlykhia (of about 20 muzouria each). The piece at 
Ellenika is next to land of the heirs of Sami Bey Liatif-zade. On 12 September 1894 she retained Nikolaos Stavrakis of Chania 
to develop or sell this land: Herakleion Land Registry contracts 11849, registered under 9495 (Book 30), and 5864, registered 
under 1039 1 (Book 32): the second contract renews the agreement and records that development of this land would be ̔ υπό 
αρχαιολογικήν έποψιν’.” 
79 Panagiotaki 2004a: 513-514, fn 4-5; see additionally J. Evans 1943: 319 regarding A. Evans’ negotiation attempts in 1895 
for the additional three-quarters of Kefala Hill. According to Panagiotaki 2004a: 517: “Sami Bey Liatif-zade and Fatume 
Tsalikopoula had three sons Esat, Fazil and Midhat and a daughter Mevended, later married to Fazil Toutountzi-zade 
(Stavrinidis cites Vikelaia Library 379 and 543 and KA 6 File A18, and Archanes Land Registry 11450 [428] and 1842 [429]). 
A lovely, happy family one might think, until 5 Zelhitze 1302 or 26 August 1885, when Sami Bey died (Stavrinidis cites VL 
379 and 730). According to Nikolaidis’ account, ‘the notorious Sami Bey committed suicide in his house because of his 
monomania’ (Parlamas 1949, 239). || Mehmet Said Bey Tsalik-zade or Tsalikakis, uncle of the children on their mother’s 
side, became their guardian, as they were not of age (Ierodikeion [Court] decision of 14 Filhitze of 1302 [= 1885], signed by 
Judge Ahmet Neset effendi). Other documents to mention the guardianship are Vikelaia Library 177 [Book Zi], 949 [Book 
Z3], 4330 [Book Z6], 4364 [Book Z8] and 941 1- 4 [Book Z23]).17.” 
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land at Kefala Hill, was signed as part of a Land Registry on the 5th of September 1894 with Antonios 

Hazzidakis-Nivas, a prominent lawyer from Candia, as Evans’ representative.80 Evans was able to make 

new negotiations with the owners of the site on the 1st of May 1896 when he authorized Hazzidakis-

Nivas to offer 125,000 piastres for Kefala Hill during his absence in England. The site was then 

auctioned on the 9th of June 1896.81 The heirs of Sami Bey Liatif-zade owned in scale approximately 50 

muzouria of land, which is roughly 25,000 to 50,000 square meters.82 The other proprietors who owned 

the additional three-quarters of Kefala Hill did not negotiate with Evans until later.83     

Xanthoudides and Hatzidakis had drafted a projet de loi that was signed by Prince George and 

published on the 18th of June 1899 in the Official Newspaper of the Cretan State in Chania,84 and 

published on the 21st of June 1899 under Law Article 24. Within the articles of this statute, schools as 

well as academies were given the authority to excavate under the approval of the Cretan Government 

and the Ephor of the Archaeological Council (Article 10). Of importance for land ownership was Article 

3, which established that it is the Cretan State which owns land containing ancient buildings and the 

proprietor is only entitled for compensation for the land itself and not anything related to the monetary 

                                                
80 Panagiotaki 2004a: 515-516. 
81 Panagiotaki 2004a: 519. According to J. Evans (1943: 321), “[b]y the autumn of 1896 the Cretan insurrection, that had 
flared up with the heat, was officially over, and Arthur Evans in England and Hadjidakis in Crete were immediately occupied 
in collecting funds for its victims. The sessions of the law courts were still suspended, and there was no chance of getting 
farther with the acquisition of the rest of the Knossos site. Indeed in September the co-proprietors were making trouble, and 
trying to force Evans to re-sell his quarter share. Hadjidakis patiently negotiated on Evans’ behalf, and on December 29, 1896, 
was able to write that they were now willing to sell their share for some £675.” 
82 Panagiotaki 2004a: 514. For more information regarding geomorphology on this topic, see Stavrinidis 1975: 397, n. 2. 
83 One of the other proprietors was: “Ali Sami Bey Liatif-zade or Liatifaki or Agazade Ali Bey efendi or Hatjii Fazlizade 
Avdullatif (the last name is recorded by Stavrinidis 1986 - Vikelaia Library KA [= Kωδικός Αριθμός] 6, file A18; but VL 
document 730 refers to him as Ali Sami Bey Hatjii Fazlizade son of Suleiman Avdulliatif) was a very wealthy man,” and a vast 
majority of his fortune was derived from soap production and exportation from his factories in Candia (Panagiotaki 2004a: 
516). 
84 Original copy and an alternative translation of this document can be found at: Varouchakis 2015: 213, 257-262 (Αριθμός 
Νόμου 24, 18.06.1899; Επίσημος Εφημερίς της Κρητικής Πολιτείας, Χανιά, 21.06.1899, Αριθμός 51 - Κωδικός αναγνώρισης: 
GRGSA-IAK_EFKRIP). 
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worth of antiquities found on the land.85 It was noted by Evans earlier in his journal entry from the 23rd 

of March that, “Xanthoudides thought that not-wanted specimens might be exported.”86 After the 

antiquities law was passed in June 1899, Evans’ prior agreement from 1896 was no longer valid at the 

price of 50,000 grosia (£400) because ancient buildings were identified at that location and, as a result, 

the Liatif-zade family and Mehmet Said Bey Tsalik-zade accepted the price of £200 for their three-

quarters of the land at Kefala on the 18th of February 1900.87 It was five days after this document was 

signed that Evans began his excavations at Knossos under the title of the vice-president of the Hellenic 

Society in London.88 Even though Evans retained permission to excavate this site, he still was under the 

supervision of Iosif Hatzidakis, as the Ephor of Antiquities, according to a document submitted by the 

council on Public Education and Religion on the 31st of March 1900 (ΑΜΗ, Αρχείο: Εισερχόμενα 1900; 

fig. 31): 

Halepa, 31st March 1900 
The Superior Administration of Public Education and Religion 

To Mr. Iosif Hatzidakis, Ephor of the Antiquities of Iraklio: 
 

Having granted to Arthur J. Evans, vice-president of the Greek Association at London the 
permission to conduct excavations at the position Kefala of the ancient town of Knossos 
accordingly to your expert opinion, we instruct you to supervise these excavations according to 
the Law about antiquities and taking care of the strict implementation of its ordinances. || The 
Councilor on Public Education and Religion. 

 

Throughout Evans’ ordeal to secure the proper permits and legal acquisition of Kefala Hill, Minos 

Kalokairinos never seemed to be given any serious consideration. It appears that foreign excavators with 

secured funds, experience, and institutional connections were sought to further excavate the site. They 

                                                
85 J. Evans 1943: 327. See Panagiotaki 2004a: 521 for a more comprehensive discussion about this matter. 
86 A. Evans quoted from J. Evans 1943: 327. 
87 Panagiotaki 2004a: 522. 
88 Panagiotaki 2004a: 522. 
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were welcomed, in some capacity, to excavate important archaeological sites, but were bound by the 

restrictions of the newly established Cretan State. Despite Kalokairinos’ absence from serious 

negotiations, however, he continued to maintain his strong interest in Cretan archaeology, serving as an 

advocate for cultural heritage. 

 

 
Figure 31. Letter from the Councilor on Public Education and Religion to I. Hatzidakis, 31.03.1900; ΑΜΗ, Αρχείο: 
Κιβώτιο 1 [Εισερχόμενα από το 1899-1910 | Φάκελλος Εισερχόμενων-Εξερχόμενων από 1900-1911] - Φάκελος - 

Εισερχόμενα 1900. 
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3.3 KALOKAIRINOS AS A CULTURAL HERITAGE ADVOCATE  

Although somewhat detached from the circle of Cretan archaeology after his initial excavation at 

Knossos, Kalokairinos was determined to remain relevant to archaeological discussions and devoted the 

remaining years of his life as an advocate for the preservation of Crete’s cultural heritage. This is evident 

partly by his letter to the Superior Administration of Public Education and Religion regarding the 

theater of Kydonia. Additionally, he submitted a letter on behalf of his family members and their 

adherence to the Law on Antiquities from 1899, and newspaper submissions criticizing Arthur Evans’ 

approach regarding modern Cretans and their ancient ancestors.  

At the beginning of Kalokairinos’ excavation during 1878/9, he accommodated foreigners and 

encouraged collegial dialogue, but this changed during the last decade of his life, when he began to 

observe the Great Powers’ presence on Crete as an affront (ΚΑΕ, ΒΔΒΗ 1013, 11.09.1906). 

Kalokairinos never lived to see Crete officially unify with Greece, and his remaining years were devoted 

to the “descendants of Minos.” He saw Crete’s political future as an opportunity to return to the ancient 

ways, where Cretans could “imitate the founding of the two legislative bodies, of the Parliament, and of 

the Ten Kosmoi, that is of the Senate.”89 Where Hatzidakis could be accused as a xenomanic, 

Kalokairinos could be considered just the opposite. In his later years, Kalokairinos used archaeology and 

the history of ancient Crete not as a strategy to secure European support, but as a vehicle to resist their 

continued involvement on the island once the Ottoman authorities were no longer in power. In this 

section, Kalokairinos’ later years are informed through four subsections, which define part of his legacy 

as the first excavator of Knossos: 1. Kalokairinos’ Petition, 2. Law School Dissertation: Kalokairinos and 

                                                
89 ΚΑΕ, ΒΔΒΗ 1013, 11.09.1906. Refer to the following sub-section: “Cretan Archaeological Journal.” 
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King Minos’ Laws, 3. Cretan Archaeological Journal; and 4. Kalokairinos’ Lawsuit Against Arthur 

Evans. 

 

KALOKAIRINOS’ PETITION 

In a letter to the Superior Administration of Public Education and Religion from the 11th of October 

1900, Kalokairinos expressed concern for the ancient theatre of Kydonia (Chania). He asked for the 

theatre to be excavated in order to benefit the residents of Chania—though not necessarily under his 

direction or direct involvement (ΑΜΗ, Αρχείο 1900-1910 κ’ 1911, Εισερχόμενα 1901; fig. 32):  

I have the honor to submit to you this letter in order to ask from you, since you are a friend of 
antiquities, not to let the ancient theatre of the city of Kydonia be banked up, which theatre 
until yesterday I could notice on the right of the street going up to the municipal garden and 
which they already have started to bank up in order to build a construction over it. This ancient 
Greek theatre, as Mr. Fr. Halbherr told me, if it is excavated, will become a jewel for the city of 
Chania, and it is proper for the banking up that has already started to be 
preempted/forestalled.90 
 

Kalokairinos’ letter reflects his dedication to the preservation of visible monuments in the city, even 

when he was still pursuing a law degree. He exhibits a concern for Cretan antiquities that dated to 

centuries after the collapse of the Minoan civilization, and he recognized their importance for 

contemporary Cretans and their future. It is not clear what authority Kalokairinos possessed that might 

influence the granting of a permit to excavate the Kydonia theatre, but his letter is no less a testament to 

his continued commitment to Cretan cultural heritage even after his excavation ended in the late 

1870s.91 

                                                
90 Translated from the Original Greek Text. M. Kalokairinos to Superior Administration of Public Education and Religion, 
11/24.10.1900; ΑΜΗ, Αρχείο: Κιβώτιο 1 [Εισερχόμενα από το 1899-1910 | Φάκελλος Εισερχόμενων-Εξερχόμενων από 1900-
1911]– Φάκελος - Εισερχόμενα 1901. 
91 The theatre of Kydonia was preserved until the Venetians dismantled this structure to use its materials for their 
fortification walls in 1583. In this letter, Kalokairinos must have been referring to what existed of the theatre in 1900. This 
theatre would have been constructed by the Romans from their conquest of the city after 69 BCE under the Roman consul 
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Regarding inscriptions from the Venetian era in Crete, Kalokairinos wrote a declaration on 

behalf of his relatives, the Krassakis, to the Ephor of Antiquities about inscriptions found on their 

personal property in Crete. His letter, submitted on the 13th/25th of December 1900, documents 

specific items recovered from this property belonging to the heirs of G. Krassakis, who had been away in 

Athens and unaware of the exact Cretan Law on Antiquities from 1899. Hence, Kalokairinos submitted 

the items found during the reconstruction of the building following the devastating Ottoman attacks in 

Iraklio on the 25th of August 1898, which then prompted the British to force the Turkish army to leave 

the island in November 1898 (ΑΜΗ, Αρχείο 1900-1910 κ’ 1911, Εισερχόμενα 1901; fig. 33):  

Upper left side of the document:  
Declaration of Minos Kalokairinos to Mr. Ephor of Antiquities about tomb inscriptions of the Venetian era found 
on the field of the heirs of G. Krassakis, in the district Vezyr Tzami, near the street “Eleutherias.” 

 
Lower left side of the document: [inscriptions] copied by the honorable professor of Venetian archaeology. 
Reserving my rights, I should declare to you every other inscription found during the rebuilding of the construction 
which was burnt during the historical events of the 25/6 August 1898.  
M. A. Kalokairinos 
Iraklio 13/25 December (XII) 1900 

 
Right side of the document: 
I myself, following the orders of the heirs of G. Krassakis who live in Athens and taking under consideration the 
time that the law grants for those absent from the island of Crete and not knowing the publication of the Law on 
Antiquities of 1899, I request the honor to submit to you this declaration according to the published Law on 
Antiquities of 1899 for tomb inscriptions of the Venetian era found in their possession, written in Latin letters, 
and which were the following:  

 
Inscription placed in the threshold of the interior door.  
Another one walled up in a water-tank/cistern. 
Another one, circular and walled up in a doorway, dated to 1595. 
Two parts forming a tomb inscription, dated to 1417. 
A part of an inscription. 
A crown of an inscription [means a pediment], a tomb part. 

 
        The designee under the orders of the heirs of G. Krassakis, 
                                  M. A. Kalokairinos92 
 

                                                
Quintus Caecilius Metellus Creticus and was in use until about 330 CE. For further information on Quintus Caecilius 
Metellus Creticus and the Cretan expedition, see Yardley and Barrett’s (2011: 51-59, 73) translation of Velleius Paterculus. 
92  Translated from the Original Greek Text. Letter from M. Kalokairinos to the Ephor of Antiquities Regarding Antiquities 
and the Krassakis Family’s Land, 13/25.12.1900; ΑΜΗ, Αρχείο: Κιβώτιο 1 [Εισερχόμενα από το 1899-1910 | Φάκελλος 
Εισερχόμενων-Εξερχόμενων από 1900-1911]– Φάκελος - Εισερχόμενα 1901.  
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In these two mentioned letters, Kalokairinos demonstrates his dedication to archaeological service—

albeit indirectly. By the time of these submissions, Evans had already received the proper permits and 

land acquisition to begin his excavations at Knossos. Despite Kalokairinos’ inability to continue his 

excavations—due to politics, finances, and other uncontrollable events like the Ottoman raids in 

1897/8—he maintained his interest in securing a brighter future for Crete by means of excavations. This 

is evident further in his law school dissertation, which focused on the ancient Law Codes of King Minos 

and their applicability to modern Cretan society. 
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Figure 32. M. Kalokairinos’ letter to the Superior Administration of Public Education and Religion 11/24.10.1900, p. 1; 
ΑΜΗ, Αρχείο: Κιβώτιο 1 [Εισερχόμενα από το 1899-1910 | Φάκελλος Εισερχόμενων-Εξερχόμενων από 1900-1911] - 

Φάκελος - Εισερχόμενα 1901. 
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Figure 33. Letter from M. Kalokairinos to the Ephor of Antiquities (Regarding Antiquities and the Krassakis Family’s 

Land), 13/25.12.1900, p. 1; ΑΜΗ, Αρχείο: Κιβώτιο 1 [Εισερχόμενα από το 1899-1910 | Φάκελλος Εισερχόμενων-
Εξερχόμενων από 1900-1911] - Φάκελος - Εισερχόμενα 1901. 
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LAW SCHOOL DISSERTATION: KALOKAIRINOS AND KING MINOS’ LAWS  

Even decades after his excavation, Kalokairinos dedicated himself to the studies of King Minos. At the 

age of 58—after three attempts—Kalokairinos submitted his law school dissertation on the 27th of May 

1901 for the University of Athens, which is a testament to his continued efforts to ensure recognition 

for his excavation.93 This dissertation entitled Legislation of King Minos of Crete on Impropriety in the 

Constitution dealt primarily with two premises. First, that King Minos’ laws influenced the Law Code 

of Gortyn. Second, that the Constitution of the Cretan State issued in 1899 needed to be reviewed in 

order to reflect some of these ancient laws because the current Cretan Constitution was based on the 

Greek Constitution of 1864 (fig. 34).94 According to Kalokairinos, the Greek Constitution of 1864 did 

not work properly, even though it was based on a repeal from 1844, which was voted against by the 

Cretan government and later revised.95 

During the submission of this dissertation, the people of Crete were divided politically. On the 

one hand, there were those who believed that the governance of the island should be under the leadership 

of one leader with superior authorities (i.e. Prince George). On the other hand, there were those Cretans 

who respected Eleftherios Venizelos as the unofficial leader, and they were calling for a new constitution 

                                                
93 Kalokairinos was supported by the law faculty with his dissertation entitled Νομοθεσία τοῦ Βασιλέως τῆς Κρήτης Μίνωος 
περί ἀκοσμίας έν τῷ Συντάγματι for the University of Athens on 27.05.1901, but he was not sworn in and appointed as a lawyer 
until 1903: “παρ᾽ ἄπασι τοῖς ἐν Kρήτη Δικαστηρίοις” (Kopaka 1989/1900: 11, fn 15). See also Kopaka 2016: 24. 
94 At the time of Kalokairinos’ publication (1901: 6), the museum in France had within its possession a large pithos with 
geometric shapes in addition to two clay vases from the initial excavations. In this dissertation, Kalokairinos documents how 
he sent to Chevalier Clermont Ganneau, a member of the Institute of Paris, a copy of his report containing figures and maps 
of his excavations at Knossos. This was later modified to serve as a guide to Knossos titled Guide pour l’ancienne ville de 
Crète Cnossos (Kalokairinos 1901: 6; for a secondary mention of this work, see Kopaka 1995: 501-511). 
95 Kalokairinos 1901: 9. The recommendation of the Commission for the Cretan Constitution was that Prince George would 
be given executive authority and Governance over the land for a period of two years. As reported by the Launceston Examiner 
(14.2.1899), Prince George’s authority would be accompanied “…with the assistance of a partly nominated and partly elected 
Chamber. || Equal protection should be given to all religions, and the official language should be Greek” (an electronic 
reproduction of this periodical is available through: Examiner, Launceston, Tas.: Online, 1321-0971; Launceston, Tas.: 
James Aikenhead, 1842-1899). 
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with more freedoms—this eventually led to the Therisos movement in 1905 and the new constitution 

of Crete in 1907. Kalokairinos adhered to the authority of Prince George, as is evident from his 

dedication in the preface of his dissertation. Kalokairinos was calling for a change in the current 

constitution for the Cretan people, and he saw his presentation of King Minos’ law codes as a way to 

secure their support, potentially. As someone who had been marginalized in mainstream scholarship for 

decades, Kalokairinos spent the remaining years of his life trying to validate his work at Kefala Hill 

through various public and private platforms—one of those being the Cretan Archaeological Journal. 
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Figure 34. M. Kalokairinos’ Law School Dissertation, 27.05.1901, title & p. 5-7; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, 

Νομοθεσία τοῦ Βασιλέως τῆς Κρήτης Μίνωος περί ἀκοσμίας έν τῷ Συντάγματι /εναίσιμος διατριβή Μίνωος Α. Καλοκαιρινού, 
αριθμός: P165.1, κώδικας: 72811. 
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CRETAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL JOURNAL       

 From September 1906 until May 1907,96 Kalokairinos self-funded and edited thirteen issues of the 

Cretan Archaeological Journal.97 Within the first issue, Kalokairinos credited his approach in finding 

the Palace of Knossos to his extensive reading of Strabo, Herodotus, and Homer.98 Most likely, this 

newspaper served as an assertion of his qualifications for his Knossos excavations. More importantly, 

one of the clear objectives of this periodical was to publish results from Kalokairinos’ own excavations 

at Knossos in addition to commentary, references, reports, letters, and ordinances from other 

archaeologists invested in Cretan antiquity like William J. Stillman, Heinrich Schliemann, Iosif 

Hatzidakis, and Stefanos Xanthoudides.99  

The Journal may have published accounts about archaeological excavations and archaeologists, 

but it did not seem to attract their demographic as readers for the most part. As maintained by Antonis 

Kotsonas (2016: 300, fn 5), “[t]he list of subscribers does not include any Cretan or foreign 

                                                
96 Publications alternated between the cities of Iraklio and Chania. MacGillivray (2000: 240) suggests that this newspaper 
began in 1905, but I have found no evidence to support this earlier dating: “In 1905, he had begun publishing the 
Archaeological Newspaper of Crete, in which he reported on significant archaeological finds, beginning with his own, but in 
all the issues he never once mentioned Evans.” Evans, on the contrary, was cited in several newspaper editions including, but 
not limited to, a discussion about his archaeology under the content of subheading “ΑΙ ΜΗΤΡΑΙ ΤΟΥ 
ΠΑΛΑΙΟΚΑΣΤΡΟΥ ΣΗΤΕΙΑΣ ΥΠΟ ΣΤΕΦ. ΞΑΝΘΟΥΔΙΔΟΥ,” in Kρητική ᾽Αρχαιολογική ᾽Εφημερίς 15.05.1907 
(´Έτος Α’, Αριθμός. 10, τεύχος πρῶτον, σ. 75-76), Βικελαία Δημοτική Βιβλιοθήκη ῾Ηρακλείου ῾Υπουργείο Πολιτισμού (᾽Αρχεία 
– ΒΔΒΗ 1013). Although Evans’ excavations were not widely publicized within the Cretan Archaeological Journal, he was 
still acknowledged and referenced within this periodical.  
97 Kopaka 1989/1990: 25, fn 60. An original and complete source of this newspaper can be found at the Βικελαία Δημοτική 
Βιβλιοθήκη ῾Ηρακλείου ῾Υπουργείο Πολιτισμού (᾽Αρχεία – ΒΔΒΗ 1013), which is where I first accessed a corpus of this 
collection in Summer 2014. Additionally, one could find access to this highly limited version in print through the library of 
the British School at Athens and/or the Ιστορικό Αρχείο Κρήτης (for additional reference to source access, refer to Kotsonas 
2016: 300, fn 6). 
98 Kokologiannis, Το Βήμα, 21.12.2003. 
99 According to Kotsonas 2016: 300: “The Journal, which was written by Kalokairinos in its entirety, covers his excavation 
in Knossos, comments on monuments elsewhere at the site, reports on other excavations in Crete, and discusses Cretan 
mythology and history. Most of these issues are not closely relevant to this study, but the Journal includes invaluable 
information on the topography of Classical Knossos and allows the identification and contextualisation of known and 
unknown monuments of the Greek and Roman periods. These monuments largely escaped the attention of foreign travellers 
of the time, who commented only briefly on the antiquities of Knossos (e.g.  Moore 2010, 22, 28-9, 44, 66-8).” 
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archaeologist.”100 This assessment, however, is not entirely correct because included within the edition 

from the 11th of September 1906 was a catalogue of regular subscriptions, which shows individual 

patrons directly involved and impacted by Cretan archaeology like Joseph Demargne (no. 8, listed as an 

archaeologist);101 Stefanos Xanthoudides (no. 18, listed as the Ephor of Antiquities); and Iosif 

Hatzidakis (no. 23, listed as an Ephor of Antiquities; fig. 35). According to Maria Kokologianni’s 

summary about this newspaper for To Vima (21.12.2003):  

The reports sometimes contain columns with social and political news of Iraklio and of Crete, 
in general, advertisements and a list of the subscribers to the newspapers, which included 
prestigious members of the Cretan Society as well as “His Royal Highness Prince George of 
Greece,” “His Excellency Mr. Alexandros Zaïmis,” who was then High Commissioner of the 
Cretan State, and Emmanuel Chourdakis, Counselor of Education and Justice in Crete. This 
list and an encouraging letter from Bishop Ambrose Sfakianakis of Sitia, published within the 
third issue, show that the Cretan Archaeological Journal enjoyed sufficient appreciation among 
the public.102   
 

In addition to archaeologists and teachers, some of the subscribers (συνδρομητές) identified in the 2nd of 

October 1906 issue were politicians and lawyers like Georgios Mitsotakis (no. 71), Ioannis Perdikaris 

(no. 100), Eleftherios Venizelos (no. 104), and Konstantinos Foumis (no. 111) (fig. 36).103 The 

newspaper attracted subscribers from all different types of occupations, which indicates that Cretan 

archaeology interested the local population beyond the mere elites or those directly invested in the 

archaeological heritage of Crete.104  

                                                
100 Cf. Kopaka 1989-90: 20. 
101 Joseph Marie Mathieu Demargne [1870-1912] was a French archaeologist and Hellenist of the French School beginning 
from 1897. He first began excavations at the site of Goulas, ancient Lato, beginning in 1899/1990 (Demargne 1901, 1903; 
Momigliano 2002: 279, fn 71). 
102  Translated from the Original Greek Text. 
103 ΚΑΕ, British School at Athens Library, 11.09.1906, ´Έτος Α’, Αριθμός 2, τεύχος τρίτον. 
104 The demographic of subscribers to this newspaper is quite diverse in the sense that it catered to western archaeologists, 
Cretan politicians, and members of the upper class (both Christian and Muslim); ΚΑΕ, 11.09.1906, ´Έτος Α’, Αριθμός 1, 
τεύχος δεύτερον; Ιστορικό Αρχείο Κρήτης (I.A.K.) - Σειριακός αριθμός. 429, Φάκελος 24, Σειρά 1α. See also, Varouchakis 2015: 
136. 
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What is most striking about this limited series journal—written entirely by Kalokairinos 

himself—is that Kalokairinos petitioned its approval over thirty-years after his brief excavation at 

Knossos. By the start of this limited series, Kalokairinos’ law degree had been conferred. The logical 

progression of his career would have been to practice as an active attorney, but he invested instead in the 

Cretan Archaeological Journal. Therefore, it is necessary that we inquire into the underlying purpose 

that the Cretan Archaeological Journal served and what Kalokairinos might have gained from editing 

this genre of periodical in 1906. 

Kopaka (1989/1990: 14-15) points out that Evans’ excavations at Knossos had already begun 

half a decade before this newspaper was published, yet there exists no explicit mention of his excavations 

in the opening issues. Thus, we can probably assume that first, Kalokairinos published his reports from 

already existing documents that survived the fire of 1898 and were still in his possession at the time of 

this newspaper’s publication (source material); second, that Kalokairinos published this newspaper as a 

direct resistance to Evans’ excavations and as a means to keep his initial work relevant at a time of Crete’s 

history when Evans was receiving most of the international accolade for his later discoveries of the site 

(motivation); or third, that Kalokairinos published in order to advance his social mobility in the local, 

political community of Crete where he could use this periodical as a way to promote his political career 

and promote his ideology about Cretan cultural heritage. Alternatively, these rationales need not be 

mutually exclusive, and Kalokairinos may well have worked from his available results in order to offer 

competing interpretations to those of Evans.    
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Apart from its archaeological focus, this newspaper served as a platform to provide the political 

and social news of Crete, more broadly, in addition to advertisements.105 On the 16th of April 1907,  

Minos Kalokairinos wrote to the prosecutor, giving the names of parliamentary members whom he 

accused of conspiracy and crimes against the Cretan people—most prominent among the names were 

those of Antonis Michelidakis, listed first, the former president of the Cretan Assembly,106 and 

Eleftherios Venizelos, listed as no. 78 from Chania. The cause of this concern was a vote made for the 

Second Constitution of Crete published on the 8th of February 1907 in the Official Journal of the 

Cretan State.107 Kalokairinos believed this Constitution would have eliminated freedoms for the current 

Cretan population and cites these criminal acts under Articles 13, 134, & 131 in combination with 

Articles 57, 63, and 71 of the Criminal Law. Kalokairinos’ signature on the petition announces his 

intention to run as a Parliamentary Candidate for Iraklio. This declaration was republished on the 15th 

of May 1907 in the Cretan Archaeological Journal and served as an official announcement for his 

independent candidacy in the coming election later that year.  

In this public letter, Kalokairinos appeals to the Cretan patriot by evoking language connected 

with the distant past. For example, he accuses 126 parliamentary members of being “the child of the 

                                                
105 KokologianniΤο Βήμα, 21.12.2003. Aside from Το Βήμα directly, this article can be accessed through the electronic archive 
files of the Ελληνικό Λογοτεχνικό και Ιστορικό Αρχείο [(ELIA), Κωδικός άρθρου: B14047S182]. 
106 It was following the Therisos Revolt of 1905/6 that the Cretan Assembly had allowed a Constituent Assembly to be 
created, which was an agreement made between the former Therisos rebels and the Cretan Assembly. Of worthy note is that 
Antonis Michelidakis defeated Konstantinos Foumis by 34 to 31, voted in July 1907 as the elected president of the Cretan 
Assembly.  
107 Although the Constitution was published on 08.02.1907, the Constituent Assembly of Cretans passed the Second 
Constitution of Crete on the 02.12.1906, which stipulated reforms in the economy, health, education, public administration, 
and the military (Andrikakis, Candia News, 05.04.2015). The First Constitution of Crete was passed initially in 1899 and 
published in the newspaper Ακρόπολη, 12.03.1899: 4. In this Constitution, three bills were passed which ensured the 
protection of antiquities in Crete. See Varouchakis 2015: 97 for a discussion regarding foreign archaeological presence in 
Crete around the time of the 1899 Constitution; Βικελαία Δημοτική Βιβλιοθήκη ̔ Ηρακλείου ̔ Υπουργείο Πολιτισμού (᾽Αρχεία 
– ΒΔΒΗ 1013). 
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[many headed] Lernaian Hydra of Greece,” in his opening statement (ΚΑΕ, ΒΔΒΗ 1013, 15.05.1907; 

figs. 37 & 38):108 

I am not asking for your votes in order to fill my bag with money and to rob the state; but I ask 
for your vote for the sake of liberty, in order to enable me to remove and sweep away the many-
headed beast [the child of the Lernaian Hydra of Greece], which was created by the 
representatives of the Second Constituents of the Cretan Assembly from dealings […].109  
 

Kalokairinos took a stand against the current political ‘crisis’ that plagued the island internally. He 

emphasized the dangers of a “blank vote” and that, alternatively, voting with purpose could free the 

Cretans from their shackles of slavery, which he suggested existed: 

For this reason, friends and fellow-citizens, you must not give a blank vote to the 
proxies/representatives of the Second Constituent Assembly, who did to you this greatest harm. 
They subjugated you, they tied you with iron chains until they sold you as slaves to the foreigners 
with their disputes as though you were the peasants of Egypt (felachoi), whom they want to sell, 
the descendants of Minos, those who for 700 years fought for their freedom, knowing very well 
that the legislator Minos ordained that freedom is the most precious gift from God, but in order 
to preserve freedom there must be accord, equality and brotherhood whereas discord and avarice 
must disappear. || The salvation of your country and your freedom demands that this centralized 
and absolutist constitution must be replaced with a constitution similar to that Cretan one we 
had in 1899, and it must be like the constitutions of all Europe, constitutions that have a 
parliament and senate.110  
 

Kalokairinos’ petition urged the Cretan people to elect independent representatives and called for 

constitutional change—in effect, a more liberal constitution such as the one that was enforced on the 

                                                
108 For a secondary account of this event, see Andrikakis, Candia News, 05.04.2015.  
109  ΚΑΕ, ̓ Αρχεία – ΒΔΒΗ 1013, 15.05.1907, ̓̀ Έτος Α’, Αριθμός 12. Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Δὲν ζητῶ τὴν 
ψῆφόν σας διὰ νὰ γεμίσω τὴν σακκοῦλα μου χρήματα λῃστεύων τὴν πολιτείαν· ἀλλὰ ζητῶ τὴν ψῆφόν σας χάριν τῆς ἐλευθερίας, διὰ 
νὰ δυνηθῶ νὰ καταργήσω καὶ ἐξαφανίσω τὸ πολυκέφαλον θηρίον (τὸ παιδὶ της Λερνέας ´Ύδρας της ῾Ελλάδος) τὸ ὁποίον 
ἐδημιούργησαν οί κ.κ. πληρεξούσιοι της Βας [most probably: 2ας] Συντακτικῆς τῶν Κρητῶν Συνελεύσεως ἐκ συναλλαγῆς, […].” 
110  Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Διὰ τοῦτο φίλοι συμπατριῶται δεν πρέπει νὰ δώσητε ψὴφον λευκὴν εἰς τοὺς 
πληρεξουσίους τῆς Βας [most probably: 2ας] Συντακτικῆς Συνελεύσεως οἱ ὁποῖοι σᾶς ἔκαμον αὐτὸ τὸ μέγιστον κακόν· σας 
ὑπεδούλωσαν, σᾶς ἔδεσαν μὲ ἁλύσεις σιδηρὰς ἔως ὅτου νὰ σᾶς πωλήσουν δούλους εἰς τοὺς ξένους μὲ τὰς φιλονικείας των ὡς ἄλλους 
φελάχους, ποίους δὲ ζητοῦν νὰ πουλήσουν τοὺς ἀπογόνους τοῦ Μίνωος οἱ ὁποῖοι ἐπὶ 700 ἔτη αγωνίζονται διὰ τὴν ἐλευθερίαν των 
γνωρίζοντες πολὺ καλὰ ὄτι ὁ Νομοθέτης Μίνως ἐθέσπισε ὃτι ἡ ἐλευθερία εἶναι τὸ πολυτιμότερον ἐκ Θεοῦ δῶρον ἀλλὰ διὰ νὰ 
διατηρηθῇ ἡ ἐλευθερία πρέπει νὰ ὑπάρχῃ ὁμόνοια, ἰσότης καὶ ἀδελφότης καὶ νὰ ἐκλείψῃ ἡ διχόνοια καὶ ἡ πλεονεξία. || ῾Η Σωτηρία 
τῆς Πατρίδος καὶ τῆς ἐλευθερίας σας ἀπαιτεί νὰ ἀλλαχθή τὸ πολίτευμα αὐτὸ τὸ συγκεντρωτικὸν καὶ ἀπολυταρχικὸν διὰ πολιτεύματος 
ὁμοίου μὲ ἐκεῖνο τὸ ὁποῖον εἴχομεν τὸ Κρητικὸν τοῦ 1899 καὶ μὲ τὰ Πολιτεύματα ὅλης τῆς Εὐρώπης τὰ ὁποῖα ἔχουν βουλὴν καὶ 
γερουσίαν.” 
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3rd of September 1843.111 In his political platform, he accuses the absolutist government of interfering 

with justice and misappropriating money for its own personal use. In the above quotation, Cretans are 

referred to as “the descendants of Minos,” and this has significance since Kalokairinos attempted to 

appeal to the Cretans’ sense of pride in having a connection to the ancient legislator who “ordained that 

freedom is the most precious gift from God.” The current situation of Crete in 1907 is not what 

Kalokairinos envisioned for the Cretan people and he refers to King Minos as an example of the type of 

model to which the Cretan people must strive.  

 Kalokairinos supported a form of regional autonomy for Crete under a new “Greek 

Confederacy” that would function as a thalassocracy, similar to what he envisioned as the maritime reign 

of King Minos.112 Ultimately, Kalokairinos’ intention was to eradicate the control that foreigners had 

on the island. He wanted the Great Powers to be held accountable for future taxes in order to construct 

and maintain new ports and roads throughout Crete (KAE, BSA Library, 02.10.1906: 15-16; fig. 39): 

The Body of Laws of Minos is implemented in the United Kingdom of Great Britain, the most 
civilized of all European nations. The ones who implement the law (Νομοκράτορες) are the 
Lords, who go from county to county of the State and administer justice quickly and 
representatively, as it was once done in Crete. During the establishment of the Cretan State, the 
adopted Law about trivial disputes has some relevance to the legislatures of the Law of Crete, 
but still has to be improved in the implementation, since it aims at the election of 16 legislatures 
of the Law, and it is proper that some qualifications must be specified, so that the Law works 
properly towards the administer of justice and this is the way that the State is governed well—
the 16 legislators of the Law will go from one place of the island towards the other, permanently 
dealing with the trials of small claims, and issuing a decision on the same day for the convenience 
of the inhabitants of the island, who now are occupied with agriculture, and it is proper not to 
be obstructed from their agricultural labor.   

 
But I wish that the Cretans will take up shipping, like they had done during the time of Minos, 
which will bring many benefits to the State, so that it will be militarily and nautically organized 
and, together with the other states of the Greeks, Greece will become the ruler of the seas 
(θαλασσοκράτωρ). That is something that the members of the Second Constituent Assembly of 

                                                
111 ΚΑΕ, ᾽Αρχεία – ΒΔΒΗ 1013, 15.05.1907, ´Έτος Α’, Αριθμός 12. 
112 Refer to “3.2 Foreign Interest in Knossos: Knossos as a Foreign Enterprise.”  
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Crete, which is to be convened, can achieve by instituting justice on strong bases, as it was in the 
era of Minos, so that Crete, after having removed all the privileges of the European Forces, will 
be led into prosperity, by building ports and roads. Because, as long as justice exists, the 
immunity of the foreigners will be withdrawn, since it obstructs the collection of the money 
from port taxes and the taxes of road construction.113 
 

Kalokairinos’ political position is not necessarily related to his archaeological endeavors of the late 1870s 

but it demonstrates Kalokairinos’ eccentric, minority politics as what we could term perhaps a 

Minoite—someone who adheres to the legislative practices of King Minos by making the ancient laws 

relevant for contemporary purposes. Not only did he attempt to locate the Palace of King Minos, he also 

completed a legal dissertation on the legislative powers of King Minos in the early 1900s.114 Thus, we 

can recognize how his newspaper on Cretan archaeology was merely an extension of an already serious 

commitment to the ancient civilization of King Minos and its applicability during the island’s long 

process of unification with Greece. Kalokairinos’ dissertation developed the initial proposal of a political 

reform harkening back to the law codes of Minos, so it is not surprising that his law school beliefs would 

be applied to the Cretan Archaeological Journal.     

In one of the first editions of the Cretan Archaeological Journal, published on the 11th of 

September 1906 (refer again to fig. 35), the Councilor on Internal Affairs Antonios Katzourakis’ 

approval for the distribution of this newspaper was included. This approval was justified based on 

Kalokairinos’ previously submitted application from the 20th of August 1906 and its accordance with 

the law. Katzourakis’ official approval for this periodical was contingent on several factors: first, that 

Kalokairinos was at least 25 years of age; second, that Kalokairinos had never been charged with any type 

of criminal sentence involving the deprivation of his political rights; and third, that although 

                                                
113 Translated from the Original Greek Text. Additional references and an alternative, partial translation to this account can 
be found through Varouchakis 2015: 147 (subchapter 6.7, appendix a.b[II] 3, appendix b.5, & fig. 25). 
114 For an additional reference about this dissertation, refer to Kopaka 2016: 23-24. 
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Kalokairinos had declared bankruptcy in the past, his fortune was not deprived by the Cretan courts of 

the free administration.          

Kalokairinos’ bankruptcy must have been a high concern for the success and legitimacy of this 

newspaper. Katzourakis explains that Kalokairinos “was bankrupt by the former Greek Consular Court” 

and that this decision was rendered unfounded since he was a citizen of the Municipality of Iraklio at 

that time and, thus, identified as an Ottoman national—not as Greek.115 Because Crete was under the 

administration of the Cretan State during the submission of this application, the legal jurisdiction of 

Kalokairinos’ bankruptcy was questionable. If he filed for bankruptcy under the Cretan courts, then his 

application for this newspaper would have been dismissed. Because he declared bankruptcy under the 

former Greek Consular Court as an Ottoman citizen, the decision against him was no longer valid since 

the Ottoman control of the island had been renounced once the Cretan State was established in 1898.  

On the page following Katzourakis’ approval of Kalokairinos’ journal, Kalokairinos submitted 

a public statement intended to appeal to the subscribers of this periodical and their political interests 

regarding the current constitutional regime in comparison to the constitutional organization of ancient 

civilizations (ΚΑΕ, ΒΔΒΗ 1013, 11.09.1906): 

Of those said about constitutions in the second issue, a cause is given to the representatives so 
that they best regulate the constitutional regime of Crete, which they are about to review. I am 
also certain that, since the civilized European nations implemented, at the time of the 
Herakleidai, the ancient constitutional regime of the Greek federation, we, the Cretans, as 
descendants of Minos, want to imitate the founding of the two legislative bodies, of the 
Parliament, and of the Ten Kosmoi, that is of the Senate.116 I leave this to the patriotism of the 
representatives. || The publisher and the responsible author || M.A. Kalokairinos.117 

                                                
115 ΚΑΕ, ᾽Αρχεία – ΒΔΒΗ 1013, 11.09.1906, ´Έτος Α᾽, Αριθμός 1, τεύχος τρίτον, σ. 9. 
116 This is a reference to the ancient Cretan magistracy of the Kosmos. 
117  Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Ἐκ τῶν ἐν τῷ δευτέρῳ τεύχει εἰρημένων περὶ πολιτευμάτων, δἱδεται τοῖς κ. κ. 
Πληρεξουσίοις ἀφορμὴ ἵνα ἐπὶ τὰ βέλτιστα ρυθμίσωσι τὸ Συνταγματικὸν τῆς Κρήτης πολίτευμα τὸ ὁποῖον πρόκειται νὰ 
ἀναθεωρήσωσιν. Εἱμαι δὲ βέβαιος ὅτι ἀφοῦ τὰ ἐν Εὐρώπῃ πεπολιτισμένα εὐρωπαϊκὰ ἔθνη ἐφήρμοσαν τὸ ἀρχαῖον ἐπὶ ῾Ἡρακλειδῶν 
Συνταγματικὸν Πολίτευμα τῆς ῾Ἑλληνικῆς ὁμοσπονδίας, Βεβαἰως ἡμεῖς οἱ Κρῆτες ὡς ἀπόγονοι τοῦ Μίνωος θέλομεν μιμηθῆ τὴν 
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His newspaper came to an end on the 31st of May 1907 with the last issue published in Chania,118 and 

Kalokairinos passed away at the age of 64 on the 5th of October 1907 in Iraklio.119 There is conjecture 

as to why this newspaper series ended without lasting even a full year. It was perhaps because of his health 

or finances; though, most probably, it was because Kalokairinos needed to devote time and resources to 

his highly-publicized entrance into Cretan politics and the upcoming elections. One month after the 

final edition of the Cretan Archaeological Journal, Kalokairinos filed a lawsuit against Sir Arthur Evans 

over the purchase and use of Kefala Hill.  

We cannot assume that such timing was unintentional. In April 1907, Evans and Mackenzie  

returned from a brief hiatus to the west wing of the Palace to perform supplementary excavations prior 

to the final publication and, in July, publicized the most recent scientific discoveries in The Times.120 

During the months that followed this lawsuit, tensions escalated between Evans and Kalokairinos, but 

this was only a manifestation of the already present discontent among the Cretans that was reflected in 

newspapers and public reactions against foreigner interactions with individuals like Evans after the 

Cretan State had been established. 

 

                                                
ἵδρυσιν τῶν 2 νομοθετικῶν σωμάτων, τῆς Βουλῆς, καὶ τῶν δέκα Κόσμων ἤτοι τῆς Γερουσίας. Τοῦτο ἀνατίθημι εἰς τὸν πατριωτισμὸν 
τῶν κ. κ. Πληρεξουσίων. ῾Ὁ Εκδότης καὶ ὑπεύθυνος Συντάκτης. Μ. Α. ΚΑΛΟΚΑΙΡΙΝΟΣ.” 
118 ΚΑΕ, ᾽Αρχεία – ΒΔΒΗ 1013, 21.05.1907, ´Έτος Α᾽, Αριθμός 12, τεύχος πρῶτον. 
119 Kopaka 1898/1900: 11. 
120 MacGillivray 2000: 240, fn 157; The Times 15.07.1907, 8. Refer to MacGillivray for a short discussion regarding an 
engraved hematite bead seal of a lion supposedly found in the West Magazines by a worker. Evans’ report in The Times about 
“childish native law[s]” could be a reaction to the lawsuit that was filed by Kalokairinos in late June. 
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Figure 35. Copy of Cretan Archaeological Journal, 11.09.1906, p. 9; ΚΑΕ,´ Έτος Α᾽, Αριθμός 1, τεύχος τρίτον, Αρχεία – 

ΒΔΒΗ 1013. 
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Figure 36. Copy of Cretan Archaeological Journal from 02.10.1906, p. 16-17; ΚΑΕ, ´Έτος Α’, Αριθμός 2, τεύχος τρίτον, 

British School at Athens Library. 
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Figure 37. Copy of Cretan Archaeological Journal, 15.05.1907, p. 93, part 1; ΚΑΕ, ´Έτος Α᾽, Αριθμός 12, τεύχος τρίτον, 

᾽Αρχεία – ΒΔΒΗ 1013. 
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Figure 38. Copy of Cretan Archaeological Journal, 15.05.1907, p. 94, part 2; ΚΑΕ, ´Έτος Α᾽, Αριθμός 12, τεύχος τρίτον, 

᾽Αρχεία – ΒΔΒΗ 1013. 
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Figure 39. Copy of Cretan Archaeological Journal, 02.10.1906, p. 14-15; ΚΑΕ, Έτος Α’, Αριθμο ́ς 2, τεύχος δεύτερον, British 

School at Athens Library. 
 
 

KALOKAIRINOS’ LAWSUIT AGAINST ARTHUR EVANS 

One month after his newspaper issued its final publication, Kalokairinos filed a lawsuit on the 30th of 

June 1907 before the Court of the First Instance of Iraklio to assert land ownership against “Arthur 

Evans, archaeologist, English citizen, inhabitant of the city of Oxford of England and already staying 

here temporarily.”121 According to Kalokairinos’ lawsuit (fig. 40 & appxs. 6 & 7):122 

                                                
121  Lawsuit by M. Kalokairinos against A. J. Evans, 30.06.1907, p. 1; The Sir Arthur Evans Archive, Non-personal letters, no. 
89, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford. I am indebted to Professor Katerina Kopaka from the University of Crete at 
Rethymno for her generosity in sharing a copy of this document (in incomplete form), and to the Ashmolean Museum for 
their permission to duplicate this letter. For a short discussion on the lawsuit between Kalokairinos and Evans, see 
Varouchakis 2015: 146-147; 255, fn 226. 
122 Appendix 6 is an incomplete copy of M. Kalokairinos’ lawsuit against: A. J. Evans, 30.06.1907, from The Sir Arthur Evans 
Archive, Non-personal letters, no. 89, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford. Appendix 7, although not discussed 
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Three years ago, during the month of September 1904, the other party arbitrarily occupied the 
private field I owned containing ancient relics, which have been exported surreptitiously. He 
withholds and stealthily exports [them] abroad, and he makes use of them by having them 
illegitimately as his own objects. While, according to the current Law of Antiquities, all these 
ancient relics, all of them without any excluded, belong exclusively to the Cretan State, and for 
this misappropriation I want to denounce the above adverse party before the competent 
authority.123 
 

Evans attempted to amend the problem by purchasing the land from Kalokairinos, but he was unable to 

manage a successful or satisfying resolution since Kalokairinos passed away a few months later.124 The 

problem was that Kalokairinos “willingly” and “voluntarily” donated this property to the Cretan State 

because under the Cretan Archaeological Law, antiquities found must remain part of the State: 

…antiquities found—on indemnity of the proprietor of the soil itself, valuated as a field—must 
remain always as an indefeasible property of the Cretan State, where there are the relics of the 
Akropolis of Knossos and the regal palaces of Minoas next to it • which I first discovered during 
the year 1878, that is when I donated the value of the mentioned above property of mine, as field 
and containing olive-trees, of one thousand drachmas (1,000).125  
 

In this accusation, Evans not only occupied the physical space of Kalokairinos’ fields but also removed 

ancient relics from the land and generated revenue, supposedly, from the 54 counted olive trees. 

Kalokairinos claimed that Evans’ excavation on his field violated the terms of his original land donation 

to the Cretan State, which was meant to explicitly safeguard any found antiquities from 

misappropriation. Kalokairinos additionally demanded that Evans pay for his judicial costs and fines, 

                                                
within the dissertation itself, provides two copies and partial translations of different land agreements for the purchase of 
Knossos: Deed 645, from 17.11.1891 (Appendix 7.1.1-4) and Deed 1795, from 19.11.1892 (Appendix 7.2.1-2). Both of 
these documents are from the British School at Athens Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London, Inventory-MISC, Box 
11, Knossos (uncatalogued): Purchases of land by Sir Arthur Evans, “Τίτλοι ἰδιοκτησίας ἐπί τῶν ἀρχαιοτήτων τῆς “Κνωσσοῦ” 
τῆς ἐν ᾽Ἀθήναις ᾽Ἀγγλικής ᾽Ἀρχαιολογικής Σχολής.”  
123 Translated from the Original Greek Text.  
124 See MacGillivray 2000: 240. 
125 Translated from the Original Greek Text. Lawsuit by M. Kalokairinos against A. J. Evans, 30.06.1907, p. 2-3; The Sir 
Arthur Evans Archive, Non-personal letters, no. 89, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford. 
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including the fee of the pertinent bailiff’s own attorney.126 According to Sandy MacGillivray (2000: 

240): “Evans’s Cretan lawyer assured him that Kalokairinos was known locally as a malcontent, but 

Evans feared the trouble that the case, in which he was clearly in the wrong, and the adverse publicity it 

would generate, could bring for him in Crete and Greece. But before the matter was discussed, 

Kalokairinos died and passed into obscurity.”127 The lawsuit had more profound implications than 

merely Evans’ using Kalokairinos’ land. No quick solution existed to the problems highlighted within 

this lawsuit, and MacGillivray has argued that Kalokairinos carried resentment about his exclusion from 

Cretan archaeology and his lack of acknowledgement for being the first excavator at Knossos.128  

Indeed, Kalokairinos’ journal was to some degree a reaction to his lack of recognition in the field 

of Cretan archaeology—but this periodical went beyond a self-serving agenda concerning Kalokairinos’ 

excavations at Knossos from the late 1870s. As mentioned in the previous sections, the Cretan 

Archaeological Journal included more modern accounts of excavations and other archaeological 

commentaries. Therefore, the Cretan Archaeological Journal was not an anti-foreigner publication, 

expected to solidify only a place for Kalokairinos in respected history. The problem was not necessarily 

with Kalokairinos’ resentment towards foreign institutions permeating Cretan archaeology but, most 

probably, with his personal disagreements with Evans for two main reasons. Kalokairinos appears to 

have had a level of contempt for Evans, first for his political agenda in using Knossos, and, second, for 

Evans’ academic presentation of the ancient civilization of King Minos.  

                                                
126 Lawsuit by M. Kalokairinos against A. J. Evans, 30.06.1907, p. 3. The Sir Arthur Evans Archive, Non-personal letters, no. 
89, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford. 
127 MacGillivray 2000: 240. 
128 MacGillivray 2000: 240. 
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 In terms of political disagreements, an important addition to Kalokairinos’ lawsuit was the 

accusation that Evans, as a foreign archaeologist, was guilty of possessing antiquities within his own 

private estate and had pandered to the Cretan State for foreign control (fig. 40 & appxs. 6 & 7): 

I lawfully present my application to the councilor on justice and education Mr. Char. 
Fandridis,129 inhabitant of Chania, asking him to take care of the ancient findings at risk, and 
being informed of my present lawsuit against the foreign archaeologist Mr. Arthur Evans, 
English citizen, inhabitant of the city of Oxford of England, and temporarily staying at Iraklio, 
and of my donation of the soil where the ancient relics of the Akropolis of Knossos lay to the 
Cretan State• the soil, according to the Archaeological law, must be in possession of the state 
and not a private estate, which the aforementioned archaeologist, in spite of the ordinances of 
the Archaeological Law, tries to purchase and have in his ownership• and in fact, he  tries to 
create a political matter with the Cretan State, since he is an English citizen, and aims at getting 
Crete under the English occupation, just like with Egypt. || Iraklio on the same day [30 June 
1907], the ordering M. Kalokairinos.130  
 

In this amendment, Kalokairinos accuses Evans of several crimes but the most important is the illegal 

possession of antiquities. Additionally, Kalokairinos accuses him of supporting a British occupation over 

Crete similar to Egypt, which had been under British Occupation since 1882.131 Probably, Kalokairinos 

was concerned with the fact that continued “occupation” on the island would prevent Cretans from 

becoming completely unified with Greece, since the British had a history of occupation in the 

Mediterranean like with Cyprus since 1878. The lawsuit does not identify what authority Evans 

possessed that prompted Kalokairinos to draw a parallel between the British occupation in Egypt with 

a similar takeover in Crete. We can, however, elicit from the lawsuit that Kalokairinos’ genuine anxiety 

                                                
129 Charalambos Fandridi was a prominent lawyer, resistance fighter, and politician of the island’s capital in Chania. He 
served briefly as the Minister of Justice for the Government of the Cretan State. One of his most noted accomplishments is 
being a part of the Chrysostomos Philological Association – founded in 1899 and based on the Parnassus Philological 
Association in Athens— and served as the Association’s chair. For a comprehensive reference on the Chrysostomos, see the 
proceedings published through the Philological Association Chania 2016. 
130 Translated from the Original Greek Text. Lawsuit by M. Kalokairinos against A. J. Evans, 30.06.1907, p. 4; The Sir Arthur 
Evans Archive, Non-personal letters, no. 89, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford. 
131 For a comprehensive review of the Anglo-Egyptian War, see Pinfari 2012; Hopkins 1986; Galbraith and al-Sayyid-Marsot 
1978.   
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about Evans in Crete went beyond his involvement in archaeology, which is clear from the reference to 

the Anglo-Egyptian War.  

One of the second reasons for Kalokairinos’ professional disagreement with Evans pertains to 

their different understanding about the origins of the “Minoans.” An example of this disagreement is 

evident from the 6th of November 1903 edition of Patris from Chania under the headline The Modern 

Cretans, The Opinion of Mr. Evans.132 In this publication, Kalokairinos criticizes Evans’ support of 

cranioscopy as a metric for disputing the ancestry of modern Cretans as “Minoan.” Kalokairinos believed 

that modern Cretans were, in fact, descendants of the ancient civilization and that the application of 

cranial science was inadequate for dealing with Cretans because a comprehensive analysis needed to 

include cultural and historical characteristics like freedom, language and military—which could be 

found reading Strabo or other authors, like Homer or Pausanias even.133 Kalokairinos publicized his 

indifference to this form of quasi-science in his journal (fig. 41):134  

Patris, 6th November 1903 
The Modern Cretans 

Mr. Evans’ opinion 
 

Known for his archaeological studies, Mr. Minos Kalokairinos, sent to us the answer below 
regarding the opinion, also published in the columns of our newspaper, of the English 

                                                
132 See Varouchakis 2015: 103 for a secondary discussion on Kalokairinos and Cranioscopies through the following source: 
Πατρίς 06.11.1903, 3 (Περίοδος Β᾽, Έτος Δ’, Αριθμο ́ς. 134). 
133 The academic and social debate of whether modern Cretans are related to the ancient “Minoans” is still a contentious 
topic even today, as can be seen with the controversy surrounding Kostas Christakis in 2009, who suggested that the ancient 
“Minoans” were not Greek but were, rather, Semitic in their origin because of their language. Relating to Kostas Christakis, 
the aftermath of his statements and a response, see the article from the Prefect of Iraklio, Crete: Δημήτρης Σαρρής, “Aυτή 
είναι η αλήθεια για τους Μινωίτες” (Πατρίς, Κρήτη, 19.06.2009). A response from Kostas Christakis to Dimitris Sarris can be 
found at: Κώστας Χρηστάκης, “Η Κρήτη των Λαβυρίνθων” (Πατρίς, Κρήτη, 23.06.2009). See also for a relevant case study of 
DNA and Cretan ancestry, Ewen Callaway, “Minoan Civilization Originated in Europe, Not Egypt: Ancient DNA suggests 
that the ancient Cretans descended from Neolithic populations,” (Nature News: International Weekly Journal of Science, 
14.05.2013). 
134 Cranioscopy is based on phrenology and attempts to localize the mental functions of human beings as a way to elicit 
information about an individual’s intellectual ability and emotional state. This quasi-science was later discredited. For 
examples of Evans’ application of hereditary sciences in Greek contexts, refer to Varouchakis 2015: 103-105. Additionally, I 
am indebted to Varouchakis for passing a copy of this newspaper along, upon my request.  
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archaeologist, Mr. Arthur Evans, known in Crete, as to the relationship of the old Cretans to 
the Modern ones. We are happy to publish this response as it is: 

 
Mr. Editor, Mr. Arthur Evans wrongly, just like the German [Jakob Philipp] Fallmerayer years 
ago, expresses the opinion that the modern Cretans have nothing in common with their 
ancestors, the ancient Cretans• just like Fallmerayer erroneously expressed the opinion about all 
the Greeks in general. The opinion of Mr. Ar. Evans, based on the cranioscopy of the found 
ancient craniums/skulls, is false because cranioscopy alone is not a safe characteristic, without 
being accompanied by a thorough study of the rest of the characteristics of the modern Cretans 
— that is, the love of freedom, of the language and of the military life of the modern Cretans, 
who are just as they are described by Strabo, Book I (10th), paragraph 16. “It seems,” said the 
Ephor, “that the legislator considers freedom as the most important principle for a city…and 
they consider the arms of honor as the most precious of recompense.” History tells of the 
struggles of the Cretans from the era of the Venetian Rule until today, the influence that the 
language and the life of the Cretans exerted on the conquerors and the recourse of the Cretans, 
during the difficult times of slavery, to the inaccessible mountains, where the foot of the 
conqueror did not step, so there the tree of freedom blossomed forever and the Greek blood 
remained pure/unalloyed. The same thing happened to Corsica, a Greek colony where, as 
Pausanias mentions, the Greeks in the inaccessible mountains of the island maintained their 
freedom. According to Homer, several Greek races settled in Crete, Odysseia, T. line 175. “Their 
languages are many, mixed. There are Achaians, and Eteocretans with strong hearts and Dorians 
who live in three races and also Kydonians and noble Pelasgians.” 

   
So I ask my friend Mr. Arthur Evans, to which of these different Greek races are the 
craniums/skulls that he has found to be paralleled, because undoubtedly the craniums/skulls of 
these different races would differ from one another, and consequently his opinion about the 
modern Cretans–that they do not descend from the ancient Cretans – is false. || Minos A. 
Kalokairinos.135  

 
The translation above provides us with an understanding to some of the conversations that emerged 

throughout the archaeological record and scientific inquiry regarding modern Cretans and their 

ancestral heritage. The ancestry of modern Cretans was a serious topic for consideration during the early 

stages of Cretan archaeology. It should, however, be noted that all of this discussion was taking place 

before the recognition that Linear B was a Greek language, and that Linear A was a non-Greek language. 

                                                
135 Translated from the Original Greek Text. 
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Evans’ support of this type of scientific approach may be a result of his relationship with Edward 

A. Freeman, his father-in-law, who espoused similar views.136 W.R.W. Stephens (1895, vol. ii: 163), 

includes a letter from Freeman to General [John] Meredith Read, United States Minister, Athens, from 

Palermo on the 25th of April 1878. In this letter, he states the following:  

My eldest daughter, Margaret, who was with me in Greece—the other, Helen, is here— is going 
to marry Arthur Evans, whose name you doubtless know as a smiter of Pashas generally and of 
one type of Consuls.137 
 

Both Freeman and his daughter Margaret shared the philosophies of racial superiority and, although 

Margaret was less vocal about her “extreme views on the supremacy of her race,”138 it is possible that 

Evans’ approach to ancient and modern cultures was more broadly influenced—or at least reinforced—

by them.  Freeman’s support for nationals over the oppression of Ottoman-Turks was apparent in his 

publication The Ottoman Power in Europe: Its Nature, Its Growth, and Its Decline (1877),139 and this 

type of antipathy for the Ottomans’ control was agreed upon by Arthur Evans himself, as demonstrated 

from Freeman’s identification of Evans as “…a smiter of Pashas generally and of one type of Consuls.” 

Additionally, whether Evans ascribed to Freeman’s extreme views regarding hereditary inferiority, it no 

doubt influenced his later archaeological approach to the sciences, and this was heavily opposed by 

                                                
136 Edward Augustus Freeman’s [1823-1892] relationship to Evans is notable because Freeman was a liberal politician and 
prolific historian during the late-nineteenth century in England. Freeman was a leader of the Teutonic cult (later known as 
“Nordic”) and became interested in this movement after Joseph Arthur de Gobineau’s publication regarding the inequality 
of the races [1853-1855] (for a brief summary of the Teutonic cult, see Byrd and Clayton 2002: 282). Assuredly, Freeman 
was respected among the phrenological community since, after his death, The Phrenological Journal and Science of Health: 
a Repository of Science, Literature and General Intelligence included an obituary that praised the works of “Prof. Edward A. 
Freeman, The Historian” (Jan.- June, vols. 94-95, 1892: 254-256).   
137 For a secondary assessment of this letter, see MacGillivray 2000: 53. MacGillivray dates this letter to the end of March, 
but Stephens’ (1895) source identifies the letter from 25.04.1878. 
138 MacGillivray 2000: 52. 
139 According to MacGillivray 2000: 52, “Freeman was a very vocal member of a movement of historians and politicians who 
believed in the rights of nationalities to govern themselves. His case against ‘the Turk’ was quite clearly stated in his recently 
published The Ottoman Power in Europe, in which he used history to identify the ancient precedents for his chosen ideals 
and showed himself a devoted missionary in the search for proofs to illustrate and glorify the high level of culture and political 
unity of Gobineau’s Aryans.” 
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Kalokairinos.140 Even though Evans lost both his wife and father-in-law within one year of each other 

between 1892-1893—never to see the purchase of Kefala Hill—their impact on him was nonetheless 

evident.141     

Evans, although an arguably responsible and respectful archaeologist, was not a native Cretan 

and therefore lacked a comprehensive social understanding from a local perspective as to what it would 

mean to have a foreign archaeologist curating one of the most important archaeological sites of the 

island. On the 31st of July 1907, just one month after Kalokairinos’ lawsuit, the Daphni Newspaper 

from Iraklio, Crete, published an article complaining that no Greek land will exist at Knossos because 

Evans continues to “expand his property daily” and takes advantage of the government rule for his 

benefit.142 This article accuses Evans of displaying the flag of “Old Albion”143 from an erected tower. The 

displayed flag would symbolize to the Cretans that perhaps a foreigner has laid claim to the land, even 

though placing a flag of the excavator’s own country on an archaeological site was typical practice. Such 

an act was observed as a colonial enterprise, but it merely represented the foreign school responsible for 

a particular excavation and nothing more.144 

                                                
140 For a comprehensive discussion of Freeman’s position on genetic inferiority and connections with Friedrich Max Müller, 
see Cook 2014: 629-649. 
141 Freeman died on 16.03.1892 from presumed smallpox, and his daughter Margaret died on 11.03.1893 due to most 
probably tuberculosis or a heart attack. For additional commentary, see MacGillivray 2000: 105-108. 
142 Varouchakis 2015: 104. 
143 Varouchakis 2015: 104. 
144 Kalokairinos was not unwarranted, however, in his suspicions about Evans’ position on the Cretans since he made a public 
statement to The London Times years earlier on 30.09.1903 regarding the Greek-Macedonians and their claim to 
Macedonia. According to Danforth (1995: 61), “Sir Arthur Evans, a distinguished British archaeological and ethnologist 
who traveled extensively in Macedonia at the turn of the century, described the population of Macedonia as follows: ‘There 
are no Macedonians. There are Bulgars.’ He went on to add that the Greek claim to Macedonia ‘is a dream’ since ‘except for 
a narrow fringe to the south and some sporadic centres of no real magnitude in the interior of the province, the Greek element 
had no real hold on Macedonia’.”  
 
Through Evans’ public position on the Greek-Makedonians, we can imagine that this type of logic was also applied to the 
Cretan situation and their perceived descent from the “Minoans”; For a thorough, secondary discussion regarding Evans and 
The London Times, see Varouchakis 2016: 103-104. Also, information regarding Evans’ proclamation can be found in 
Bozhinov, Panaĭotov, and Bulgarian Academy of Sciences 1978: 540-541. 
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Figure 40. M.  Kalokairinos’ Lawsuit Against A. Evans, 30.06.1907, p. 1-4; The Sir Arthur Evans Archive, Non-personal 

letters, No. 89, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford (Μίνως A. Καλοκαιρινός-Δικηγόρος – Ηράκλειον). 
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Figure 41. Patris Newspaper, 06.11.1903, “The Modern Cretans, The Opinion of Mr. Evans,” p. 3; @ρχειομνήμων - Γενικά 

Αρχεία του Κράτους, Περίοδος Β᾽, Έτο Δ’, Αριθμός 134.145 
 

CONCLUSION 

Minos Kalokairinos was the first to excavate Kefala Hill in search of the Royal Palace and never ceased 

in his dedication to the subject of King Minos, as evidenced by his law school dissertation submission in 

1901 and the Cretan Archaeological Journal from 1906-1907. His archaeological experiences were 

mediated through non-traditional methods in the field, but his objective of using physical artifacts to 

represent a modern interest was not unconventional. He believed that the modern Cretans were 

                                                
145 Accessed through the digital collections of the Greek State Archives (http://arxeiomnimon.gak.gr/), GRGSA-
IAK_PATRIS.00.F001903.  
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descendants of the peoples of King Minos. To further this claim, he actively pursued a political career in 

the last years of his life in order to guide the Cretans back to a judicial system that would have been 

favorable under the ancient King. Kalokairinos is not the reason why Minoan archaeology catapulted in 

popularity during the early 1900s, but he is part of the island’s archaeological narrative that warrants our 

critical attention through his accomplishments, limitations, and legacy. 

Kalokairinos put Knossos on the map as a complex civilization of the Aegean by identifying the 

location of the ancient site, which then became a destination for foreign archaeologists wanting 

permission to excavate (e.g. among them being Heinrich Schliemann, André Joubin, William J. 

Stillman, and Ernst Meyer). Immediately following his initial excavation, Kalokairinos welcomed 

foreign and local interest in Kefala Hill. In addition to giving individually guided tours of the area to 

foreign visitors, he offered his personal collection to scholars for observation and even donated objects 

to international and local museums—where some of these items are on display even today. Kalokairinos’ 

excavation was brought to a premature halt under the order of the Cretan Government but—despite 

financial, legal, and political limitations—he had an unwavering ambition to continue where he was 

forced to stop.  

What Kalokairinos’ first excavation at Kefala Hill-Knossos in 1878/9 reveals is that Cretan 

excavators had a significant role in situating Crete’s material past into the broader context of Hellenic 

heritage, which was then claimed by western Europeans. The results of the first excavation at Kefala Hill 

appealed to western European heritage and generated interest from non-Greek western archaeologists. 

This attraction, however, eventually caused a rift between foreign and domestic excavators. Cretan 

intellectuals—for the most part—welcomed the presence of foreign excavators when the island was 

under Ottoman rule because there was something greater to be gained by their financial support, 
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sponsorship, and international connections. Once the Cretan State was established, and the island was 

temporarily “occupied” by the Great Powers in partition, local Cretans involved with archaeology 

became divided on their level of comfort with foreign collaboration. The Syllogos’ general ambivalence 

toward non-Greek western archaeologists excavating Knossos like Sir Arthur Evans was, in part, what 

caused the division between Cretan excavators like Minos A. Kalokairinos and foreigners under the 

Cretan State. Such is evident when Kalokairinos filed his lawsuit against Evans for the property rights 

to Kefala Hill on the 30th of June 1907, shortly following the last edition of the Cretan Archaeological 

Journal.  

Kalokairinos’ contributions to the field of Cretan archaeology are part of the interdisciplinary 

historiography of the Cretans’ pursuit to uncover material from the ancient past because, despite his 

eccentricity, his initial excavation made the ruins of ancient Crete more visible on a transnational level. 

Kalokairinos devoted most of his life to the reception of King Minos and his civilization on Crete. 

Moreover, never having the opportunity to excavate beyond that first season, Kalokairinos continued to 

promote the protection and preservation of Crete’s material past beyond prehistoric finds. Such is 

evident through his advice to the Krassakis family to surrender the Venetian objects found on their 

property to the Cretan State in addition to his petition to preserve the theatre of Kydonia, which he 

claimed had the potential to become the “jewel of the city.” Crete had a rich material past that deserved 

celebration by its people, and Kalokairinos spent the final years of his life trying to stimulate interest for 

antiquities spanning a large chronological span through his archaeological journal. Kalokairinos has 

been on the fringe of modern scholarship regarding his accomplishments, but his legacy and 

contribution to the history of Cretan archaeology merits our continued attention.  
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CHAPTER 4 | CRETAN SYLLOGOI, FOREIGN ARCHAEOLOGISTS, AND THE 
NEED FOR CHANGE 

 

The development of Cretan archaeology—as a field of professional inquiry—was a complicated process 

that went beyond the members of the Cretan intelligentsia, who initiated the first wave of archaeological 

excavations through their respective educational societies. This chapter aims to highlight the emergence 

of these local educational societies in Crete and their importance for securing the future of antiquity 

protection. I will accomplish this in-depth analysis by first discussing these societies in the context of 

their growth—with consideration to the role of foreign institutions and their sponsorship on the island. 

Without the professional support from institutions abroad, educational societies would have had 

difficulty continuing excavations on the island because the Cretans could not finance these endeavors 

independently. In particular, this chapter focuses on the Archaeological Institute of America (AIA) and 

its sponsorship of William J. Stillman and Federico Halbherr for archaeological excavations on the 

island. The case study of the AIA’s involvement with Cretan archaeology offers insight into the 

leadership of Cretans in the direction of the island’s archaeological projects as well as the political and 

economic complications that ultimately delayed progress.  

Secondly, this chapter uses the sales of casts in Crete as a case study about the relationship 

between foreign and local archaeologists and their cooperation with one another. The solicitation of 

casts in the mid-late 1890s was used to generate profit to support the developing archaeological museum 

in Iraklio but—more importantly—as a tool to elicit international attention for the importance of 

Cretan antiquities and the need for these objects to be protected from the Ottoman administration. 

Particularly, I review circulars sent from the Syllogos to foreign institutions that advertised the sale of 

casts from recently excavated items (e.g. a 7th century BCE Daedalic statue in poros lithos from 
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Eleutherna, a head of Aphrodite from Gortyn, and the Gortyn Law Code). According to the circular 

from the 1st of June 1895, the casts being sold represented “some of the most important antiquities 

preserved” in the Syllogos’ collection.1 Moreover, in an earlier advertisement from the 24th of December 

1893, the Syllogos suggested that the inscription of Gortyn was “the most famous of the epigraphical 

remains of Greek antiquity which have come down to us” and that it was “still left abandoned in the 

place it was found” almost a decade earlier and in danger of being destroyed by the local canal or, even 

worse, “to the more serious danger of being destroyed forever by an ignorant or malicious hand.”2  

Complementary to these circulars is the sensitive communication between the Syllogos and 

Halbherr about the best ways to advertise, promote, and sell these casts in addition to how the Syllogos 

should be portrayed throughout the news in order to stimulate European sympathies for the Syllogos’ 

cause to create an archaeological law. Because the Syllogos wanted the protection of antiquities under its 

control, communication between these parties about a law on antiquity had to be coded as to avoid any 

suspicion from the current administration, which prohibited this type of correspondence. Ultimately 

Cretan archaeologists resisted the restrictions placed on them by creating and maintaining a network of 

allies, and this chapter provides a socio-political analysis of early Cretan archaeology by orienting 

analytic questions toward the coded rhetoric behind their letters that promoted the Syllogos’ political 

agenda (i.e. “hidden transcripts”), in contrast to the public rhetoric that was disseminated about the casts 

themselves (i.e. “official transcripts”). 

Before we begin to examine Halbherr’s role in the sale of casts, it first behooves us to briefly 

define the terms “hidden” and “official” transcripts since these categories constitute our primary source 

                                                
1 ΑΜΗ, Βιβλίο 5. 
2 ΑΜΗ, Βιβλίο 5. 
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of evidence for the arguments made in this sub-chapter, as well as define how they work in the context 

of resistance. “Hidden transcripts” are the types of discourse, interactions, and stories that occur “off 

stage” by subordinate groups.3 By applying James C. Scott’s (1990: 27) general paradigm of subordinate 

groups to Crete, we can understand better the political conduct of those involved in Cretan archaeology 

on a more subversive level with their forms of “hidden” communication: 

By definition, the hidden transcript represents discourse—gesture, speech, practices—that is 
ordinarily excluded from the public transcript of subordinates by the exercise of power. The 
practice of domination, then, creates the hidden transcript. If the domination is particularly 
severe, it is likely to produce a hidden transcript of corresponding richness. The hidden 
transcript of subordinate groups, in turn, reacts back on the public transcript by engendering a 
subculture and by opposing its own variant form of social domination against that of the 
dominant elite. Both are realms of power and interest. 
  

Even though Scott’s model of resistance cannot be applied wholesale to the context of nineteenth 

century Crete, the general concept of “hidden transcripts” is a useful way for thinking about 

archaeological networks and their communication with one another about political matters that were 

purposely hidden from the administration. “Hidden transcripts” applied to a Cretan context reveal the 

power dynamics and internal conflict of Crete during 1895 between the current administration (i.e. 

domination) and intellectual groups (i.e. resistance). Although the administration was chiefly managed 

by Muslims, the political conflict between the government and Christian intellectuals was less about 

interconfessional differences than it was about the allocation of authority. 

 As demonstrated in Chapter 1, archaeologists in Crete could serve as revolutionaries and, 

although many of them were part of an elite class, they still had to purposely exclude information from 

their communication in order to protect themselves from the current administration as well as from 

other revolutionaries. Public acknowledgement of their political dissonance with one another or the 

                                                
3 Scott 1990: 3-13. 
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administration could put their lives at risk. The general notion of reserved communication can be 

applied to Halbherr’s letter to Hatzidakis from the 26th of April 1895 because, in this letter, Halbherr 

offers Hatzidakis a systematic scheme for writing coded telegrams in order to circumvent the current 

administration’s knowledge of the letters’ prohibited content.   

Unlike “hidden transcripts” being a subversive form of communication in Crete, “official 

transcripts” in the context of this chapter refer to the accounts of the Syllogos’ organizational members 

who asserted their authority and influence more publicly through the use of circulars and 

advertisements. According to Scott’s (1990: 87) “Social Production of Hegemonic Appearances,” the 

“official transcript” is considered an authorized or public account: 

The “official transcript” as a social fact presents enormous difficulties for the conduct of 
historical and contemporary research on subordinate groups. Short of actual rebellion, the great 
bulk of public events, and hence the great bulk of the archives, is consecrated to the official 
transcript. And on those occasions when subordinate groups do put in an appearance, their 
presence, motives, and behavior are mediated by the interpretation of dominant elites. When 
the subordinate group is almost entirely illiterate the problem is compounded. The difficulty is, 
however, not merely the standard one of records of elite activities kept by elites in ways that 
reflect their class and status. It is the more profound difficulty presented by earnest efforts of 
subordinate groups to conceal their activities and opinions, which might expose them to harm.  

 
The equation of public transcripts to “official transcripts” becomes complicated regarding the record of 

Cretan elites who were also subordinate to the government. There are two principal reasons for this. 

Firstly, subordination under the Ottoman administration was not an equal status, even among the local 

elites. Members of the Syllogos were far from being illiterate but, even with their elite status, they were 

subordinate to the power of the Ottoman administration and fought to replace the island’s current 

government. Therefore, their attempts to negotiate power by drafting legislation, which would 

eventually become part of the official record, had to be done through hidden means. Secondly, members 

of the Syllogos represented Crete’s political and social elite but—even still—they had interpersonal 
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disagreements about the future of Crete as either an autonomous or unified state. Their discourse, both 

official and private, reflects different aspects of their political influence and vulnerability under an 

unstable government.  

Acts of resistance do not exclude the upper class and we need to challenge, therefore, the notion 

that “peasants resist whereas the elite revolt,” because the Christian elite of Crete was still a marginalized 

population on the receiving end of imperial power (i.e. in the context of this argument, the elite being 

discussed were the archaeologists and members of the Syllogos). By conducting a disciplinary history of 

Cretan archaeology, we can investigate from the top-down the ways in which the elite—subordinate to 

the administration—were able to manipulate international relationships to circumvent the Ottoman 

bureaucracy for a particular agenda, which is tied to the archaeologists’ network of allies and who they 

actually were. 

 

4.1 THE SYLLOGOI OF CRETE AND IOSIF HATZIDAKIS’ AGENDA AS PRESIDENT 

The Filekpaideftikos Syllogos—Educational Society of Crete—established local chapters throughout 

cities like Chania, Rethymno, and Iraklio beginning in 1875.4 As published in the Regulation of the 

Greek Filekpaideftikos Syllogos Association ‘Minos’ at Chania of Crete from 1879, the intention 

behind these Syllogoi was to educate all social classes of the island through the encouragement of Greek 

                                                
4 Recorded in The Nation, “Archaeology in Crete,” 25.01.1894, p. 67: “In the year 1875, the Syllogos was founded with the 
object, in the words of its president, ‘of collecting funds for the diffusion of Greek letters and the education of the Greeks in 
Crete.’ The Turks form only one-fourth of the population, are chiefly of Greek descent, and understand accurately the Greek 
language alone. In 1885, Dr. Joseph Hazzidakis (consular agent of the United States in Candia) was chosen president, and 
continues in office” (The Nation: A Weekly Journal Devoted to Politics, Literature, Science, & Art, Volume 58: 01.01.1894-
30.06.1894, New York, The Evening Post Publishing Company, 1894). Note: Other accounts identify the Syllogos as 
beginning in 1879 on the island of Crete, and these contradictory dates/citations have been noted throughout the 
dissertation. This discrepancy is most probably because educational societies were banned on the island of Crete under 
Ottoman authority, so an organization like the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos was legally unrecognized until Article 15 of the 
Halepa Pact, which allowed for the existence of these types of groups.  
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letters-literature.5 Although these types of associations served as the platform on which Cretan 

archaeology could develop, their objective was not limited to the curation of material culture. For 

example, this local chapter at Chania, whose name was chosen after the mythical King Minos, promoted 

education though the establishment of new schools, public libraries, and reading rooms. Additionally, 

periodicals were published under this group, and members had the opportunity to teach public lessons.  

The Syllogoi were privately funded, secular organizations used to advance the intellectual 

development of Greek populations under the Ottoman Empire during the nineteenth century.6 This 

voluntary group first developed with the Greek Philological Syllogos of Constantinople (GPSC) in 1861 

and then spread to other Greek-occupied areas of the Ottoman Empire.7 Although not formally 

recognized by the State, this group of learned individuals advocated for the scientific advancement of 

the Greek community living under Ottoman control, whose members were affiliated predominantly 

with the same religious community and Ecumenical Patriarchate.8 Since the 1870s, Syllogoi had a 

pervasive role in Greek society with the dissemination of their educational and philanthropic agenda to 

promote Greek education.9 Moreover, sixty-three chapters from the Ottoman Empire and Greek 

                                                
5 Κανονισμός (῾Ελληνικού Φιλεκπαιδευτικού Συλλόγου στὰ Χανιά) 1879: 1; Ιστορικό Αρχείο Κρήτης (Ι.Α.Κ.): X4/78. 
6 Vassiadis 2007: 18; this publication is based on Vassiadis’ (1998) Ph.D. thesis from the University of London – King’s 
College, titled: The Syllogos Movement of Constantinople and Ottoman Greek Education, 1861-1886. While the Syllogoi 
were mainly managed by educated elites, Ottoman statesmen could become honorary members of this learned group as could 
Hellenophile politicians within the intellectual circles of Europe like William Ewart Gladstone [1809-1898], who was 
typically indifferent and unsympathetic to the Ottoman Empire (Yalçinkaya 2015: 83-84).  
7 Regarding the Syllogos movement in Constantinople, refer to Vassiadis 2007. 
8 See also Kofos 1984: 357; Yalçınkaya 2015: 83-84; Vassiadis 2007: 67. What is important is that the Syllogos met with 
difficulty and opposition in Constantinople during the first term of the Ecumenical Patriarch Ioachim III from 1878-1884 
regarding the Bulgarian Exarchate. This conflict, in particular, was reflected in the Patriarch’s interactions with Athens and 
the Syllogoi representatives. According to İpek Yosmaoğlu (2014: 64): “Leaders such as Konstantinos Paparrigopoulos 
viewed the schism as beneficial for the interests of Hellenism in Macedonia, whereas Ioachim III [who had ancestral 
connections to Macedonia] was convinced otherwise.”  
9 According to Koulouri 1997: 145, “[t]heir principle aim was to disseminate Greek education in the Greek centres of the 
Ottoman Empire. At the same time, they assumed a wider ‘national’ role in the context of the Megali Idea (Great Idea) and 
irredentism. Despite the emphasis placed on the associations’ educational and national aims, their activities varied as much 
as the social background of their founding members. Local and religious organizations, clubs of alumni, musical and dramatic 
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Kingdom assembled in Athens in 1879 and, by 1892, these chapters were so omnipresent that the term 

“syllogomania” was used in reference to the growing number and popularity of associations.10 The 

propagation of Syllogoi in Crete was not uncommon after the Treaty of Halepa, since similar Syllogoi 

devoted to the promotion of the past emerged throughout the island, but one of the most important 

Syllogoi for the protection of Cretan antiquities was the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos of Iraklio.11 

During the Syllogos’ inception in Iraklio, antiquities were unprotected from leaving the island. 

The Syllogos of Iraklio—after the unanimous election of Iosif Hatzidakis in 1883/4—worked to 

establish antiquity laws so that the ancient remains of Crete could continue to remain on the island, as 

opposed to being sent to Constantinople or elsewhere.12 Hatzidakis was unyielding in his ambition to 

protect the antiquities of the island and once he was elected in this position of authority with the 

Syllogos, he finally had the platform to enact these protections.  

                                                
societies, sports or other clubs were some of the representative types of Greek voluntary associations both within and beyond 
the frontiers of the kingdom.” 
10 Koumanoudis 1980/1900: 943; cf. Koulouri 1997: 145.  
11 Νέα῾Εβδομἀς, 17.01.1888: 1–2; Νέα῾Εβδομἀς, 24.01.1888: 3; cf. Varouchakis 2018: 6 & 19, fn 13. 
12 Martha W. Baldwin Bowsky (1996: 582) reports that: “The original Syllogos was founded (1883) by the Society of Friends 
of Education under J. Hazzidakis’s presidency and located in two rooms near Hagios Minas, Herakleion. The initial 
collection comprised antiquities donated by many individual owners, both Turkish and Greek. M. Kalokairinos had begun 
to explore *Knossos (1878), and F. *Halbherr to work at *Gortyn, the Idaean Cave and the Cave of Eileithyia (1884). 
Hazzidakis began collecting Cretan antiquities lest they disappear to Constantinople (1883). || After the Cretan revolution, 
the collection was moved to the old Turkish barracks (1898), and plans to relocate it to the Venetian Loggia were abandoned 
(1900). Instead, the Khounkiar mosque (old church of St. Francis) housed the collection.”  
 
Hatzidakis has referred to his own election year as either “1883” or “1884.” For example, in Hatzidakis’ letter to the General 
Administrator Stefanos Dragoumis on 19.01.1913, he says the following (fig. 42): “In 1884, after I had been elected president 
of the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos in Iraklio, I targeted all its action towards the collection and preservation of antiquities in 
Crete. With the other means that then we possessed, we bought as many ancient objects as we by chance could find. At the 
same time, offering our contribution to foreign scientists who came to Crete, we managed to obtain all they discovered during 
the small and frivolous researches they made” (Translated from the Original Greek Text: ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, 
Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.70, σ. 1-2). Also worth mentioning is how Hatzidakis (1931: 8), himself, referred to his 
presidency beginning in 1883 in his publication῾Ιστορία τοῦ Κρητικοῦ Μουσείου καὶ τῶν ἀρχαιολογικών ἐρευνών ἐν Κρήτη: “Τὸ 
ἕκτον τέλος ἒτος (1883) ἀπὸ τῆς ἱδρύσεως τοῦ Συλλόγου ἐξελέγη παμψηφεὶ πρόεδρος aὐτοῦ ὁ ᾽Ιωσήφ Χατζιδάκης, πρὸ ὀλίγου 
ἐγκατασταθεὶς εἰς ῾Ἡράκλειον.” Additionally, in a letter from the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos to the Archaeological Society of 
Athens from 19.11.1883, Hatzidakis signs off as president “Ὁ πρόεδρος” and Perdikaris as the secretary “Ὁ Γραμματεύς” (refer 
to Sakellarakis 1998, letter 2: 19). In the first document cited, Hatzidakis’ reference to “1884” serves as a terminus ante 
quem—meaning that the actual date of his election can be assumed to be “1883” based on the additional documents cited. 
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Hatzidakis, as the elected sixth president, stipulated that all historical relics of Crete were to 

remain in the custody of the island and be placed inside a museum within the confines of Iraklio: 

After Iosif Hatzidakis was elected president, he immediately reflected on how to take the club 
[Filekpaideftikos Syllogos] in a direction that would turn its attention to the preservation of the 
ancient remains of Crete in general and their custody and protection in a Museum of Crete 
within the city of Iraklio.13 

 
At this time, Crete was semi-autonomous under the jurisdiction of the Ottoman Empire and had been 

afforded only recently opportunities to protect the island’s intellectual history and material culture 

through the Treaty of Halepa. This stipulation, though not part of an enforced archaeological law, was 

the beginning of the Syllogos’ movement to safeguard the island’s antiquities from theft, 

mismanagement, destruction, or sale. As a response to antiquities on the island being in jeopardy, the 

Syllogos created a committee for the protection of antiquities comprising of Ioannis Sfakianakis, 

Antonis Michelidakis, Iosif Hatzidakis, and Ioannis Perdikaris,14 which became directly connected with 

the Archaeological Society of Athens in its pursuit to establish recognition.15 In 1884, the General 

Administration of Crete granted official credentials to the association, making its members responsible 

for collecting valuables related to the island’s history.16 The local newspaper Minos from the 29th of 

September 1884 provides commentary that testifies to the influential role that the Syllogos had on 

Cretan antiquities through this statement regarding the General Administration of Crete (fig. 43): 

His Excellency, the General Governor, donated to the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos a marble head 
of a woman [dating] from the Roman times and donated 10 French lires for his annual 
contribution. Also, he advised the Administration to provide its ready support so that every 

                                                
13 Translated from the Original Greek Text, Hatzidakis 1931: 8: “‘Ο ’Ιωσήφ Χατζιδάκης ἐκλεγεὶς πρόεδρος ἐσκέφθη ἀμέσως ὡς 
ἀνέλαβε τὴν διεύθυνσιν τοῦ Συλλόγου νὰ στρέψῃ τὴν προσοχὴν αὐτοῦ εἰς τὴν διάσωσιν τῶν ἀρχαίων λειψάνων τῆς Κρήτης ἐν γένει 
καὶ τὴν περισυλλογὴν καὶ φύλαξιν αὐτῶν εἰς Κρητικὸν Μουσεῖον ἐντὸς τῆς πόλεως ‘Ηρακλείου.” 
14 Εφημερίδα Μίνως, 29.10.1883: 1; Sakellarakis 1998: 191. 
15 Εφημερίδα Μίνως, 28.01.1884: 1. 
16 Εφημερίδα Μίνως, 29.09.1884: 2. 
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ancient relic discovered on Crete should come into the possession of the Syllogos, which was 
designed – in addition to other things – for the collection of such objects.17 

 
During this time, officials on the island began to support and recognize excavations and, thus, 

Hatzidakis was at the forefront of a program that managed the short-term and long-term trajectory of 

Cretan antiquities through sponsored archaeological projects.18 Because the island lacked a museum or 

storehouse to curate items that helped to narrate the Cretan past, it was unclear as to what individual 

patrons should do with items found under the Ottoman regime.19 The apprehension of citizens can be 

observed through their submissions sent to the local newspapers prior to the Syllogos making the 

protection, collection, and conservation of antiquities as part of its manifesto.  

 Despite the Syllogos’ efforts to monitor activity related to antiquities, surreptitious exchanges 

continued for decades—some publicly acknowledged. Announcing guidelines for the unearthing of 

antiquities or looting meant, in effect, that local Cretans would adhere to these standards. Examples of 

this behavior are present in the Neos Rhadamanthys newspaper of Rethymno that republished an article 

from the White Mountains newspaper of Chania in 1884 pertaining to the arrival of a female statue in 

                                                
17 Εφημερίδα Μίνως, 29.09.1884: 2. See also Tzorakis 2011 (υπό έκδοση) for a secondary commentary on this specific 
newspaper excerpt. Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Κατὰ τὴν ἐνταῦθα διαμονήν του, ἐδωρήσατο ἡ Α. ᾽Εξ [οχότης] 
ὁ Γεν. Διοικητὴς εἰς τὸν ἡμ. Φιλεκπαιδευτικόν Σύλλογον μαρμάρινην κεφαλήν γυναικός Ρωμαϊκῆς ἐποχῆς καταβαλών και 10 Γαλλ. 
λίρας τὴν ἐτησίαν αυτοῦ συνδρομήν. Συνέστησε δὲ τῃ ἐνταύθα Διοικήσει, ἳνα παρέχῃ τὴν πρόθυμον αὐτῆς υποστήριξιν, όπως πᾶν 
ἀρχαίον ἀνακαλυπτόμενον ἐν Κρήτῃ περιέρχηται εἰς την κυριότητα του Συλλόγου προωρισμένου πρὸς τοῖς ἄλλοις καὶ εἰς συλλογήν 
τοιούτων κειμηλίων.” Access to this newspaper series is available through the Digital Library of the Parliament (Ψηφιακή 
Βιβλιοθήκη της Βουλής - Βιβλιοθήκη της Βουλής των Ελλήνων; Τίτλος: ΜΙΝΩΣ, Ο).  
18 Newspapers like Minos served as a public platform for the Syllogos to make official statements to the Cretan public about 
sites like Gortyn and to educate them on the protocol for antiquity guardianship and conservation (Εφημερίδα Μίνως, 
20.06.1884: 1-2; Εφημερίδα Μίνως, 15.09.1884: 3; Εφημερίδα Μίνως, 27.10.1884: 3. See Tzorakis 2011 (υπό έκδοση) for 
secondary commentary about these newspaper editions). 
19 Εφημερίδα Μίνως, 17.01.1881: 2; Εφημερίδα Μίνως, 07.02.1881: 2. Refer to Tzorakis 2011 (υπό έκδοση) for a commentary 
regarding these newspaper editions and how unexpected finds and the lack of knowledge on what to do with these items 
caused visible embarrassment. The Major of the Gendarmerie was without specific instruction on how to manage these 
situations, and it was partially the General Assembly of Crete that was regarded as an authority to push through with 
legislation. Antiquities were claimed, rather, as cultural property of the Christians and not a part of Muslim heritage. As 
Tzorakis 2011 (υπό έκδοση) suggests, “[i]nvesting heavily in the promotion of their cultural identity through antiquities, they 
did not recognize joint ownership with the imported Muslim element among them ... [I]n the writing of ancient history there 
was no place for Muslims.” See also Psaroudakis 2007: 267-268. 
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Athens, which was identified as Pasiphae and the Bull,20 and the desecration of the Idaion Andron (fig. 

44).21 With regard to the Idaion Andron, the Mayor of Anogia wrote to the administration of Rethymno 

and subsequently called for the Governor-General of Crete to urge the General Assembly to take action 

about these antiquities: 

Because it is very sad when, one by one, the antiquities of our fatherland, which are the living 
history of our fatherland, from which most questions will be solved, depart from our ancestral 
territory and decorate various museums of Europe. Because in the fullness of time, Crete will have 
been deprived of these valuable and glorious treasures.22 

 
One of the main reasons why the Syllogos added the protection of archaeological heritage to its platform 

was because of theft.23 In order to prevent future looting, one would need to consider what laws or 

ordinances needed to be in effect. One solution was to excavate areas of known historical significance, 

so that the items recovered could be properly removed, studied, and secured from dangers.24 Sites with 

visible or known antiquities were at risk of being taken from their context surreptitiously, and the 

                                                
20 ᾽Εφημερίδα Νέος Ραδάμανθυς ποὺ άναφέρει τὰ Λευκά ῍Όρη, 25.08.1884: 1; see also Tzorakis 2011 (υπό έκδοση). Access to 
this newspaper series is available through the Digital Library of the Parliament. 
21 The Idaion Andron (also known as the Idaion Cave or the Cave of Zeus) is located on the eastern slopes of Mount 
Ida/Psiloritis and recognized as either Zeus’s birthplace or the location where his mother Rhea hid him from his Titan father, 
Cronus. This system of caves was known throughout antiquity and held legendary importance during the twentieth century 
as well. Note, however, multiple stories exist regarding Zeus’s birthplace, including the Dikteon Andron (associated with the 
Psychro Cave). 
22 Translated from the Original Greek Text [requoted from Tzorakis 2011 (υπό έκδοση); ᾽Εφημερίδα Νέος Ραδάμανθυς, 
25.08.1884: 1]: “Διότι εἶναι λίαν λυπηρὸν καθ΄ ἑκάστην αἱ ἀρχαιότητες τῆς ἡμετέρας πατρίδος, αἱ ὁποῖαι εἶναι ποῖαι εἶναι ἡ ζῶσα 
ἱστορία τῆς πατρίδος ἡμῶν, ἐκ τῆς ὁποίας πλεῖστα ζητήματα θὰ λυθῶσιν, νὰ ἐξέρχωνται τοῦ πατρίου ἐδάφους καὶ νὰ κοσμῶσιν 
διάφορα τῆς Εὐρώπης Μουσεῖα• ὄταν δ᾽ ἔλθῃ τὸ πλήρωμα τοῦ χρόνου ἡ Κρήτη θὰ εἶναι ἐστερημένη τῶν πολυτίμων καὶ ἐνδόξων 
τούτων θησαυρῶν.”  
23 The anxiety regarding antiquity theft is evident through correspondence between the schoolmaster Ioannis Perdikaris and 
Stefanos Athanasiou Koumanoudis, Secretary of the Archaeological Society at Athens. According to Petrakos (2011: 122 
[170]), Koumanoudis’ greatest achievement for antiquities in the nineteenth century was that “...he gave impetus and 
scientific purpose” to the field and published his works without any delay. For more information, refer to Sakellarakis 1998: 
32, 54-55; and Petrakos 2007b: 177[1]-286[110]. Additionally, Hatzidakis’ publication in local press regarding the 
exploitation of antiquities by local Cretans in Νέα ῾Εβδομἀς is useful, 10.01.1885: 2-3 (see also Varouchakis 2015: 182).        
24᾽Εφημερίδα Νέος Ραδάμανθυς, 25.08.1884: 1: “᾽Επ᾽ ἴσης τὴν Σεβαστὴν Γεν. Συνέλευσιν Κρήτης εἰς πρώτην εὐκαιρἱαν νὰ 
φροντίσῃ περὶ τοῦ σπουδαιοτάτου καὶ κατεπείγοντος τούτου ζητήματος, καὶ νὰ μὴ ἀμεριμνᾷ. Εἶναι καιρὸς νὰ ὑποστηρίξῃ τὴν 
σύστασιν ἀρχαιολογικοῦ Μουσείου, τὸ ὁποῖον ἐν τῇ πτωχῇ ̔ Ρεθύμνῃ μάλιστα ἁρμόζει νἀ συσταθῃ, ἐντὸς τοῦ ὁποίου νὰ περικλείωνται 
καὶ σώζονται τὰ εύρισκόμενα τυχαίως ἐν Κρήτῃ ἀρχαῖα. ῾Ὡς δέ μανθάνομεν ἐν τῶ κατὰ τὰς ἀρχὰς τοῦ Αυγούστου γενομένῳ ἐν 
Βρεσλαυίᾳ τῆς Σιλεσίας συνεδρίῳ Γερμανῶν ἀνθρωπολόγων ὁ κ. Ἐρρῖκος Σχλεῖμαν γνωστὸς τοῖς ᾽Ἀθηναίοις ἀρχαιολόγοις, 
ἀνεκοίνωσεν ὅτι σκοπεῖ κατὰ τὸ ἐποὶν ἔτος νὰ κάμῃ ἀνασκαφὰς ἐν Κρήτῃ.” 
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Syllogos took proactive measures to ensure that sites could be protected and antiquities removed 

through excavation. 

During this time, the Syllogos began to develop an antiquities collection. Prior to the 

Archaeological Museum east wing construction, antiquities were housed within rooms located inside 

courtyard of the Cathedral of Agios Minas courtyard and, later, additional space was allocated within 

the Iraklio barracks. The barracks were only a temporary solution to a long-term problem of how to 

properly store, conserve, and display the antiquities (see chpt. 5).  

When antiquities were uncovered, they were in threat of being removed from the island without 

any laws to protect these antiquities being in place. The Syllogos needed to figure out how to advance 

the professionalization of archaeology while still protecting those items from looting or forcible 

exportation to Constantinople (refer to section 5.1 regarding Gortyn).25 One option was to stop 

excavating—which happened when the Halepa Pact was rescinded in 1889 and Abdul Hamid II 

declared martial law on the island—while the other alternative was to publish finds in a timely manner 

so that information would become available in the public domain and generate international attention 

to protect these objects. As president of the Syllogos, Hatzidakis had a responsibility to publish the 

accounts of his archaeological pursuits and to report the discoveries of individuals—foreign or local—

who were connected with the Syllogos. If intellectuals outside of Crete understood the importance of 

Cretan antiquities, then perhaps they would be inclined to lend their support and protection to the 

Syllogos.26 

                                                
25 AMH, βιβλίο 3 (28.04.1914). 
26 A later example of this protection was during the Cretan Revolt of 1896 when Admiral Cannavaro of the Italian fleet 
assisted the Cretans in protecting antiquities. Hatzidakis—who was worried about the Turkish “mob” plundering the 
antiquities that were stored within the temporary museum—asked Cannavaro to transfer some of the exhibits onto the 
European warship for additional security (Hatzidakis 1931: 62; cf. Varouchakis 2018: 6 & 19, fn 15). According to 
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 For example, Hatzidakis reported on the Cave of Eileithyia (Amnisos), which was well known 

in ancient times and important because it connected directly to Homer’s Odyssey (19.186); Odysseus 

anchored his ships at Amnisos during his travels to Troy because the strong winds drove him past 

Malia.27 In a report from the 30th of August 1887, based on the “Discovery and Exploration of the Cave 

Dedicated to Eileithyia,”28 Hatzidakis detailed the significance of early archaeological excavations and 

preliminary surveys on the island. Identifying the locations of ancient sites was often an arduous process 

and met with many failed attempts by several individuals before a positive identification could be made. 

Foreign travelers, no doubt, impacted the approach that Cretans took towards their culture heritage 

because their travelogues and descriptions were used by members of the educated Cretan elite to guide 

their own archaeological practices. Hatzidakis’ report is worth noting because it describes the excavation 

process at Amnisos, how the cave site was discovered, why this location was relevant, and the particular 

finds from this early excavation. According to Hatzidakis (1888: 13-14): 

This sacred cave of Eileithyia was not found by any of the more recent travelers. Pashley looked 
for it near the river Aposelemis, erroneously supposing it to be the Amnisos of the ancients. 
Spratt correctly says that ancient Amnisos is the place now called Karteros, but says nothing 
about the cave.29 

 

                                                
Hatzidakis 1931: 62: “῾Ἡ δὲ ᾽Ιταλικὴ Κυβέρνησις διέταξε τὸν ναύαρχον Κανεβάρον ἀρχηγὸν τοῦ εἰς τὰ παράλια τῆς Κρήτης 
᾽Ιταλικοῦ στόλου νὰ πράξῃ, ὅτι δυνατὸν διὰ τὴν προστασίαν τοῦ Κρητικοῦ Μουσείου καὶ τῆς οἰκογενείας τοῦ διευθυντοῦ αὑτοῦ 
᾽Ἰωσὴφ Χατζιδάκη. || ̔ Ὀ διευθυντὴς ὅμως τοῦ Μουσείου, γνωρίζων καλῶς τὸ ἀπειθάρχητον καὶ τὴν ἀγριότητα τοῦ Τουρκικοῦ ὄχλου, 
ἐνόμισε σκόπιμον νὰ παρακαλέσῃ τὸν ναύαρχον Κανεβάρον νὰ δεχθῇ ἐντὸς πολεμικοῦ πλοίου ὀλίγα κασσόνια περίεχοντα τὰς 
σπουδαιοτέρας ἀρχαιότητας τοῦ Μουσείου. || Μόνος του ὁ διευθυντὴς βοηθούμενος ἀπὸ τὸν ὀθωμανὸν φύλακα τοῦ ᾽Ιταλικοῦ 
ὑποπροξενείου (οὐδεὶς Χριστιανὸς ἐτόλμα νὰ φανῇ εἰς τὰς ὁδοὺς ̔ Ἡρακλείου) συνεσκεύασε ταύτας καὶ τὰς παρέδωσεν ἐσφραγισμένας 
εἰς τὸν διοικητὴν ἑνὸς ᾽Ἰταλικοῦ θωρηκτοῦ, ἐκ τοῦ ὁποίου τὰς παρέλαβε πάλιν μετὰ τὴν εἰρήνευσιν τῆς Κρήτης.” 
27 Hatzidakis 1888: 13. This location was also mentioned later by Strabo (10.4.7) and Pausanias (1.18.5). Antonis 
Michelidakis, who was a politician and one of the founding chairmen of the Syllogos, was motivated by ancient texts like the 
Odyssey to find the location of Amnisos and persuaded Chr. Anerrapsis to locate the cave since he had passed Karteros quite 
often. The cave was found by Anerrapsis, finally, after years of searching for its location. 
28 The cave was documented as having an entrance of 2-meters height, middle measurements as 3-meters, and then an interior 
of 2 meters again. The total length was 55 meters with a 12-meters width (Hatzidakis 1888: 15). 
29 Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Τὸ ἱερὸν τοῦτο τῆς Εἰλειθυίας ἄντρον οὐδεὶς τῶν νεωτέρων περιηγητῶν ἀνεῦρεν. ̔ Ὁ 
Pashley ἐζήτησε τοῦτο παρὰ τὸν ποταμὸν ᾽Ἀποσελέμην, ὑπολαβὼν ἐσφαλμένως τοῦτον ὡς τὸν ᾽Ἀμνισὸν τῶν παλαιῶν. ῾Ὁ Spratt 
ὀρθῶς λέγει ὅτι ὁ ᾽Ἀμνισὸς τῶν παλαιῶν εἶνε ὁ νῦν καλούμενος Καρτερὸς, οὐδὲν ὅμως περὶ τοῦ σπηλαίου λέγει.” 
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The Syllogos recognized that certain sites, referenced in ancient texts, were still undiscovered by recent 

travelers and that something of historical, cultural, and scientific value could be gained by identifying 

the location of ancient sites referenced in the classical works of Homer, Strabo, Pausanias and others. In 

order for Cretans to advance their archaeological discoveries, they needed to rely on the foundational 

works already available through foreign travelers and their contributions. The discovery and excavation 

of the Cave of Eileithyia was important for Cretan cultural heritage because of its reference in the 

Odyssey,30 but we must not forget that an archaeological tradition existed on the island—involving both 

native Cretans and foreigners—before this site was considered for excavation. Members of the Syllogos 

collaborated with foreign archaeologists because they were able to generate and secure interest from 

intellectuals outside of the island who could invest in the development of Crete’s archaeological 

program.31 

During his presidency, Hatzidakis encouraged foreign archaeologists to visit Crete and 

excavate.32 Foreign presence in Crete required a certain level of cooperation from the Cretans 

themselves, and Hatzidakis helped to establish a relationship between members of the Cretan 

intelligentsia and those outsiders with an interest in the island’s cultural heritage. If Cretans wanted 

validation for their intellectual pursuits or to establish professional credentials for the emerging field of 

archaeology, they needed the support of foreign institutions which had access to an academic 

community that extended beyond the island’s borders (table 3). As such, the general presence of foreign 

archaeologists should not be interpreted as merely an interference or colonial annexation under the 

                                                
30 Hom. Od. 19.170-189. Regarding Eileithyia, refer to Hatzidakis 1888: 7 & 13-15; Willetts 1958: 221-223. 
31 Halbherr, Fabricius, and Comparetti published in 1885 on Gortyn, which created international attention for the 
antiquities of Crete with Leggi antiche della città di Gortyna in Creta. 
32 For more information, see Halbherr 1896: 527; Hatzidakis 1931: 9; Detorakis 1986; Detorakis 2003; La Rosa 2000: 15, 
n. 42, 91-2; Marchand 1996: 198; Carabott 2006; McEnroe 2002: 64-66. 
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leadership of Hatzidakis as the Syllogos president but should, rather, be re-evaluated as a welcomed 

partnership between the archaeological enthusiasts of Crete and foreign researchers. In addition to the 

Italians investing in the island under Hatzidakis’ leadership, the Americans, British and French offered 

various forms of resources that benefited the island’s archaeology.  

 
 
 
 

Figure 42. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. Dragoumis, 19.01.1913, p. 1-5; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.70. 
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Figure 43. Minos Newspaper, 29.09.1884, p. 1-4; Ψηφιακή Βιβλιοθήκη της Βουλής - Βιβλιοθήκη της Βουλής των Ελλήνων, 

Τίτλος: ΜΙΝΩΣ, Ο.33 
                                                
33 Access to this newspaper series is available through the Digital Library of the Parliament. 



 - 239 - 

 

 
Figure 44. Neos Rhadamanthys Newspaper, 25.08.1884, p. 1; Ψηφιακή Βιβλιοθήκη της Βουλής- Βιβλιοθήκη της Βουλής των 

Ελλήνων, 24.01.1881-22.09.1884.34 

                                                
34 Access to this newspaper series is available through the Digital Library of the Parliament. 
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Start 
Year 

Excavation/ 
Survey Location 

Information 

1878-1879 Kefala Hill Minos Kalokairinos was the first to excavate Kefala Hill. 
1884 Gortyn 

 
Original excavations were conducted by Federico Halbherr of the Italian School of Archaeology and yielded 
one of the most important archaeological finds, the Law Code of Gortyn. Although fragments were 
discovered during the 1850s, the majority was found under Halbherr in 1884. Halbherr also conducted 
excavations later with his team and Ernst Fabricius.*  

1884 Idaion Cave The Idaion Cave (also known as the cave of the goddess, Dea) was first discovered by a local shepherd from 
Anogia in 1884 and excavations began during the summer of 1885 under Federico Halbherr. 

1886 Psychros These cave excavations were published in Estia no. 558 and a summary was included in a report submitted 
by Hatzidakis (1888). The cave originally was excavated by Hatzidakis and Halbherr in 1886. Afterwards, 
Halbherr took main control of the site. Later excavations were made by A. Evans (1896), as well as J. 
Demargne and David George Hogarth (1899). This site was previously stripped of all relevant votive 
offerings by unofficial and undocumented means.** 

1887 Eileithyia at 
Amnisos 

A trial excavation was conducted in the Cave of Eileithyia, as mentioned by Homer in the Odyssey 19.186, 
which was conducted here beyond Karteros. 

 

Notes: * Federico Halbherr discovered the Apollo Pythios Temple, and all items were surrendered as property of the Syllogos. 
              ** See Halbherr and Orsi 1888: 905-910; A. Evans 1897: 305-357; and Hogarth 1900: 90-91. 
 

Table 3. Selected Chronology of the Earliest Excavations on Crete. 
 

4.2 THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL INSTITUTE OF AMERICA AND THE EARLY BEGINNINGS OF CRETAN ARCHAEOLOGY  

International interest for Cretan antiquities increased after Minos Kalokairinos’ excavation at Kefala 

Hill in 1878/9, and excavations on Crete became part of a complicated, bureaucratic system that often 

required legal permissions and proper funding. Crete was such an enticing place to excavate that 

archaeologists often competed against one another to secure the rights to a site.35 For example, 

Théophile Homolle—who was the director of the l’École Française d’Athènes—stated in 1891 that 

Ottoman Crete was a place of exceptional material culture, but that there was a need to secure the ruins 

of Knossos “before the Germans moved in.”36 Additionally, the island garnered attention from 

prominent excavators such as Heinrich Schliemann, who had political connections to Crete through his 

                                                
35 Individuals interested in the site of Kefala Hill at Knossos included the American journalist, William J. Stillman (Galanakis 
2014: 86, fn 1), Italian archaeologist Federico Halbherr, French archaeologist M. André Joubin, British classicist Ernest 
Myers (Galanakis 2014: 86, fn 1; Morgan 2009; Coutsinas 2006; Hood and Taylor 1981; Brown 1986; Hood 1987), and 
British archaeologist Arthur Evans. 
36 Refer to chpt. 1.1 for an additional reference of this statement (Farnoux 1996: 32; Carabott 2006: 39). 
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relationship with Fotiadis Pasha, the first Christian Governor-General of Crete [1878-1885] and 

Ottoman Ambassador in Athens.37  

One case study worth our consideration is the Archaeological Institute of America’s (AIA) 

connection with Cretan archaeology prior to the establishment of the autonomous Cretan polity in 

1898—particularly, the organization’s relationship with American journalist, William J. Stillman, and 

Italian archaeologist, Federico Halbherr. The Archaeological Institute of America was interested in 

pursuing expeditions on Crete and connected originally with Stillman, the former consul, and John 

Henry Haynes in order to help secure excavations. Stillman—a journalist with knowledge about 

Mediterranean archaeology—was interested in the site of Knossos but was denied a firman through the 

Cretan government because of his previous relations with the Cretan revolutionaries during his tenure 

as a war correspondent in Crete.38 After Stillman’s inability to secure the proper permissions, the 

executive committee of the AIA temporarily delayed its support for Cretan excavations in favor of other 

promising sites throughout the Mediterranean that had long-term potential.39 When the AIA began to 

consider Crete again as a viable place for excavation again, the executive committee endorsed Halbherr 

with nearly 3,000 USD on the 13th of May 1893 for his research.40 Over the years, the AIA’s 

involvement with Cretan archaeology met with several setbacks—direct and indirect—and an 

                                                
37 Fotiadis Pasha had a particular interest in Cretan archaeological affairs and collected Cretan coins. A personal 
correspondence between Fotiadis and Schliemann, before Fotiadis became the Cretan Pasha, can be located through the 
American School of Classical Studies at Athens. This document pertains to banking in Greece: Επιστολή του Ιωάννη Φωτιάδη 
να Ερρίκο Σλήμαν: 1/13.04.1885, p. 1; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Τα έγγραφα του Ερρίκου Σλήμαν, 70.3.126 (Σειρά Β: 
Αλληλογραφία, Κουτί 70, Φάκελος 3, Έγγραφο 126). 
38 Stillman 1901: 630-645. See also Dyson 1998: 72. 
39 Being influenced by some of the long-term excavations throughout the Mediterranean, the AIA had additional interest in 
Epidaurus, if preliminary investigations yielded promising results, and then potentially Assos in Turkey because antiquities 
were easier to export from Turkey. As cited in Allen 2002: 66-67, regarding the Archaeological Institute of America Minutes 
from 15.05.1880 (AIA Archives, Box 1.1), antiquities were restricted from leaving Greece but “with proper management 
everything could be brought away from Turkey” as reported by Charles Elliot Norton. 
40 Dyson 1998: 72; cf. EHCA (De Grummond, ed.) s.v. “Halbherr, Federico (1857-1930)”; Archaeological Institute of 
America Archives; La Rosa 1986. 
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observation that arises from this case study is that in order for the AIA to exert any influence over 

excavations on the island, the organization needed to navigate the island’s political system, 

representatives, and members of the intelligentsia.41 

 

WILLIAM J. STILLMAN AND THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL INSTITUTE OF AMERICA  

Stillman was appointed as the U.S. Consul in Crete from 1865-1869, which was one of the last acts 

officiated by Abraham Lincoln before his untimely assassination.42 Part of Stillman’s responsibility as a 

government representative was “to follow the directives of [the] government and remain aloof from local 

conflicts” while reporting intelligence.43 His consular duties were minimal and, according to Stephen L. 

Dyson, he “was the least experienced and least important of the Cretan consuls.”44 During Stillman’s 

tenure as a consular representative, he became invested in Crete’s political conflict and detailed its 

revolts in The Cretan Insurrection of 1866-7-8 (1874). Once this position ended, he served as a 

correspondent for The Times at Athens and, upon a trip to Crete, he visited the partially excavated site 

of Kefala Hill-Knossos.45 After being impressed with the site’s presumed connection to the Labyrinth, 

he took the initiative to continue where Kalokairinos had prematurely ended and, according to 

Stillman’s own account, he was granted provisional access to excavations on Crete by Fotiadis Pasha.46  

With support from the AIA, Stillman applied under the U.S. Department of State for a firman 

under Ottoman authority that would grant him the necessary authorization to excavate at Knossos and 

                                                
41 For a general overview regarding the Archaeological Institute of America and its excavations, refer to Susan Heuck Allen’s 
(ed., 2002) Excavating Our Past: Perspectives on the History of the Archaeological Institute of America. 
42 Shaw 1990: 6. 
43 Quoted from Dyson 2014: 132. 
44 Dyson 2014: 132. 
45 Stillman served as a correspondent for The Times at Athens between 1877-1883, and then as a correspondent for The 
Times at Rome between 1896-1898 (Encylopædia Britannica 1911: 921). 
46 Archaeological Institute of America Second Annual Report 1880-1881: 32; cf. Shaw 1990: 6. 
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Gortyn.47 He was prepared to excavate with the voluntary assistance of John Henry Haynes, of Rowe, 

Massachusetts, sent by the AIA on the 2nd of January 1881.48 The AIA was committed to the 

archaeological mission in Crete because it wanted to secure a new collection of antiquities for the 

Museum of Fine Arts in Boston, but permissions were never approved.49 Consequently, Stillman and 

Haynes returned back to America. It was one year after that the AIA participated in establishing an 

American School of Classical Literature, Art, and Antiquities at Athens—known as the American 

School of Classical Studies at Athens (ASCSA).50 This school was intended to advance Classical Studies 

throughout Europe and serve as “an almost indispensable supplement to the Archaeological Institute 

itself.”51 

As mentioned above, Stillman left the island briefly in mid-March after his excavation prospects 

were dismissed, and he was informed by the Christian secretary that his firman was denied by the Pasha. 

According to Stillman’s (1901, vol. 2: 639) own words: 

…the difficulty had been that I had not offered to give to His Excellency the coins that might 
be found in the excavations, and that if I did this I might hope for a firman. As it was in my 
power to give what, by the agreement arrived at with the proprietor of the soil, had been 
definitely disposed of, half to him and the other half to the museums of the island, and as the 
troubles had begun, there was nothing more to be done, and I made a flying trip to some parts 
of the island which I had not seen. 

 
Stillman’s rationale about the museum receiving half of the antiquities appears to be an aforethought 

since during the time of Stillman’s application, etiquette regarding archaeological exploration and the 

protocol for surrendering excavation finds lacked clearly defined parameters. Efforts to protect 

                                                
47 Archaeological Institute of America Second Annual Report 1880-1881: 32; cf. Shaw 1990: 6. 
48 Archaeological Institute of America Second Annual Report 1880-1881: 34. 
49 Archaeological Institute of America Second Annual Report 1880-1881: 33. 
50 Archaeological Institute of America Second Annual Report 1880-1881: 35. According to Shaw 1990: 7: “In the same AIA 
report (1880-1881) that describes Stillman’s venture, the Institute was encouraged to establish an ‘American School of 
Classical Literature, Art, and Antiquities at Athens,’ in effect today’s American School of Classical Studies at Athens.” 
51 Archaeological Institute of America Second Annual Report 1880-1881: 35. 



 - 244 - 

antiquities and safeguarding them in a local museum became a consideration only after Hatzidakis 

became president of the Syllogos in 1883/4. Therefore, it is no wonder why Stillman received conflicting 

information as to how the recovered antiquities should be divided among the excavator, proprietor, 

museum, or government.  

 Stillman was never granted the firman despite making advance preparations with the proprietor 

at Knossos and having Fotiadis Pasha’s reassurance for excavation permits.52 It appeared as though 

Fotiadis had been corresponding with Stillman under false pretenses and assurances when, in reality, he 

contributed to the denial of his access to excavations.53 Authorities were “suspicious” of Stillman’s anti-

Turkish reporting and his relationships with leaders of the Cretan Insurrection from 1866-1869, which 

is conceivably the reason why he was denied the necessary firman to dig. As the Archaeological Institute 

Annual Report (1881: 34) recounted:  

Mr. Stillman having been commissioned to proceed to Crete, arrived there on the 2d of January 
of this year. Although at a first interview the Pasha confirmed the promise given in the previous 
June, it soon became evident that, instead of assisting, he was inclined to place obstacles in the 
way of Mr. Stillman’s work.54 

 
Stillman’s own account varies slightly from the AIA report. Here, Stillman (1901, vol. 2: 635-636) 

suggested that Fotiadis Pasha denied him access to excavations based on political appeasement between 

the “Mussulman oligarchy” and “Christian agitators”:   

Photiadis Pasha, an amiable and very intelligent man, recognized the dominant fact of his 
position to be the necessity of keeping the favor of the Mussulman oligarchy at the capital, and 
he could not offend the Mussulmans of the island by even a maintenance of equal justice between 
the two religions. He was therefore obliged to satisfy the leaders of the Christian agitators by the 
concession of minor advantages in the local conflicts, oftener of Christian against Christian than 
of the same against the Turk, and finally he was obliged to resort to the inciting of feud and 
jealousy between the clans, villages, and provinces in the island, to keep them from uniting 

                                                
52 Stillman 1901, vol. 2: 635-636. See also Dyson 2014: 187. 
53 Archaeological Institute of America Second Annual Report 1880-1881: 34. 
54 Regarding Turkish suspicions about American officials, refer to Dyson 2014: 138. 
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against him. He found it convenient to employ me as a tub to the whale, and having first excited 
the insular jealousy against archaeological intrusion by foreigners, and inducing his clique of 
subordinate intriguers to oppose my operations, though the Christian population in general 
were in favor of permitting me to excavate where I liked, he made them the concession of 
refusing me the permission I sought. Therefore, while he promised me all things and urged me 
to go at once to select my locality, he wrote to the Porte advising the refusal of the firman, which 
had been applied for directly by the Institute, through the minister at Constantinople. 

 
Stillman’s tumultuous relationship with the Muslim natives of the island was evident and, in the end, it 

came down to networks of politics and Stillman’s inability to foster the right relationships that cost him 

from moving forward with his desired firman for excavation on Crete.55 Even though the Christians 

seemingly advocated for his work on the island, according to Stillman’s own account, he could not 

negotiate to move forward because of the “Mussulman oligarchy.”56 

Uncertainty as to whether the island would become autonomous or unify with Greece divided 

Cretans both on a personal and professional level, and matters of archaeology were not immune from 

complications that arose from the struggle to secure, minimally, complete independence from Ottoman 

control. The preservation and maintenance of Crete’s cultural heritage was dependent upon Cretan 

leaders navigating within a system partially controlled by the Sultan and by forging archaeological 

connections with foreign countries. Foreign involvement in Cretan archaeology, thus, translated into 

political alliances. The term “political” here does not necessarily mean active or direct engagement with 

foreign ministers or government officials. Rather, “political” in this sense implies—more broadly—an 

ambassador relating ideas, messages, or strategies of one particular group’s relationship with state 

governance to a wider, more international population. As Nicoletta Momigliano (2002: 269) has stated, 

                                                
55 When it came to merchants and purchases, Stillman found the Muslim merchants to be more trustworthy than their 
Christian counterparts, whom he believed were deliberate in their deceit of the quality of goods being sold and at higher 
values than their worth (Stillman 1901, vol. 2: 638). 
56 The Archaeological Institute of America Executive Committee turned towards excavations potentially at Epidaurus and 
Assos. Regarding “Americans in the East” during this time, refer to Allen 2002: 63-92. 
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“[Giannis] Sakellarakis and [Vincenzo] La Rosa have already discussed the contrasting attitudes 

regarding foreign involvement in Cretan archaeology (especially in the period before 1898) represented, 

on the one hand, by the ‘nationalistic’ policy of Ioannis Perdikaris and, on the other hand, by the 

‘xenophile’ stance of Iosif Hazzidakis, which eventually prevailed.” What is important to press further 

is how the network of local Cretans and foreign archaeologists—whether antagonistic or cooperative 

with foreign agendas—fits into the broader narrative of Cretan independence. In particular, one 

excavator had the influence, credentials, and secured funding to participate in both Cretan archaeology 

and politics, which were often interchangeable; that individual was Italian archaeologist and epigraphist 

Federico Halbherr [1857-1930], a contemporary of Stillman.57 

 

FEDERICO HALBHERR AND THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL INSTITUTE OF AMERICA  

Halbherr—who conducted excavations at Gortyn, the Idaion Cave, and Psychros—is not the only 

foreign archaeologist who worked closely with Cretan antiquities and the Syllogos, but he was certainly 

one of the more prominent archaeologists of the island prior to Cretan autonomy from the Ottomans 

in 1898.58 Even though Arthur Evans could be considered the “inventor of Minoan civilization,”59 

Cretan archaeology is not synonymous with the “Minoan” civilization alone, and the foreign 

contributions preceding Evans are invaluable to a comprehensive understanding of Cretan antiquity.60 

                                                
57 Halbherr [1857-1930] was born in Rovereto which, at the time of his birth, was part of Vienna (though, it is today part of 
the modern borders of northern Italy). Despite being from Vienna technically, he studied archaeology under D. Comparetti 
and became revered as an important Italian archaeologist and epigrapher, who worked on sites like Phaistos in Crete. 
58 The Italian Archaeological Mission of Crete was established by Halbherr in 1899 and—with the assistance of Halbherr—
the Italian Archaeological School at Athens (SAIA) was established in 1909, decades after Halbherr, Comparetti, and other 
Italians became involved in Cretan archaeology initially (see the recent publication celebrating the centenary of SAIA edited 
by Emanuele A. Greco 2010 and the “Prefazione”). 
59 Farnoux 1993: 66. See also, N. Momigliano 2002: 264.  
60 Evans 1935: ix. See also, N. Momigliano 2002: 264; Hamilakis and Momigliano 2006: 26. 
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Evans and Halbherr first became acquainted on the 3rd of February 1892 in Rome, after Halbherr’s 

discovery of the fifth century BCE law codes at Gortyn.61 And, according to Arthur Evans’ dedication 

in his last volume of The Palace of Minos [1921-1935], it was Federico Halbherr who was the first 

explorer of the antiquities of Crete. Evans “gratefully and affectionately” dedicated his publication “to 

the memory of Federico Halbherr, the first archaeological explorer of ancient Crete and discoverer of 

the great inscription of Gortyna, true friend and helper in the very beginnings of my own researches in 

the land of Minos.”62 Additionally, Evans referred to Halbherr as “…the first in the field, the Patriarch 

of Cretan excavation. Already in 1884 — a worthy reward of long epigraphic study — he had made his 

great discovery of the Inscription of the Laws of Gortyna. This was ten years earlier than the date when 

the urge towards exploring what lay behind the traditions of Minos and Daedalos, and of the fabled 

Labyrinth, together with the quest of a still earlier form of writing, had led me to Knossos.”63  

Halbherr’s relationship with the Syllogos was critical to his ability to find the support needed 

for his excavations as is made evident by Hatzidakis’ publication (1888: 7), where he referenced the 

Italian archaeologist as a “valuable friend” to the Syllogos:  

However [despite financial limitations], we contributed, exercising all of our influence on the 
rulers and on the inhabitants, so that the valuable friend to the Association, Mr. F. Halbherr, 
sent by the Italian government to conduct archaeological excavations in Crete, conducted 
excavations in Gortyn, provided that all the discovered antiquities will belong to the Museum 
of the Association.64 

 

                                                
61 Joan Evans 1943: 300 & 308; N. Momigliano 2002: 264. 
62 Evans 1935: iv-v. 
63 Evans 1935: ix. For a brief commentary on Evans’ dedication and foreword to Halbherr, refer to N. Momigliano 2002: 
264. 
64 Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Συνετελέσαμεν ἐν τούτοις, καὶ παρὰ τοῖς ἄρχουσι καὶ παρὰ τοῖς κατοίκοις, 
μεταχειρισθέντες πᾶσαν τὴν ἐπιρροὴν ἡμῶν, ἵνα ἐνεργἠσῃ ἐν Γόρτυνι ἀνασκαφὰς ὁ πολύτιμος τοῦ Συλλόγου φίλος κ. Φ. Ἅ̔́λμπερ, 
ἀπεσταλμένος ὑπὸ τῆς ᾽Ἰταλκιῆς κυβερνήσεως δι᾽ἀρχαιολογικὰς ἐρεύνας ἐν Κρήτῃ, ὑπὸ τὸν ὅρον ἵνα πᾶσαι αἱ ἀνακαλυφθησόμεναι 
ἀρχαιότητες ἀνήκωσιν εἰς τὸ Μουσεῖον τοῦ συλλόγου.”    
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Halbherr must have been respected both for his excavation methodology and his ability to produce 

scientific work. It is worth asking why the Syllogos would exercise “all of [its] influence on the rulers, 

and on the inhabitants” to secure the work of a foreign archaeologist like Halbherr. The accounting 

information read before the Syllogos suggests that partnerships with foreign institutions were 

economically strategic. Partially, the motivation for pairing with foreign institutions and their governing 

bodies was beneficial to the Syllogos because it helped to build Crete’s broader network of academics, 

researchers, professionals, and enthusiasts.65 Until Crete was entirely independent from the Ottoman 

authority, it was within the Syllogos’ best interest to secure allies among the Great Powers, who would 

not only assist in preserving their cultural heritage, but also advocate—potentially—for the political 

positions of certain Cretans through government petitions and media outreach.   

 Halbherr, as an Italian archaeologist, had influence and respected credentials outside of his 

native country. In Autumn 1892, he visited the United States and appealed for the AIA’s financial 

sponsorship, and he was eventually backed by Professor Augustus C. Merriam,66 when—during the May 

1893 convening of the Council members—the AIA decided that Crete needed to be a part of its mission 

as an “enterprise in classic lands” since Crete had “long been a coveted field to archaeologists.”67 Crete 

was a sought-after destination for archaeological exploration of its relatively untapped potential,68 as it 

                                                
65 Hatzidakis maintained a professional relationship with foreign researchers, but his engagement with foreigners was not 
agreed upon by all Cretan intellectuals, as will be demonstrated later with Eustathios Petroulakis, curator at the Museum of 
Rethymno. Refer to Chapter 6: “Cretan Archaeology’s Role During Political Transitions: 1898-1908 & 1908-1913.” 
66 Professor Merriam passed away before Halbherr published about his expeditions between 1893 and 1894 for the 
Archaeological Institute of America. 
67 Archaeological Institute of America Fifteenth Annual Report 1893-94: 49. 
68 For example, in a letter written from F. Halbherr on 08.07.1894, he described his trial excavation in the necropolis of 
Erganos as containing three Mycenaean domical tombs with the remains of six bodies, which he believed connected the 
Mycenaeans to Crete: “Everything was gathered together, the position of each object was marked, the tombs drawn, the plans 
made, and the best preserved skulls carried off to serve for the study of the race which spread Mycenaean culture throughout 
Crete. Up to the present, not a single necropolis in the island has been studied. Now we have the material from Kamares, 
Kurtes, and Erganos for a first essay on the primitive necropoli of Crete, and as a source of new information on the question 
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were, and because its antiquities were important for connecting the east and west. In the AIA Fifteenth 

Annual Report (1893-1894: 50), the AIA acknowledged that Halbherr was an important person for 

advancing the Council’s agenda for an expedition in Crete because of his previous excavations at Gortyn 

and the Idaion Andron: 

One of the first projects of our Institute after its foundation was to enter upon this field, but the 
plan was not realized. Schliemann tried it and failed, and other European archaeologists and 
archaeological schools have been repulsed. The only person who has really achieved success 
within its limits is Professor Federico Halbherr of the University of Rome, who spent some three 
or four years there about a decade since. To him we are indebted for the discovery of the great 
Gortyna code of laws, for numerous very archaic inscriptions in addition, and for the interesting 
objects from the Idaean grotto which add an important link to the chain of connection between 
the Orient and Greece. Possessed of such extensive experience and intimate knowledge of the 
territory and the people, and closely affiliated with the archaeological society of the island, he is 
naturally competent to pursue investigations in a district whose political relations have for a long 
time been most unsatisfactory, and often most dangerous. 

 
As part of its commitment to advancing knowledge of Cretan antiquities, the AIA allotted 2,860.81 

USD for the Cretan Expedition in expenditures, as detailed in the Treasurer’s Report for the Fifteenth 

Annual Report on the 12th of May 1894.69 For this expedition, the AIA expended 2,600 USD for 

Halbherr’s research and expedition purposes, 150 USD for John Alden’s photographic and apparatus 

expenditures,70 100 USD for Hatzidakis’ necessary expenses, and 10.81 USD for Cablegrams to Crete.71 

Funding for research related expenses came from multiple sources, and what this ledger for expenditures 

                                                
of Mycenaean culture in the islands of the Aegean” (quoted from the Archaeological Institute of America Sixteenth Annual 
Report 1894-95: 54-55). 
69 Archaeological Institute of America Fifteenth Annual Report 1893-94: 56. 
70 With funding through the AIA, Halbherr was granted John Alden as an assistant, who was at that time a student of the 
American School and a former Harvard graduate. He was assigned to take photography at Gortyn but because this expedition 
was cancelled, he accompanied Halbherr instead to survey the site of Prinias on behalf of the AIA (Shaw 1990: 8). 
71 The Cretan Expedition was the single most expensive grouped expenditure under the 12.05.1894 Treasurer’s Report, 
totaling a little over 35% of the entire 8,095.17 USD expenses (Archaeological Institute of America Fifteenth Annual Report: 
56). The Treasurer’s Report from 12.05.1894 cited 1,795 USD in receipts for the Cretan Expedition (Archaeological 
Institute of America Fifteenth Annual Report 1893-94: 55). The 100 USD allotted to Hatzidakis was unspecified beyond 
“necessary expenses” and could have been expenses for attending the expropriation of land, funds given to Halbherr to 
negotiate with local officials (i.e. Hatzidakis), or a payment to the Syllogos. 
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suggests is that the AIA was willing to support Cretan archaeology by directly funding foreigners—like 

Halbherr—in order to advance the AIA’s “Regulations” adopted on the 11th of October 1884: 

1. THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL INSTITUTE OF AMERICA, consisting of a number of 
Affiliated Societies, is formed for the purpose of promoting and directing archaeological 
investigation and research, — by sending out expeditions for special investigation, by aiding 
the efforts of independent explorers, by publication of archaeological papers, and of reports 
of the results of the expeditions which the Institute may undertake or promote, and by any 
other means which may from time to time appear desirable.72  

 
The AIA was committed to the promotion of archaeological research by “independent explorers” even 

if they lacked affiliation with the AIA. Funded research required responsibility on the part of the 

“explorer” through publication and reports, which would make the results of the investigation accessible 

to a wider demographic.  

The original purpose behind Halbherr’s financial support through the AIA was to continue his 

excavations at Gortyn. Because of extenuating circumstances and political complications under the 

Ottoman authorities, Halbherr’s work was unexpectedly postponed. According to Halbherr’s (1896: 

527-528) later report on the expedition funded by the AIA, he said the following: 

Mahmud Pasha, then Governor General at Canea, was not willing to listen to proposals of 
excavation made by me or by anyone else. The proposal made by the Syllogos in co-operation 
with me to carry on work around the Great Inscription of Gortyna and to take measures for its 
preservation and for making a plaster cast of it aggravated the situation still further. A conspiracy 
was formed at Constantinople to prevent anything of the sort, and the governor was empowered 
to give orders to this effect. To these people, to whom it had never occurred before to save this 
important monument from ruin, it seemed a sacrilege that initiative should come from the 
Cretans themselves. In all this ugly muddle of intrigues, what was most painful for me to note 
was that among the originators of these obstructive acts were a few scholars who were not Turks 
and who would have done an act far more worthy of themselves and of science had they favored 
a different cause. 
 

                                                
72 The following regulation was reported in the Archaeological Institute of America Twelfth Annual Report (1890-1891: 
40), with regard to the Baltimore Society. For a full catalogue of the eighteen “Regulations,” refer to pages 40-44 of this 
publication. 
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Part of Halbherr’s difficulty in securing the permissions for the site of Gortyn was that he requested 

from the United States government a consular representative in Candia which was never provided, thus 

creating more difficulties for the Institute’s plans.73 Because Halbherr had to temporarily suspend his 

“campaign of explorations at Gortyna,” he used the AIA’s financial support to conduct instead a large-

scale exploration that covered almost two-thirds of the island spanning “…from the borderland of 

Rettimo as far as the extreme end of Sitia” from the 11th of  November 1893 until the 25th of November 

1894.74  

Halbherr credited the success of his alternative project on Crete to the support and co-operation 

of Hatzidakis and Xanthoudides, which allowed for such productive research—epigraphical, 

archaeological, and historical.75 According to a later account written by Halbherr (1896: 527):76 

During my first explorations, under the enlightened and humane administration of the late 
Photiades Pasha and also under that of his successors Anthopoulos Pasha and Sartinski Pasha, 
considerable favor was shown to scientific research. A noble institution which represented the 
movement of the country toward intellectual and moral progress, the Syllogos of Candia, was 
developed with fruitful energy under the aegis of the authorities, and laid the basis of a museum 
which, from humble beginnings, has to-day attained the importance with which all are familiar. 
All archaeologists have been in the habit of addressing themselves to the Syllogos, which, thanks 
to the semi-official position to which it had attained, used to be in a condition to offer them all 
the support necessary to assure the success of their scientific undertakings; serving as a 
connecting link between them and the government, on one side, and, on the other, interposing 
its good offices so as to facilitate negotiations with the owners of land which it was desirable to 
explore. But, during the last few years, the government of Constantinople has laid a heavy hand 
on the island of Crete: the Turkish element has gained the upper hand and the barbarism so 
natural to it once more has showed itself in all its various forms. The Hellenic Syllogos, while 
ever maintaining its tradition of hospitality and sympathy toward foreign students, and while 
continuing with even greater zeal to favor their purposes, has been deprived of the protection of 

                                                
73 Halbherr 1896: 528. 
74 Halbherr 1896: 526. See also Shaw 1990: 7. 
75 Halbherr 1896: 528-529. 
76 Complementing this account of Halbherr, the Archaeological Institute of America Fifteenth Annual Report (1893-4: 51) 
justifies the difficulties of Halbherr’s expedition by suggesting that: “[Halbherr] found the political condition of the island 
completely changed since he was there before. The last revolution, which was favorable to the Turks, resulted in banishing 
the Greek element from power and influence. The National Assembly exists no longer, and the island is assimilated to a 
Turkish province of Asia Minor, administered directly by the Porte, the governor being sent from Constantinople.” 
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the government and has been even openly opposed by local Turkish governors and by the 
authorities of Constantinople, so that its action became almost entirely inoperative.77 
 

The Syllogos balanced its control of local antiquities with simultaneously encouraging a productive 

relationship between academic-research institutions abroad. The reasons why Halbherr had to postpone 

his excavations vary greatly from Stillman’s (e.g. Stillman had political disagreements from the 

administration, whereas Halbherr was limited because of the current political affairs of the island and 

its revolutionary state), and the Syllogos worked arduously with Halbherr to ensure that he would have 

a stable career on the island.  

Halbherr was well-connected politically to intellectual circles throughout Europe, which 

benefitted the Syllogos in its cause to generate support for a Cretan Law on Antiquities. One example 

of the symbiotic relationship between Halbherr and members of the Syllogos is evident through the 

solicitation and sales of selected casts from items discovered on the island from the mid-1880s to mid-

1890s. There was an imminent threat under Ottoman control that antiquities could be taken from the 

island and transferred to Constantinople, so the need for international recognition of these finds was of 

critical importance. What Halbherr offered was invaluable advice as to how the Syllogos could connect 

to institutions abroad but—more importantly—he helped to secure a platform for their voices by acting 

as a mediary between the Syllogos and newspaper editors.  

 

 

 

                                                
77 For a general commentary about Halbherr’s experience refer to McEnroe 2002: 65, where a secondary reference (absent of 
excerpt or quotation) of this passage can be found. See also Hirst 1887 for information regarding Anthopoulos Pasha’s and 
Sartinski Pasha’s support for archaeology. 
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4.3 SOLICITATION AND SALE OF CASTS   

Using archival collections from the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio, this section serves as a case study 

to uncover the circumstances surrounding the 1st of June 1895 circular sent to foreign institutions by 

Dr. Iosif Hatzidakis and Professor Stefanos Xanthoudides, which advertised the casts of a 7th century 

BCE Daedalic statue in poros lithos discovered at Eleutherna; the Head of Aphrodite from Gortyn; and 

the Gortyn Legal Code (fig. 45). In this circular, a photographic image of the archaic statue from 

Eleutherna reveals the newfound mobility, circulation, and distribution of archaeological replicas in 

Crete.78 What is important about this document is not the document itself but what the document 

represents about the relationship between Cretan excavators and European archaeologists during this 

period under the Ottoman administration; specifically, with regard to Federico Halbherr. I argue that 

this advertisement was twofold in its purpose. First, this circular advertised the sale of casts to defray 

conservation expenses for recently excavated antiquities. Second, apart from sales and profits, this 

advertisement was used to garner transnational support for the scientific achievements of Cretan 

archaeology and the Syllogos’ supervision over the island’s antiquities.  

In order to make the claim that the circular from the 1st of June 1895 was meant to garner 

transnational support for the protection of Cretan antiquities under the Ottoman administration, I 

focus on three main concerns. First, I focus more broadly on the manufacture of casts and moulds from 

Greek antiquities, which can then be applied generally to the Cretan model. Plaster reproductions at 

this time played an important role for museum and university collections throughout the world partly 

                                                
78 One example of the Daedalic statue’s cast being purchased and on display can be found within the catalogue of Classical 
casts with the Charles University collection (1978): Katalog odlitků antické plastiky ze sbírky Univerzity Karlovy, by Eva 
Kamínková (e.g. Horní část ženské sochy z Kréty/Eleutherny. Muzeum Heraklion. Lippold, Griech. Plastik 22, tab. 2:2 [H1, 
I 654]. Daidalské, pozdni 7. stoleti př. n. I). 
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because of their affordability (in contrast to the originals), which allowed wider access to the academic 

study of antiquities through this medium (e.g. Museum of Fine Arts in Boston, Royal Museums in 

Berlin, Louvre and the École des Beaux Arts in Paris, etc.).79 Second, I give particular attention to 

Halbherr, who served as an advisor and friend to the Syllogos, and offered advice to Hatzidakis regarding 

the plaster casts and their sales. Third, and finally, I discuss how the circular was used in conjunction 

with articles published throughout European newspapers as a way to bring attention to the needed 

legislation for the protection and ownership of antiquities.  Because correspondence about drafting an 

antiquities act was prohibited under the Ottoman administration during this state of rebellion, 

communication about these matters had to be done in secrecy through obfuscation and encoded 

messages. Halbherr worked cooperatively with the Syllogos, and his confidential communication 

regarding matters of a Cretan antiquities act is indicative of his commitment to connect the Syllogos’ 

access to a broader network of European supporters. 

 

                                                
79 Regarding a brief history regarding the composition of plaster casts, refer to Megens, Joosten, de Tagle, and Dooijes 2011: 
1-9. For a brief history about the dissemination of casts throughout Europe and America, refer to: Cornell University 
Library’s “A Short History of Plaster Casts” (Cornell Collections of Antiquities: Originals and Reproductions); 
https://antiquities.library.cornell.edu/casts; accessed 25.08.2018. 
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Figure 45. Letter Template from the Greek Syllogos of Candia about Casts Sent to Museums, Universities, Academies, 

Institutes of Archaeology and of their Scientific Bodies, 01.06.1895; ΑΜΗ, Βιβλίο 5. 
 
 

CASTS IN GREECE 
 
Plaster casts function both as a replica of an original copy and an original object once they take on their 

new form and purposed as part of a collection (sculpture, art, architecture, etc.). The practice of casting 

material objects for personal and private collections in modern times can be traced back to intellectual 

and artistic movements of the Renaissance, Baroque, and Neo-Classical period.80 Casts became part of 

private collections from the fifteenth century onward and served additionally as “an early canon of what 

                                                
80 According to Cornell University Library’s “Cornell Plaster Cast Collection: Past and Present,” “Plaster casts are 
simultaneously copies and originals. Once they leave the mold that makes them a replica they take on their own distinctive 
lives. And yet, cast collections of ancient, mostly Greek and Roman, or European sculpture share a common, if not global 
history.” Additionally, refer to “A Short History of Plaster Casts” (Cornell Collections of Antiquities: Originals and 
Reproductions). 
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were considered masterworks of the ancient Greek and Roman world.”81 During the late-nineteenth 

century, casts made from the material objects found from archaeological excavations started to become 

a standard for the collections of museums and institutions in lieu of originals because of their 

transportability, availability, artistic value, and affordability. This sub-section uses Alexandra 

Alexandri’s (2017) research from the Historical Archive of Antiquities and Restorations of the Hellenic 

Ministry of Culture and Sports to discuss casts and copies from 1885-1901, specifically from the Cast 

Workshop of the Archaeological Service, in order to discuss the regulations placed on casts and moulds. 

Alexandri concentrates on Greece, but her work can be applied to Crete in a larger context since foreign 

archaeologists working in Greece—like in Crete—had a role in the production of casts.82  

The concept for a Cast Museum in Greece was part of the 1885 Royal Decree “Concerning the 

Organization of the Athens Museums,” but never took form.83 In fact, a cast workshop only materialized 

to display curated collections of casts beginning with the 1893 World’s Columbia Exposition of 

Chicago, of which most of the 112 casts produced were from objects located in the National Museum.84  

In this collection, mostly pieces from the Classical period were sent and displayed at the Exhibition—

demonstrating an agenda that Greece was the origin of western civilization.85 The export and sale of 

antiquities were restricted in Greece, so it was the replica of certain antiquities that served as a 

replacement for an actual artifact and, therefore, “casts became the concrete trophies, as it were, of 

                                                
81 Cornell University Library’s “A Short History of Plaster Casts” (Cornell Collections of Antiquities: Originals and 
Reproductions): https://antiquities.library.cornell.edu/casts/a-short-history; accessed 25.08.2018. 
82 Alexandri 2017: 182 & fn 4; eg. Kokkou 1977: 102-103. 
83 Alexandri 2017: 182 & fn 7. Regarding material culture and the familiarity of its past, refer to Alexandri 2002: 191-199. 
84 It was only in 1893 that an official Cast Workshop was recognized. Although an official, permanent museum was never 
created for these casts, they were displayed temporarily in secure locations in Athens. Refer to Andromache Gazi’s (1998: 87-
91) article “The Museum of Casts in Athens [1846-1874].” See also Alexandri 2017: 186 & fn 24, p. 193 – Law 2149 of 
08.02.1893, “῾Περί ἱδρύσεως ἐργαστηρίου και μουσείου ἐκμαγείων,” ΦΕΚ Α´  30, and Royal Decree of 15.04.1893, “῾Περί 
καθορισμού τῆς τιμῆς τῶν ἐν τῷ ᾽Εθνικῷ Μουσείῷ κατασκευαζομένων ἐκμαγείων,” ΦΕΚ Α´ 69.  
85 Alexandri 2017: 184-185, fn 20; & fn 7, p. 191: Royal Decree of 25 November 1885, ΦΕΚ Α´113, Articles 2, 3 and 9; & 
fn 20, p. 192. Cf. Rydell 1984: 38–71; Muccigrosso 1993; Jenkins 1994; Lewis 1997; Bank 2002; and Domosh 2002. 
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foreign archaeological research in Greece, to be exhibited as testimonies to the production of 

knowledge.”86  

During this time, regulations were placed on the production of casts from Greek artifacts by law 

under Panayiotis Kavvadias, who served as the General Ephor of Antiquities from 1885-1909.  Prior to 

his regulations and restrictions on pricing, foreign archaeologists working in Greece had more liberties 

as to what could be done regarding copies and moulds. According to Alexandri (2017: 183): 

By the terms of the Olympia treaty, signed in 1875 and published in the Government Gazette 
in Greek and French, the excavators were granted the exclusive right to take copies and moulds 
(‘des copies et des moules’ in the French text) of all the finds within five years of their discovery. 
Most importantly, this right (albeit not exclusive) was extended to any other antiquities on 
Greek soil. However, the Greek text referred to εκμαγεία (casts) and the broad term 
αποτυπώματα (imprints).  
 

The exclusive rights under the Olympia treaty that were applicable to Greece were not enforceable on 

Crete, which is why the solicitation and sales of casts in Crete is an exceptional case study, where the 

Syllogos had the exclusive rights to the profits made from the casts and moulds. It was also in 1893 that 

the Cretan Syllogos starting contacting foreign institutions to save the epigraphical remains of the 

Gortyn Law Code by soliciting donations for its safe removal, in a letter dated from the 24th of 

December 1893 (fig. 46): 

To save this inscription, to transport it and to preserve it in a safe place and one which is 
acceptable, we invite the aid of all who know the great importance of this ancient relic. || To buy 
and transport the inscription will require a sum of about 10,000 francs. As it is not possible for 
our society to collect the entire amount in this island we have decided to ask the aid of Museums, 
Universities, Academies, Institutes of Archaeology and of their scientific bodies, offering to 
them, on our part, a token of recognition for the aid they shall afford.87 
 

                                                
86 Alexandri 2017: 182 & fn 5; Voudouri 2017: 101-120. 
87 Letter Template from the Greek Syllogos of Candia sent to Museums, Universities, Academies, Institutes of Archaeology 
and of their scientific bodies, 24.12.1893; AMH, Βιβλίο 5, σ. 1. 
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As a token of the Syllogos’ gratitude for any contribution of 25 l. sterling or more, the Syllogos would 

send a cast of the entire wall containing the inscription without additional expense to the donating 

institution, which could be shipped to the ports of Brindisi, Trieste, Genoa, or Marseilles. The early 

solicitations made by the Syllogos were not enough to fully support its need of 10,000 francs to save the 

wall “…exposed, not only to the stress of weather and to the destructive action of the water of a canal, 

which passes over it, but even to the more serious danger of being destroyed forever by an ignorant or 

malicious hand.”88 The Syllogos, therefore, communicated with Halbherr in order to help its cause.89 

 
Figure 46. Letter Template from the Greek Syllogos of Candia about Casts Sent to Museums, Universities, Academies, 

Institutes of Archaeology and of their Scientific Bodies, 24.12.1893, p. 1-2; ΑΜΗ, Βιβλίο 5. 

                                                
88 Letter Template from the Greek Syllogos of Candia sent to Museums, Universities, Academies, Institutes of Archaeology 
and of their scientific bodies, 24.12.1893; AMH, Βιβλίο 5, σ. 1. 
89 For a catalogue of information regarding plaster casts in Berlin of ancient sculptures from Greece (e.g. comparanda around 
the time of the Syllogos’ solicitation), refer to Friederichs 1885. 
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HALBHERR: LIAISON TO THE “RESISTANCE” 
 
Halbherr helped the Syllogos—primarily Hatzidakis and Xanthoudides—with manufacturing casts 

from artifacts found on Crete, and this reflects the cooperative relationship between foreign and local 

archaeologists. In Halbherr’s letter to Hatzidakis from the 26th of April 1895, located in the Iraklio 

Archaeological Museum Archives, Halbherr discusses how new fragments of the Gortyn Law Code 

inscription will be dried and available for purchase. This cast would then be targeted for sale to the 

science academies in Rome and Oxford, among others. Unfortunately, the statue from Eleutherna was 

poorly casted and needed to be re-moulded before sales, which delayed progress. In this same letter about 

the casts, Halbherr offered advice as to how the archaeological Syllogos of Crete could better articulate 

the cause for autonomy, free from Ottoman control. Therefore, the revenue from casts of excavated 

objects was intended not only to defray conservation and preservation expenses for important Cretan 

antiquities, but also to serve as symbolic capital for the Cretan cause. The casts were physical 

representations of some of Crete’s most impressive finds to date and by generating international 

attention around Cretan antiquities, it would encourage institutions abroad to become involved in the 

preservation and security of Crete’s antiquities. During this time, incoming and outcoming 

communication was monitored by the Ottoman authorities, especially if it pertained to drafts of laws, 

unification with Greece, or autonomy. Halbherr’s letter to Hatzidakis is an example of this monitored 

communication. He exhibits discretion when writing about matters of future antiquity laws in the same 

letter that he writes about the casts (fig. 47): 

The new fragment of the great inscription was printed and within few days it will be dried, so 
that the next week we will be able to pack and send four or five copies of the whole inscription. 
The other day, Mr. Companeli came to Rome, and I took him to the workshop to see the prints. 
He was very pleased, and he promised me that he would try to sell another two for us—either 
one to the Accademia dei Lincei or another public institution of Rome, and the other one to 
Oxford, where he has several colleagues.  
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The casts of the statue from Eleutherna are not well done and our craftsman is somewhat 
disappointed because the two halves of the cast do not fit properly with each other. But we will 
try so that the work will be done accordingly as soon as possible. The casts of the other archaic 
inscriptions were not found in the boxes, which contained only the head of Hera, the great 
inscriptions, and the statue. 

 
[William J.] Stillman told me that he wants me, myself, to do the article for The Times, but that 
it must be written very intensely. To contain not words, but facts, and some drawings, and some 
requests. That is, that we should say that Crete needs to be explored because the Turkish 
government foolishly impedes [progress] and that once and for all [we] must abandon this 
system of obstination and that the management and the administration of antiquities must be 
given to the Syllogos. This is the way that the others want the articles, clear and open. I hesitate 
fearing that I may harm you instead of benefiting you. Especially now that I am reading in the 
newspapers of Crete that the good deputies, such as [Ioannis] Sfakianakis and others, who could 
undertake the defense of the Draft of Law, do not want to remain candidates. I hope that the 
day after tomorrow I shall find in Rome letters from you to guide me. I am waiting to see if my 
article that I wrote for Athenaeum will be published next Monday. Also, this one [should be] 
very intense but in a way that it should not irritate the Turks. But I will do something in some 
way when I have the occasion to save the great inscription. If you think that it is possible for 
great things to happen in relation to all these at the meeting and that it would be good to be 
ready for war in favor of our Association and, in general, of the archaeological matter, you can 
do the following: Compose/write three or four telegrams according to the circumstances that 
you think that they will be presented. On each draft of each telegram you should put a number 
(for ex. Tel. 1, tel. 2, tel. 3 e.tc.) and enclose them for me in your first letter. Next, when the 
occasion arrives, that is when you think it is time for the telegram to be sent to The Times, just 
telegraph to me from Crete• one or two or three or four, etc. Then I will bring to Stillman the 
telegram 1 or 2 etc., which would be prepared and I will try to [have it] be sent immediately. Do 
you understand me? The government would not let you telegraph directly from Crete, if it is 
about drafts of law, or about matters that the government is fighting.90 
 

This letter is important—in the context of its totality—because it connects the sale of replicas with the 

Syllogos’ archaeological cause to seek independence from the Ottoman administration. The Syllogos 

and members of the Cretan intelligentsia resisted the current administration, and Halbherr’s letter is 

indicative of their challenge to the administration’s control on antiquities. Even without Halbherr 

explicitly connecting casts (i.e. the physical representation of Cretan antiquities) to future newspaper 

                                                
90 Translated from the Original Greek Text (fig. 47): ΑΜΗ, Επιστολή του Φεντερίκο Αλμπέρ να Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, 
26.04.1895, Βιβλίο 8, σ. 1-3. 
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articles (i.e. rhetorical device to arouse international support for the Syllogos’ control over Cretan 

antiquities), the connection between the two is subtle and implicit. Based on Halbherr’s letter, the 

Turkish administration monitored incoming and outgoing communication, which is why Halbherr 

urged Hatzidakis to send three to four different letters—each representing an encoded message. Upon 

Halbherr receiving the corresponding telegram code, only one of these letters would be selected for 

inclusion in newspapers throughout Europe. Therefore, we need to challenge the way we approach the 

disciplinary history of Cretan archaeology by examining the “hidden transcripts” related to the politics 

of antiquities and the archaeologists who were on the fringes of the administration. 

The production, advertisement, and sale of casts functioned beyond a simple business 

transaction and Halbherr’s correspondence with Hatzidakis is indicative of the types of “hidden” and 

“official” communication between archaeologists about sensitive political matters. The objects 

themselves only provided modest profit if sold, so the greater advantage of having these casts 

disseminated widely was for the international recognition of Cretan archaeology. By generating interest 

in Cretan antiquities on a larger scale, it was possible to secure support from outside the island to put 

pressure on the Ottoman administration to allow antiquities to remain on the island and to be placed 

under the supervision exclusively of the Syllogos. The Syllogos wanted a law drafted that allowed the 

Syllogos complete control over the island’s antiquities but because the Syllogos’ support for such a law 

undermined the current administration, any communication about the potential for drafting an 

antiquities law had to be done with caution. Monitored communication is evident from Halbherr’s 

proposal that Hatzidakis produce multiple drafts in a coded system.  

Resistance does not exclude the Cretan upper class and—for this specific case-study about 

Cretan casts—we can take this argument a step beyond “symbolic meaning” and think more critically 
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about the relationship between Cretan intellectuals (e.g. Hatzidakis, Xanthoudides, the Syllogos) and 

foreign archaeologists (e.g. Halbherr) as a network of trusted individuals using their resources to enable 

Cretan intellectuals in their challenge against the Ottoman authority. The Syllogos collected and 

protected antiquities since the presidency of Hatzidakis, and Halbherr’s communication with the 

Syllogos about antiquities can be viewed as legitimizing the authority of the Syllogos and advancing its 

power. The sale of casts, therefore, could be used as a means to forge political relationships, which were 

complementary to the newspaper articles being published in support of the Syllogos’ control over Cretan 

antiquities.  

By critically approaching these casts from their production to their intended distribution, we 

can start to look at these objects not only as products, but also as commodities exhibiting their own 

“social life” (e.g. drawing from Igor Kopytoff and Arjun Appadurai).91 There is an economic and cultural 

component to commodities and the casts, in this sense, carry symbolic attachment as they entered the 

foreign markets for distribution. As argued by Kopytoff, commodities are dynamic in how they are 

perceived and valued throughout their “social life”:  

From a cultural perspective, the production of commodities is also a cultural and cognitive 
process: commodities must be not only produced materially as things, but also culturally marked 
as being a certain kind of thing. Out of the total range of things available in a society, only some 
of them are considered appropriate for marking as commodities. Moreover, the same thing may 
be treated as a commodity at one time and not at another. And finally, the same thing may, at 
the same time, be seen as a commodity by one person and as something else by another. Such 
shifts and differences in whether and when a thing is a commodity reveal a moral economy that 
stands behind the objective economy of visible transactions.92  

 
By applying Kopytoff’s theoretical approach to a Cretan context, we can argue that casts were the 

physical representation of the antiquity it replicated but—more importantly—served as a symbolic 

                                                
91 Appadurai 1986: 3; Kopytoff 1986: 64-91. 
92 Kopytoff 1986: 64. 
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representation of Crete’s rich material past, which warranted protection and international attention. 

These objects generated limited profit, so their value beyond monetary gain speaks to their importance 

as a representation of Crete’s material past (refer to the sub-section below: “Halbherr: Mediator of the 

Syllogos”). 

Halbherr’s relationship with the Syllogos was part of an elite network and although Cretans 

could benefit economically from this level of partnership, they had more to gain on a political level. 

Antiquities, in this regard, can be regarded as symbolic capital if we apply Hamilakis’ and Yalouri’s 

(1996: 120) model about the politics of power, domination, and resistance: “It is not antiquities as 

physical objects which are for sale, but their value and their symbolic meaning.” Particularly, Hamilakis 

and Yalouri (1996: 121) suggest that antiquities are the means by which we can negotiate power “to 

legitimate the authority of a regime or a social group” and, secondly, as a “tool for resistance.”93 

Hamilakis and Yalouri apply Bourdieu’s (1977a; 1990) notion of symbolic capital and Giddens’ (1984) 

theory on authoritative resource to a Modern Greek context, where antiquities function as an indirect 

means of exchange with the intent of national or political profit.94 Hamilakis and Yalouri (1996:119) 

cite Bourdieu in that economic transactions in the form of symbolic capital can sometimes lack public 

transparency, especially in the situation of Greece post 1834 and the archaeological law which 

acknowledged antiquities as “State Property” and unsalable. The sale and transport of Cretan antiquities 

were banned under the regulations enforced by the Syllogos so, in the context of Crete, casts could serve 

as “symbolic capital” because they functioned as a physical representation of some of Crete’s most 

                                                
93 See also for a discussion on power dynamics and the negotiations of authority: Bourdieu 1977a, 1977b, & 1990; and 
Giddens 1984 & Herzfeld 1991. 
94 Hamilakis and Yalouri 1996: 117-129. According to Bourdieu 1990: 188, “Symbolic capital is this denied capital, 
recognised as legitimate, that is misrecognised as capital (recognition, acknowledgement in the sense of gratitude aroused by 
benefits can be one of the foundations of its recognition) which, along with religious capital is perhaps the only possible form 
of accumulation when economic capital is not recognized” (as quoted in Hamilakis and Yalouri 1996: 199). 
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important archaeological discoveries that required legal protection. Although the concepts of “symbolic 

capital” and “social capital” are not without their problems, they offer a useful framework for thinking 

about Cretan casts extending beyond a simple reduction of sale and purchase. 

 
Figure 47. Letter from F. Halbherr to I. Hatzidakis, 26.04.1895, p. 1-3; ΑΜΗ, Επιστολή του Φεντερίκο Αλμπέρ να Ιωσήφ 

Χατζηδάκη, Βιβλίο 8. 
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HALBHERR: MEDIATOR OF THE SYLLOGOS 
 
Halbherr’s advocacy for the scientific mission of the Syllogos is evident in a letter he wrote to Hatzidakis 

from Rome on the 18th of May 1895, offering advice as to how the Syllogos and the scientific 

achievements of Crete could be better recognized on a more transnational level through media and the 

cooperation of foreign institutes. The Syllogos needed funding for the restoration and conservation of 

artifacts. As such, it urged institutions and foreign schools to purchase casts of select torsos and 

inscriptions from recently excavated sites on Crete. Aside from the cost-benefit of sales, Halbherr’s letter 

reveals the types of communication between Cretan excavators and foreign archaeologists (figs. 48 & 

49): 

Dearest Mr. Doctor [I. Hatzidakis], I received your telegraph, and I was very happy that the 
matter was resolved. If you want for the newspapers of Crete to publish something in favor of 
the Syllogos, you can write, from now on, that the Academy and the Standard of London and 
the Tribuna of Rome published articles full of sympathy and admiration about the scientific 
work of the Syllogos, also expressing the idea that Cretan antiquities should stay in the country 
and the Syllogos should have their administration and supervision. [?]95 will send to you the 
newspapers when they arrive at Rome. Tomorrow I will again pass by [William J.] Stillman to 
learn if the article of The Times was published or not yet. 96 

 
Halbherr’s letter is important because it was written during the tenure of his funding through the AIA, 

and shows the level of commitment between foreign intellectuals and members of the Cretan 

intelligentsia involved with the development of archaeological practices. The Syllogos needed “sympathy 

and admiration” from the outside in order to advance its cause.  

Halbherr mediated between Hatzidakis, the Syllogos, and the wider media outside of Crete as 

evidenced by his letter. He advised Hatzidakis that newspapers from England, Italy, and America pledge 

                                                
95 The name written on this document is illegible but, perhaps, could be “Markakis” or “Marianis.” 
96 Translated from the Original Greek Text: AMH, Επιστολή του Φεντερίκο Αλμπέρ να Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, 18.05.1895, Ρώμη, 
βιβλίο 8, σ. 1. 
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their public support for Cretan antiquities to remain on the island and under control of the Syllogos; 

therefore, the Syllogos could gain leverage with the popular opinion of local Cretans and administration 

by publicizing the international support of this decision. What this letter demonstrates is that although 

Halbherr himself lacked direct political authority or the ability to intervene in Cretan affairs with the 

Great Powers, he was able to offer intelligence to Hatzidakis that could be used for public persuasion 

through the media.  

Halbherr, despite being forced to stop his excavation at Gortyn, maintained his relationship 

with the Cretan Syllogos and even offered suggestions as to the exact expenses for casting objects and at 

what cost they should be listed. Profits from these replicas were used to fund the developing Cretan 

Museum of Candia and to bring back the Law Code of Gortyn to a secure location (18.05.1895, AMH, 

Βιβλίο 8; table 4):97 

Object Operating Cost Price of Cast Replica 

Torso 10 francs 45 francs 
Head 5 francs 15 francs 
Column 30 francs 100 francs 

 

Table 4. Proposed Cost for Replica Casts, 18.05.1895. 

Although these casts lacked high profit margins for the Syllogos, they offered intrinsic value for the 

group because—as Halbherr understood in his letter—they served as a representation of Cretan cultural 

heritage: “Of course, the whole thing was not profitable—from the point of view of money—for the 

Association, but the moral gain of your union is great.”98 Even as a replica, a column from the Law Code 

of Gortyn could work in favor of the Syllogos during this period of political change because its visual 

                                                
97 The table was generated from data using the letter from F. Halbherr to I. Hatzidakis (18.05.1895). In this letter, Halbherr 
calculated the actual operating costs for creating replicas of certain objects and then suggested a price at which the Syllogos 
should charge for foreign institutions wanting to purchase these items (AMH, Επιστολή του Φεντερίκο Αλμπέρ να Ιωσήφ 
Χατζηδάκη, 18.05.1895, Ρώμη: βιβλίο 8, σ. 3). 
98 AMH, Επιστολή του Φεντερίκο Αλμπέρ να Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, 18.05.1895, Ρώμη: βιβλίο 8, σ. 3-4.   
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appeal functioned not only as an educational piece, but also as an artistic representation of Crete’s 

important past. The narrative of those objects selected for reproduction by the Syllogos reminds the 

targeted audience of Crete’s importance within the ancient world. Objects from Cretan prehistory were 

not found in abundance during the sales of these casts, which is why the Syllogos’ advertisements focused 

on selling casts from the most well- preserved objects dating to the Archaic and Classical periods. These 

advertisements as well as the letters accompanying them demonstrate that the Cretan Syllogos was trying 

to substantiate Crete as a center of archaeological importance spanning centuries—not just prehistory 

with a focus on King Minos or the Labyrinth.   

Why is it necessary, though, that we look at the letters between Federico Halbherr and the 

Syllogos president—Hatzidakis—about the casts from 1895? As mentioned previously, it was not until 

the 18th of June 1899 that an archaeological law for the island was ratified. With this in mind, we can 

understand why Halbherr’s correspondence to Hatzidakis was so important in the 1890s and why 

Hatzidakis was needed to further advance the island’s material cultural with its protection in mind 

before any law was voted upon.  

This particular example of a foreign archaeologist’s relationship with the Syllogos is complicated 

for several reasons. Firstly, Halbherr was an Italian archaeologist acting largely for the intellectual and 

scientific interests of the Italian government. Italy in 1884 established its Missione archeologia in Crete 

and then established an archaeological school in Athens in 1909.99 Secondly, Halbherr received funding 

from the AIA during this period, even though he was an Italian. Despite substantial financial investment 

from the AIA, Halbherr was unable to conduct any full-scale excavation because of the island’s political 

situation and other extenuating circumstances. Halbherr was, however, able to successfully survey the 

                                                
99 Ceserani 2012: 202. See also Barbanera 1998: 49-188 and Petricioli 1990 regarding Italian missions abroad. 
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island from Rethymno to Sitia with the assistance of his colleague from the Italian School of Archaeology 

in Rome, Dr. Antonino Taramelli,100 but his work did not meet the original expectations of the AIA. 

According to Joseph Shaw (1990: 8):  

In 1894, Halbherr’s request for financial backing was rejected by the AIA, which was no longer 
interested in sponsoring research in Crete as the island was still under Turkish domination. 
Rather, the AIA wished to establish an archaeological domain for itself on the mainland of 
Greece. The concession for the great Greek sanctuary at Delphi was first offered to the American 
School, but was lost in the following year to the French, at least in part because of a new 
commercial treaty concerning Greek currants! On the other hand, as early as 1896 ancient 
Corinth was granted to the American excavators, and AIA funds were diverted from Halbherr’s 
project in Crete to fund the excavations at Corinth, although Halbherr was promised he would 
receive funding as soon as Corinth was completed. 
 

 Halbherr was assured additional funds by the AIA but that, however, never happened. An expenditure 

of only 16.06 USD was spent by the AIA for the Cretan Expedition (telegrams, freight charges on a case 

that had been forwarded from Athens), as indicated in the AIA Seventeenth Annual Report (1895-

1896: 63) in the Treasurer’s Report from the 9th of May 1896.101 Interest in Crete was waning at this 

time because the island was going through an intense period of revolution between the Christian 

population resisting the Ottoman administration;  opportunities to excavate were nearly impossible 

with the administration in a state of flux.  

In order for Halbherr to complete his responsibility to the AIA for his  previous expenditures, 

he proposed a fifteen chapter report to be published in the American Journal of Archaeology between 

1896-1901, along with his colleagues and archaeologists like Lucio Mariani, Paolo Orsi, Antonio 

Taramelli, and Stefanos Xanthoudides.102 This fifteen-count article submission was intended for a 

                                                
100 Archaeological Institute of America Sixteenth Annual Report 1894-95: 52-58. 
101 The North American Archaeological Expedition invested in Crete during the early twentieth century once the island 
transitioned to a Cretan State, and support was granted to excavators like Harriet Boyd, Richard Seager, and Edith Hall.  
102 Archaeological Institute of America Sixteenth Annual Report 1894-95: 52-54; Shaw 1990: 8. 
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special volume on Cretan Antiquities within the Classical Papers of the Institute series,103 but 

underwent delays due to unexpected illness and unforeseen circumstances.104 Halbherr continued his 

archaeological efforts on Crete even after his Cretan Expedition under the AIA had finished, but he was 

now being supported by his native country of Italy for projects in the Messara in 1898.105  

 
Figure 48. Letter from F. Halbherr to I. Hatzidakis, 18.05.1895 (Rome), p. 1 & 4; ΑΜΗ, Επιστολή του Φεντερίκο Αλμπέρ 

να Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, Ρώμη: βιβλίο 8.  
  

                                                
103 Archaeological Institute of America Sixteenth Annual Report 1894-95: 54. 
104 Archaeological Institute of America Seventeenth Annual Report 1895-1896: 55. 
105 With the AIA’s financial sponsorship, Halbherr and Taramelli had worked at sites of Messara like Phaistos, Kamares, 
Kourtes, etc. The AIA, however discontinued its support for Halbherr and invested in Corinth instead. After the withdrawal 
of funding, Halbherr began to excavate with a formal permit and under the financial support of the Italians in the Messara 
(for more information, refer to Shaw 1995: 2). 
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Figure 49. Letter from F. Halbherr to I. Hatzidakis, 18.05.1895 (Rome), p. 2 & 3; ΑΜΗ, Επιστολή του Φεντερίκο Αλμπέρ 

να Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, Ρώμη: βιβλίο 8. 
 

CONCLUSION  

Crete, with a varying tradition of resistance and occupation, was lawfully separate from Greece when the 

Cretan archaeological mission began. By this time, foreign institutions were established already in 

Athens, and Cretan archaeology was left to develop from the concerted efforts of Cretan politicians, 

doctors, linguists, lawyers, educators, and cultural heritage enthusiasts. Foreign archaeological 

institutions did not exist on the island, and Greek laws did not apply while Crete was semi-autonomous 

from 1878-1898 under the Ottomans. The first Italian Archaeological Mission on Crete was not 
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established until 1899 with Halbherr, which is the year after Italy became one of four Great Powers 

overseeing Crete once Ottoman administration had been eliminated from the island.106 Therefore, the 

Cretan leaders had to serve their own interests in what became known as “Cretan archaeology” during 

the island’s period of transition, and developing this field of inquiry was a collective effort. Those 

Cretans who pioneered the field of archaeology were strategic about their lifelong devotion to the 

protection of cultural heritage and how the island’s material culture fit within a broader, national 

narrative.  

Casts functioned beyond their physical representations of archaeological objects. According to 

Alexandri (2017: 188): “The mobility of casts also offered the possibility of reaching the Greek 

population outside the borders of Greece. For example, Kavvadias suggested in 1899 that a full series of 

casts be donated to the Archaeological Museum of Chania, to be displayed in an annexe named in 

honour of Prince George, who had been appointed governor of the newly independent state of Crete.”107 

We see in this example how casts were used as educational devices both for a foreign and Greek audience. 

During the 1890s, Crete disseminated copies of their artifacts for purchase that would benefit the 

developing archaeological museum and, later in 1899, Greece sent a series of casts to Crete to be placed 

on display. Casts during the nineteenth century were important not only as an affordable alternative to 

owning antiquities, but also to be put on display and used for the educational advancement of 

institutions—benefitting scholars, educators, and antiquity enthusiasts. Casts were artistic 

representations of antiquities and, in some cases, difficult to discern from the original.  

                                                
106 Shaw 1995: 2; Dyson 2006: 110. 
107 Cf. IAAA, Box 387, Draft Ministerial Decision, dated the 23rd of December 1899 (reference: 20028/16803). 
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The Cretan intelligentsia involved with the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos had an immense impact 

on the early development of Cretan archaeology, and their networks with foreign institutes were integral 

to the professionalization of this field of inquiry. The Syllogos originally modeled itself after the 

associations which formed within the Kingdom of Greece and Constantinople, but it became apparent 

that Crete was an exceptional circumstance because the field of archaeology developed under periods of 

intense resistance to the current administration. 

Prior to Hatzidakis’ presidency of the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos, no formalized protocol for the 

discovery or conservation of Cretan antiquities existed. It was through this educational society that 

Hatzidakis and other members of the Cretan intelligentsia were able to create a platform to 

professionalize Cretan archaeology through the help of local Cretans as well as foreign institutions and 

patrons who had the means and ability to help see these excavations through properly. Under Ottoman 

rule, the educational society lacked the legal support needed to protect ancient sites or recovered 

antiquities and the Kingdom of Greece, alone, could not provide that support. 

This chapter used the case study of the AIA to highlight the difficulties foreigners such as 

Halbherr and Stillman initially encountered under the Ottomans in Crete. The presence of Europeans 

during the early stages of Cretan archaeology could be identified as some level of colonial imposition, 

but it seems more realistic to view their involvement as part of a symbiotic relationship cultivated by the 

Cretans themselves. The Syllogos ultimately lacked control over the antiquities market during the first 

decades of archaeological projects, so it was in its best interest to use the resources made available 

through foreign institutions. Here, we see how Cretan and foreign archaeologists transcended their roles 

as excavators and used cultural heritage management in their positions of political advocacy.
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CHAPTER 5 | DEVELOPMENT OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL MUSEUM OF 
IRAKLIO 

 
Museums are institutions that organize and display collections, but they are also a place where objects 

from the past can be stored securely, analyzed, studied, and observed. When the Archaeological Museum 

of Iraklio was first established, objects were collected and stored in temporary facilities without proper 

finances or the assurance that antiquities would remain on the island, as per Osman Hamdi’s Antiquities 

Law of 1884 under the Ottoman Empire (refer to chpt. 1). Moreover, the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos’ early 

collections were largely inaccessible to the general population because the museum lacked a specialist to 

catalog, curate, or exhibit the collections for the general public. Once the collections were able to be 

displayed securely, they were deliberately arranged to convey a story to a contemporary audience—which 

could be represented visually or sensorially—in a well-curated, contained, and sensitized environment. 

According to Donald Preziosi (2002: 31-32): 

The fundamental task of the museum has been the fabrication of a past that could be placed 
under systematic observation for use in staging and socially transforming the present – a task 
explicitly construed as political in nature, something about which the founders of early civic 
museums such as the Louvre were very clear. Yet at the same time, the past of a people or nation 
was to be imagined as possessing an independent and objective reality in its own right, 
simultaneously immune from the projections and desires of the present.1  
 

Preziozi more specifically refers to Arthur Evans’ relationship with museology in the context of Crete 

and how “modern Europeans should wish to imagine their descent,”2 but the process of building a 

                                                
1 Cf. Bann 1984. See also Preziosi 1995: 13-15 & Preziosi 1996: 281-291 (for information regarding museums more generally, 
refer to Preziosi 2003). 
2 Preziosi 2002: 31. Additionally, Preziosi 2002: 36-37 has maintained: “What was imaginatively realised in the mythical 
history of the European nation-state and of the nation’s citizen-subjects and material objects was thus not the past perfect of 
what the nation was (since it is in fact no more except in the fragments and broken relics before us), nor the present perfect 
of what it has been in what it currently is (the current stylistic descendants of what our ancestors made). Rather, what was 
museologically realised in the modern nationalist imagination was the future anterior of what the nation and its subjects and 
objects shall have been for what they were in the process of becoming. The disastrous consequences of this have haunted every 
decade of our own century in every corner of the world” (cf. Preziosi 1998: 63, i.e. in reference to the French psychoanalyst 
Jacques Lacan). 
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museum within Crete was in place before Evans ever set foot on the island. When it came to collection 

and display in the early development of the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio, the main concern was to 

protect Crete’s material culture. Archaeology was central to the Cretans’ early efforts to claim 

sovereignty from Ottoman control and by having this commonality among the indigenous population, 

archaeology could be used as an apparatus of resistance against the current administration and to 

empower local Cretans from the constraints of the Ottoman administration. The types of reactions 

elicited from artifact displays and carefully curated collections are polyvalent, but the museum generally 

aimed to display a narrative that encapsulated the continuity of Cretan inhabitation from ancient to 

modern peoples, which was intended to evoke a strong response between the subject (i.e. museum 

patron) and object (i.e. antiquity). Arguably, the Syllogos’ intention for the museum goes beyond a 

deliberate, conscious movement to tap into the nationalist imagination of modernity.  

What this chapter aims to do is foreground the origins of the Cretan museum and how artifacts 

were carefully curated to represent an all-encompassing collection of the past because, in its infancy, the 

Syllogos created a museum that was antithetical to the narrative displayed in the Imperial Museum at 

Constantinople. Broadly speaking, the Imperial Museum in Constantinople functioned as a way to 

solidify the Ottoman Empire as an inheritor of ancient heritage. Just as Europe had acknowledged 

Greece’s entitlement to its own material past, the Ottomans wanted to be respected by the European 

intellectual community and regarded as “equals.”3 The museum and its collection in the Tiled Pavilion 

served as “political statements,”4 and what these displays represented were the consolidation of 

conquered territories under the Ottoman Empire, and its claim to the ancient antiquities that came from 

                                                
3 W. Shaw 2003: 95-96. 
4 W. Shaw 2003: 151. 
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the soils of conquered provinces. Based on John Murray’s 1893 travelogue of Constantinople and his 

observations of its museum organization, Wendy Shaw states the following about the deliberate 

narratives portrayed through the displays of the Imperial Museum: 

In the center of the main hall, at the rear of the main iwan [lateral vaults], stood a colossal statue 
from Crete depicting Hadrian trampling the allegorical figure of a child. Above the statue hung 
a stele from the Temple of Jerusalem, warning gentiles against transgressing the limits of their 
court. In conjunction, and placed centrally in the museum exhibit, these two works echoed and 
underscored the theme of antiquities conservation introduced by the lions of Halicarnassus in 
front of the museum. Like Hadrian, the Ottoman Empire stood victorious over invaders by 
laying claim to antiquities. Juxtaposed to the inscription above, this statue warned foreign 
(implicitly Christian) archaeologists against transgressing the limits of their excavation permits.5 

 
The Ottoman state was entitled to the lands controlled under its empire, which included the antiquities 

found within those lands. As a result, objects were forcibly removed from Crete under the Ottoman 

administration, and they were displayed in Constantinople as part of an imperial narrative to 

demonstrate the Turkish’s authority over its governing provinces—substantiating its control. At a time 

when the Imperial Museum stored and displayed some of the items taken from Turkish occupied lands, 

the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio under the Syllogos’ control made part of its objective to “protect” 

Crete’s antiquities from leaving the island. Antiquities gave the indigenous Cretans “claim” to their 

material past and cultural heritage—regardless of their social status—and these objects were worth 

protecting. 

This chapter discusses the organization of the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio from its 

infancy as a minor collection in the possession of local archaeological groups, and how it took decades 

of petitioning and political lobbying before a permanent structure could be approved.6 In this particular 

section about the Museum, I use the failed attempt to renovate the Venetian Loggia|Tsepanes of Iraklio 

                                                
5 W. Shaw 2003: 153-154. 
6 Regarding museums and their conception in Greece for comparison, refer to Gazi 2017: 95-116, specifically p. 98-102. 
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as a case study in order to demonstrate the difficulties and setbacks experienced by the Cretans involved 

with the island’s archaeology.7 The systems of archaeological networks are revealed through the 

correspondence of excavators about the construction of the museum but—more importantly—reflect 

the new problems of archaeology under the newly autonomous Cretan polity and its political instability. 

Additionally, this chapter focuses on the correspondence between Iosif Hatzidakis and 

Demetrios Vikelas—a politician from Athens—regarding a future library collection for the 

Archaeological Museum. Although the proposed research library was ultimately unsuccessful, the level 

of planning and networking involved with this decision-making process is evidence of how Crete’s 

cultural heritage and archaeological sites were marketed as part of a nationalizing strategy of inclusion 

prior to the unification of Crete with Greece on the 1st of December 1913. This chapter reveals the 

interconnected relationships between foreign institutions and individual actors in Crete, and how these 

relationships represented a collective and mutual interest for Cretan antiquities. The pervasive presence 

of foreigners in the terrain of Cretan archaeology has been criticized in the past as evidence of crypto-

colonial imposition over the native Cretans of the island, but I argue that members of the Cretan 

intelligentsia were autonomous in their decisions to collaborate with foreign institutions, organizations, 

and individuals. When the Cretan State refused or denied permission for projects related to cultural 

heritage management, it was imperative to secure transnational support for the security and future of 

the island’s antiquities. 

                                                
7 The Venetian Loggia is also known by its Turkish name of “Tsepanes,” which was used by people even after Ottoman rule 
ended on the island, since the building functioned as an arsenal under the Turkish Administration and was remembered as 
such. Refer to the “Memorandum on the Venetian Loggia” in AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. σ. 20/8-21/9 (figs. 50 & 51). 
 
Additionally, refer to Iosif Hatzidakis’ letter to Stefanos Dragoumis, 06.12.1912; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο 
Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.79b, σ. 1-2. 
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 What is important to remember is that when the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio was first 

created under the Syllogos presidency of Iosif Hatzidakis, antiquities were held in temporary facilities—

either within three large rooms of the Turkish barracks at Iraklio,8 or stored within two rooms of the 

courtyard building of the Cathedral of Agios Minas.9 By 1881, approximately 84% of the Cretan 

population resided in the rural countryside, with a total population of about 280,000 persons, which 

was at its “pre-1821 level,”10 so the majority of Cretan citizens would have been unaware of the Syllogos’ 

efforts to create a centralized museum in the city. The socio-political context of Crete is important to 

consider, because it informs the transitional phases of the development of the museum under periods of 

Ottoman control. The Syllogos made serious plans for a permanent museum structure as early as 1888, 

but it was not until after Crete secured its independence as an autonomous state in 1898 that greater 

considerations were made for a location and long-term space. By this time, the demographics of the 

island had changed, and the government under the new Cretan State had to accommodate space for a 

growing community, moving toward a more modern and urban development. 

The population increased 9% under the new state, totaling approximately 303,500 persons.11 

Part of accommodating this growing population under its new governance required rebuilding parts of 

its destroyed cities from prior military disturbances and building a more inclusive, accessible city centre. 

For example, under the newly formed Cretan State, an urban network of roads was developed to 

                                                
8 AMH, Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων: βιβλίο 3, σ. 2. 
9 According to the former Director of the Museum of Iraklio, N. Platon (1962: 12): “The protection of the local Saint, under 
whose patronage these precious antiquities were, proved of great benefit during the revolution of 1897. A little later, when 
matters grew worse, the careful guardianship of Joseph Hadzidakis, president of the Association, saved the Collection.” 
10 According to Shay and Beattie (1993: 107), the rural population varies from Perakis’ census evaluation of 84% (2008: 281): 
“By 1881, Crete’s population had risen to 280,000, about its pre-1821 levels. The western Mesara had 12,900 people living 
in 70 settlements. The four largest settlements were still Timbaki (1,070), Pombia (838), Zaros (711), and Ghergheri (625), 
although 75 percent of the population continued to live in small villages ranging in size from 31 to 547 people.” 
11 Shay and Beattie 1993: 107. 
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facilitate trade and commerce by making city centres accessible from ports and rural communities. 

Particularly, Iraklio’s port, gateway, and linking street were rebuilt after they were destroyed by the 

Ottoman-Turks during the “25 August Massacres” in 1898 (note: the newly designed street linking the 

centre to the port has been named the “Martyrs of the 25 August Street” since 1913 and known 

previously by the name of “Vezir Tsarsi”).12  

Urbanization in late-nineteenth and early-twentieth Crete was not a singular phenomenon, as 

this shift from rural life to urban migration could be observed throughout Greece, the Mediterranean, 

and other parts of the world as a result of technological advancements and industrialization.13 The 

making of the museum fits into the larger political context of Crete transitioning from the Tourkokratia 

into an autonomous polity. Previously where the Turkish administration had control over Crete’s 

administration, now the island was divided under the Great Powers, which had retained an obvious 

multinational military presence on the island from the time that the Turkish army removed its troops 

in 1898 until the Great Powers announced their withdrawal from the island a year after Crete’s de facto 

union with Greece in 1909.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
12 Anagnostopoulos 2007: 59. 
13 One could perhaps argue, even, that late-nineteenth century Crete experienced de-industrialization with a decline in soap 
manufacturing, textile manufacturing, leather tanning, animal husbandry, and sericulture (i.e. silk farming). The reduction 
of each of these processes and their industrial capacity were affected differently, but it is clear that the domestic market in 
Crete was dominated in the late-nineteenth century by the consumption of foreign imports as well as the commercialization 
of products for foreign demand, which led to a decline in local production for the community aside from household use (i.e. 
European textiles were imported, and the foreign demand for carob was steady) (Perakis 2010: 481-526).  
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Figure 50. Memorandum on the Venetian Loggia, no date, p. 1-4; ΑΜΗ, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα περί τῆς ἐν Ηρακλείῳ 

᾽Ενετικης Λότζια ή Τσεπανέ [χωρίς ημερομηνία] (183/556), βιβλίο 3, σ. 13/1-16/4. 
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Figure 51. Memorandum on the Venetian Loggia, no date, p. 5-9; ΑΜΗ, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα περί τῆς ἐν Ηρακλείῳ 
᾽Ενετικης Λότζια ή Τσεπανέ [χωρίς ημερομηνία] (183/556), βιβλίο 3, σ. 17/5-21/9. 
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5.1 MAKINGS OF THE MUSEUM: VENETIAN LOGGIA AND THE PROPOSAL FOR A MUSEUM14 
 

The Syllogos was instrumental in generating interest for archaeological excavations, but its organization 

ultimately lacked control over Cretan locals and the antiquities market. Once Hatzidakis was elected 

president of the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos in Iraklio, he transferred the Syllogos’ focus from Cretan 

unification with Greece towards the pursuit of collecting and saving Cretan antiquities.15 The island 

needed an intellectual platform on which to develop its antiquity collection and archaeological pursuits, 

and this process took time to build. The Syllogos wanted to establish a museum to protect these 

antiquities from theft—as well as environmental impacts—and to develop an archaeological program 

with foreign cooperation for Cretan archaeology, which would help to sustain and grow the island’s 

projects. 

As the president of the Syllogos, Hatzidakis revealed preliminary plans for a Cretan Museum on 

the 2nd of December 1888, which was dependent on contributions from the Archaeological Society in 

Athens and Cretans themselves. The majority of Cretans lacked the financial means to support the 

Museum’s budget, but that did not prevent members of the Syllogos from donating what they could. No 

contribution was too small when considering the collective effort it took to help fund this Museum.16 In 

addition to monetary contributions, Cretans and scientific institutions donated relevant artifacts and 

                                                
14 Most information about the Venetian Loggia serving as a potential museum comes from the “Memorandum on the 
Venetian Loggia or Tsepanes - To His Excellency the Governor-General of Crete from Hatzidakis,” AMH, Ἰωσήφ 
Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα περί τῆς ἐν Ηρακλείῳ ᾽Ενετικης Λότζια ή Τσεπανέ [χωρίς ημερομηνία] (183/556): βιβλίο 3. From here 
forward, this document is cited as: “AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3.” 
15 Refer to Hatzidakis’ “Memorandum on Cretan Antiquities,” 28.04.1914; ΑΜΗ, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης - Υπόμνημα Περί τών 
Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων, βιβλίο 3, σ. 1. From here forward, this document is cited as “AMH, Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν 
᾽Αρχαιοτήτων: βιβλίο 3.” 
16 Special recognition was given to Ioannis Fotiadis, Theodoris A. Trifyllis, and the Athenian Archaeological Society in 
addition to particular donations made by members of the Syllogos like Lysimachos Kalokairinos, Anastasios Ladas (lawyer 
in Smyrnis), Kritis Meletios, etc. (Hatzidakis 1888: 3, 6-7). 
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publications for the Museum’s collections.17 The interest in Cretan antiquities was not limited to the 

locals of the island, and it was the hope of Hatzidakis that through the continued attention of the 

Archaeological Society in Athens, foreign scientific institutes, and individual Cretans and Greeks, the 

island would be able to secure the funds necessary to build one of the first museums of the eastern 

Mediterranean within the coming years. Their charitable donations in the past had allowed for the 

protection and local storage of material objects, but a permanent museum demanded long-term support.  

By 1888, the Syllogos published an impressive catalogue of antiquities, which highlighted objects 

in their possession through donations, purchases, and excavations. In this catalogue, objects were 

characterized by groups of Stone (79 objects listed);18 Clay (149 objects); and Metal (71 objects).19 

Despite this rather impressive collection acquired in such a limited amount of time since Hatzidakis’ 

presidency, the Syllogos and its affiliates had to suspend archaeological research for undisclosed reasons, 

which would have been self-evident (διὰ λόγους νοομένους οἴκοθεν) to most readers.20  

Although the reasons for this abrupt end to excavations are not listed in the document, the most 

probable reason is that during the 1880s Crete was under the control of Christian Pashas as a result of 

                                                
17 For a comprehensive list of donations, refer to Hatzidakis 1888: 7-12. Worth noting are the following donations: Sava 
Pasha donated approximately 50 clay korai, Theodoris A. Trifyllis donated his purchased collection from Idaia in addition 
to artifacts from Amari Cave, and the Ermis Kraneos sanctuary, Alfred Biliotti (British Consul at Chania) donated one 
English pound, and books were donated to the library by Federico Halbherr and Heinrich Schliemann, among others.  
18 In addition to these figures, Hatzidakis’ (1888: 20) memorandum references even more objects in possession of the 
Association that were not specifically listed in these catalogue figures: “Note: Besides these, the Association acquired other 
items less worthy to mention here. In addition to these, eight torsos of statues, which have been transferred yet to the 
Museum.” 
19 Not published in this catalogue are objects recovered from the Idaion Andron, since Federico Halbherr was expected to 
publish on this collection at a later date. In addition to this forthcoming expected publication, Comparetti and Halbherr had 
already published the many inscriptions that the Syllogos had previously acquired (Hatzidakis 1888: 17-29). 
20 Refer to the “Educational Association of Rethymno” by Petychakis 1889 (Κωνσταντίνου Ε. Πετυχάκη, Φιλεκπαιδευτικός 
Σύλλογος Ρεθύμνης. Λογοδοσία τῶν κατά τό Α΄ ἔτος γενομένων (1888), ᾽Ἐν Ρεθύμνῃ, Τύποις Στυλ. ᾽Ἐμμ. Καλαϊτζάκη, 1889: σ. 
11, Γενικά Αρχεία του Κράτους (Γ.Α.Κ.) | Ιστορικό Αρχείο Κρήτης (Ι.Α.Κ.): X4/76). Only trial excavations were conducted at 
Palaiokastro, near the location of Chania Stavromenou, which yielded limited finds of 6 copper coins (1 of them being 
Venetian), 5 knucklebones, a copper head-pin, and other items.        
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the Halepa Pact. In 1889, there was an insurgency between the conservatives and liberals within the 

Parliament and this Pact was, as a result, dissolved by Abdul Hamid II who declared martial law on the 

island. As a consequence of the island’s internal conflict, the Syllogos was unable to control effectively 

the antiquities market as detailed in the Accountability Report of 1888 of the Educational Society’s local 

Rethymno Chapter. According to the Association’s Chairman, Konstantinos Petychakis (1889: 13):  

In passing, with great regret, I must say that the traffic in antiquities makes great progress on a 
daily basis in our country, since people—who do not consider that the monuments of antiquity 
should be rescued—loot everything that was affectionately kept inside the ground for so many 
centuries and sell them as the most common merchandise, expatriating them abroad. It would 
be desirable that the authorities of this country should have taken measures in order to cure this 
evil• to this cause we intend to submit a relevant draft of a bill to the upcoming session of the 
Parliament.21 

 
This report indicates that although the Syllogos lacked control over these antiquities, measures were in 

place with the Parliament to ensure the protection of these relics from further desecration. If antiquities 

and monuments were to stay on the island, then a proper museum would need to be funded. According 

to a later report written by Hatzidakis on the 28th of April 1914 (figs. 52 & 53): 

[Crossed out: After the expulsion of the Turkish administration and the] After the 
establishment of the autonomous Greek administration, the Filekpaideftikos Association of 
Iraklio, thinking that its mission was over, voted on the proposal of the president, that the 
Cretan Museum with all its collections, its furniture, its library and a small amount of money 
that it possessed come to the Cretan State.22  
 

                                                
21 Petychakis 1889 (Γ.Α.Κ. | Ι.Α.Κ): X4/76, σ. 13. Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Τοῦ λόγου ἡμῖν ἐνταῦθα 
γενομένου μετὰ βαθείας λύπης ὀφείλω νὰ εἴπω, ὅτι ἡ ἀρχαιοκαπηλεία μεγάλας ὁσημέραι ποιεῖται προόδους ἐν τῷ τόπῳ, ἄνθρωποι δὲ 
πρὸς οὐδὲν λογιζόμενοι τὴν διάσωσιν τῶν μνημείων τῆς ἀρχαιότητος, συλῶσι τὰ ἐπὶ τοσούτους αἰῶνας ὑπὸ τῆς γῆς φιλοστόργως 
διαφυλαχθέντα καὶ πωλοῦσιν ὡς τὸ κοινότατον ἐμπόρευμα φυγαδεύοντες αὐτὰ εἰς τὴν ξένην. Εὐκταῖον ἤθελεν εἶνε ἂν ἡ 
ἀντιπροσωπεία τοῦ τόπου ἐμερίμνα περὶ τῆς θεραπείας τοῦ κακοῦ τούτου• πρὸς τὸν σκοπὸν δὲ τοῦτον σκοποῦμεν νὰ ὑποβάλωμεν 
σχετικὸν νομοσχέδιον εἰς τὴν προσεχῆ σύνοδον τῆς Βουλῆς.” 
22 Translated from the Original Greek Text (figs. 52 & 53). Refer to AMH, Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων: 
βιβλίο 3, σ. 1-2. 
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An archaeological law calling for a public archaeological service in Crete was created and voted upon 

over a decade after the initial push to protect antiquities became public.23 In particular, this ratified law 

of 1899 organized a public archaeological service to be split between two districts: Hatzidakis would 

serve as the Ephor of Antiquities in Iraklio,24 in addition to being the Director of the Museum, while 

Xanthoudides would serve as the Ephor of Antiquities in Chania (fig. 54).25 A society (εταιρεία or 

σύλλογος) is not the same as a service provided by the government (εφορεία or υπηρεσίας), since the former 

is generally private, and the latter public.26 As part of the island’s continuing objective to professionalize 

archaeology through this public initiative, antiquities from a widespread chronological span were 

protected under this law, and the Ephors appointed after 1899 were responsible for ensuring the legal 

protection of ancient objects.27 In particular, “non-Minoan” antiquities were regarded with importance, 

as demonstrated by Minos Kalokairinos’ appeal to the Superior Administration of Public Education and 

Religion concerning the ancient theatre of Kydonia—Modern day Chania (refer to “Chapter 3 | 

Knossos: Not Even the Beginning of an End”).28 A level of commitment was required from local Cretans 

                                                
23 Refer to AMH, Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων: βιβλίο 3, σ. 2. See also Στο Κεφάλαιο Η΄του Νόμου 430 “Περί 
᾽Αρχαιοτήτων” τῆς Κρῆτικής Πολιτείας. 
24 In the Ordinance of the Appointment of the Superintendent of Antiquities of Iraklio, N. Giamalakis addressed Prince 
George of Greece/High Commissioner in Crete about Hatzidakis’ newly assigned position on 23.06.1899 from Chania: 
“Taking into account Articles 31 and 113 of the Constitution and Article 23, Section 1 of the Law about Antiquities, 
following the proposition of our Councilor on Public Education and Religious Matters, we order [and] we appoint Iosif 
Hatzidakis as the Ephor of Antiquities of Iraklio. The publication and execution of this ordinance is assigned to our 
Councilor on Public Education and Religious Matters” (translated from the Original Greek Text, fig. 54; ΑΜΗ, Διορισμόυ 
ἐφόρου τῶν ̓ Αρχαιοτήτων ̔ Ηρακλείου - ̓ Από τὸν Νικόλαο Γιαμαλάκης τῆς Δημόσιας ̓ Εκπαίδευσης καὶ τῶν Θρησκευμάτων στον 
Πρίγκιπα Γεώργιο τῆς Ελλάδος/῾Υπάτου ῾Αρμοστή Κρήτης, Διάταγμα (ἀπό) Διορισμοῦ ἐφόρου τῶν ἀρχαιοτήτων ῾Ηράκλείου: 
Νο. 7 (Χανιά, 23.06.1899): βιβλίο 3, σ. 25/1). 
25 AMH, Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων: βιβλίο 3, σ. 2. See also Στο Κεφάλαιο Η΄ του Νόμου 430 (“Περί 
᾽Αρχαιοτήτων” τῆς Κρῆτικής Πολιτείας).    
26 Regarding the Organization of Archaeological Service (Οργάνωσις 'Αρχαιολογικής 'Υπηρεσίας) beginning in Crete in 1899 
and the appointment of Ephors, refer to Hatzidakis 1931: 22-23. 
27 Refer to the AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 19/7. Additionally, refer to I. Hatzidakis’ letter to S. Dragoumis, 06.12.1912 - 
ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.79, σ. 1-2. 
28 Refer to M. Kalokairinos’ letter to the Superior Administration of Public Education and Religion, 11/24.10.1900; ΑΜΗ, 
Αρχείο: Κιβώτιο 1 [Εισερχόμενα από το 1899-1910 | Φάκελλος Εισερχόμενων-Εξερχόμενων από 1900-1911]– Φάκελος - 
Εισερχόμενα 1901. 
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in order to maintain and grow the current status of excavations, and this meant reaching out to 

foreigners for help. Part of this movement was to secure space for artifacts and ancient objects, since 

nothing existed to store any items prior to Hatzidakis’ presidency. Members of the Syllogos advocated 

furiously for decades [since ca. 1883/4] to collect and preserve evidence of their island’s material culture 

before the law afforded certain protections for Cretan antiquities. Prior to the Ephoreia and the public 

initiative to protect antiquities, the leaders of the Syllogos and Cretan community served as their own 

advocates by proactively building necessary relationships with foreigners to help create a museum.  

In order to properly support their archaeological agenda, Cretans needed to engage in a level of 

networking outside of the island with individuals throughout Europe and other parts of the world. 

Because Crete was considered by the Cretans as the place where civilization began—and then transferred 

to the rest of Europe—Europeans in particular would have a cultural investment and stake in Cretan 

history and heritage. According to Hatzidakis (1888: 6):  

In fact, antiquities in Crete have a particular scientific and national importance• because as it 
becomes clearer every day, Crete has been the first cradle of the Greek civilization and, from this 
place, the greater part was transferred to the rest of Greece. The antiquities discovered in Crete 
are useful as the foundation for the researches of those wise men who study the origins of Greek 
art, or of art in general. But, up until now, few of them were known to the scientific world and, 
also, were scattered in the Museums and in the private collections of the entire civilized world 
and, therefore, the research of these [items] was becoming difficult. But, from now on, our 
Museum will provide ample means to those who have the strength and the willingness to study 
the history of Cretan art, and except for this, also its ancient political history.29 

 
Excavations were in their infancy because “[t]he financial means of the Association and other 

circumstances [did not] allow [them], for the time being, to conduct more grandiose archaeological 

projects.” As apparent from his address to the Syllogos, Hatzidakis understood that Crete was the first 

advanced civilization of the Mediterranean, which made a powerful argument for the necessity to 

                                                
29 Hatzidakis 1888: 6; translated from the Original Greek Text. 
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preserve and study properly Cretan archaeological artifacts. Ilse Schoep (2018: 7) has argued that pre-

historic archaeology related to the origins of European civilization was attractive during the late-

nineteenth century as a way to validate the supremacy of the west in contrast to the east:  

The success of the Eurocentric position and the appropriation of Crete as European can be 
explained as serving nationalist and colonialist agendas in Crete, Greece, and Europe in general. 
Realizing this is key to understanding what set the archaeological agenda in the second half of 
the 19th century and why increasingly the independent development of Europe tended to be 
emphasized in opposition to the dominant paradigm of ex oriente lux. 
 

The idea that eastern religions offered deeper knowledge than the west originates from Arthur 

Schopenhauer’s philosophies on ancient Indian wisdom (Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, 

1818/1844) and Sir Edwin Arnold’s poetic narrative about Buddhism (Light of Asia: the Great 

Renunciation, 1879).30 Even if we are prepared to agree that the Cretan archaeological agenda of the 

second half of the nineteenth century catered to nationalist agendas, we can push back on Schoep’s 

notion of Crete’s appropriation due to “colonialist agendas” because—even with foreign help—Cretans 

themselves were the ones who set the archaeological agenda both before and after Ottoman rule.31  

 

                                                
30 Regarding Schopenhauer and India, refer to Oldmeadow 2011: 23-42. 
31 For additional references and/or examples of ex oriente lux, refer to Schoep 2018: 12 & Childe 1925: 29; cf. von Rüden 
2014: 63. Regarding “Europeanness,” refer to Varouchakis 2015: 3, 120-127, & 200-201. 



 - 287 - 

 
Figure 52.  Hatzidakis’ Memorandum on Cretan Antiquities, 28.04.1914, p. 1; ΑΜΗ, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα Περί 

τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων, βιβλίο 3. 
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Figure 53.  Hatzidakis’ Memorandum on Cretan Antiquities, 28.04.1914, p. 2; ΑΜΗ, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα Περί 

τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων, βιβλίο 3. 
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Figure 54. Order of Appointment: Iraklio Antiquities, 23.06.1899, p. 1; ΑΜΗ, Γ. Γιαμαλάκη (Χανιά) - Διάταγμα (ἀπό) 

Διορισμοῦ ἐφόρου τῶν ἀρχαιοτήτων ῾Ηράκλείου, Αριθ. 7, βιβλίο 3, σ. 25/1. 
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Aside from material culture related to the ancient “Minoans,” Greeks or even Romans, the 

Archaeological Service promoted interest for more recent monuments of the past—like those dating 

from the Venetian era [ca. 1205-1669 C.E.]. Members of the service recognized the intrinsic value that 

Venetian history and architecture had for the Cretan people, and Hatzidakis used his authority as the 

Ephor of Antiquities to ensure continued support for this aspect of Cretan history.32 By the late-

nineteenth century, parts of the Venetian fortifications throughout the main cities of Crete had been 

deliberately demolished, incorporated within the foundations of newer structures, or had deteriorated 

over time. Lingering evidence of Venetian occupation was visible in architectural and material form, but 

many of the Venetian buildings that survived during the Ottoman occupation were broken-down.33 Aris 

Anagnostopoulos (2016: 89) has maintained that “[t]he Cretan Autonomy period (1898-1913) was 

marked by the effort of the prevailing Christian Cretans to modernize the city according to Western 

precepts,”34 and arguments have been made that Venetian fortifications were destroyed in favor of 

                                                
32 The Venetian Loggia, today, stands as a testament to the historical past of Crete that was independent of major excavations 
for which the island is known. This structure, originally built by Francesco Morosini who also was responsible for the 
Morosini Lions Fountain in Iraklio is considered one of the most impressive Venetian monuments of Crete. Although the 
original idea was to reconstruct the Venetian Loggia as the new archaeological museum location, the monument had another 
fate. Today, the Loggia holds the Town Hall located on the 25th of August Street in Eleftheriou Venizelou Square, and can 
be visited by locals and tourists alike. It is not entirely clear what vision Hatzidakis had for the long-term integration of the 
Venetian Loggia within modern Cretan society, but it no doubt serves today as a revered, conserved, and well-respected 
testament to the Cretan past thanks to the restoration efforts that began under Hatzidakis’ suggestion. 
33 Evidence of Venetian Crete was present in architectural and material form after their occupation. According to Maria 
Georgopoulou (2013: [453] 155-[455] 157), decorative elements are present in the following genres of architecture: “(a) four 
urban centers (Candia, Chania, Rethymnon and Sitia) still preserve Latin and Greek churches, administrative palaces, private 
dwellings and fortifications refurbished in the course of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; (b) the ruins of several 
fortresses situated on promontories or by the sea still dominate the horizon; (c) a handful of major monasteries that have 
attracted the Orthodox population since the Byzantine period and that display continual remodelings over many centuries; 
and (d) hundreds of small Greek churches that still function or stand as ruins in the countryside.” Refer also to 
Georgopoulou’s Figure 1 (2013: [156] - 454) and Figure 2 (2013: 455 - [157]). See also, Giuseppe Gerola, Monumenti veneti 
nell'isola di Creta, 4-volumi, 5-parti (Ricerche e descrizione fatte dal dottor Giuseppe Gerola per incarico del R. Istituto 
Veneto di Scienze, Lettere ed Arti, 1905-1932). 
34 See also Anagnostopoulos 2007. Architectural forms of Cretan monuments and buildings from the Venetian era have been 
associated with political and ideological intent. This cannot be said, perhaps, of rural architecture throughout Crete with 
Orthodox churches and private dwellings, which—on the contrary—were more conservative in their form “…and more 
resistant to change because the symbolic messages that they carry are thought to be second to their functional purpose” 
(Georgopoulou 2013: [158] 456). Consideration for decorative elements of the commonly used terms of “Byzantine”/ 
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“urbanizing” Cretan towns.35 Official monuments and architecture within the public domain were 

considered evidence of the Venetian lords’ “colonial presence,”36 which could be the reason why certain 

fortifications were destroyed intentionally. It is important, however, not to conflate Iraklio with Chania, 

Rethymno, or Sitia since each city represents uniquely the changing built environment under the Cretan 

State.37 Even if the desire to restore particular Venetian monuments was ideological in nature, certain 

financial limitations constrained what could be accomplished realistically in retrofitting structures.38 

The Loggia in Iraklio is one example of how Cretans attempted to reincorporate Venetian architecture 

into a contemporary context for a potential archaeological museum under the Cretan State but, 

ultimately, failed in their original intent due to lack of funding and support. 

A permanent museum structure was needed for two main reasons: first, to benefit the local 

inhabitants of Crete, and second, to allow European researchers to advance their research regarding the 

island’s antiquities.39 This much is evident in Hatzidakis’ report (no. 2) to the Lord General 

Commander of Crete sent on the 10th of July 1899. In this correspondence, Hatzidakis requested that 

the government hire a competent civil engineer to convert the Venetian Loggia into a modern 

archaeological museum.40 At the time of this proposal, the English army was occupying the former 

                                                
“Greek” / “Gothic”/ “Latin” were not in contention with one another or “diametrically” opposed, as argued by Georgopoulou 
(2013: [153] 451), regarding rural architecture. 
35 Varouchakis 2015: 158; Gratziou 2008: 2010. 
36 Georgopoulou 2013: [158] 456; Georgopoulou 2011: 43-103. 
37 As part of that “urbanizing” agenda, there was a push to eradicate evidence of Ottoman occupation; the fate of post-
occupation Ottoman architecture under the Cretan State goes beyond the scope of this dissertation but it should be noted 
that not all buildings or structures were effaced under the new government after 1898. For example, main cities of Crete like 
Chania and Rethymno maintained the minarets, whereas in Iraklio, they are nonexistent (Anagnostopoulos 2016: 89).  
38 See Varouchakis’ (2015: 158-159, sec. 6.11) “The Venetian particularity” for a brief discussion about Venetian architecture 
under the Cretan State. 
39 Aside from the excavators already practicing in Crete, Hatzidakis (n/d, no. 40) reported in his memorandum that German 
archaeologists under the director of the German School at Athens intended to come to Crete and research the island’s 
antiquities (AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 14/2). 
40 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 14/2. 
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Ottoman orphanage as a space for its military storehouse, so the Loggia was the alternative option in 

Hatzidakis’ follow-up report (no. 9) from the 1st of August 1899.41 N. Saliveros, an engineer serving as 

one of Prince George’s officials, was asked to submit a budget and plan for the building’s renovation,42 

but the plan could not be executed immediately because the building was unstable and funds were not 

available. 

The design took several years of revisions and essentially two concerns about the Loggia delayed 

the use of this building as a viable museum. The first concern was the need to stabilize the structure 

immediately because of its dilapidation and decay over years of neglect. The second concern was over 

the viability of the building’s long-term use as a museum. The Loggia posed an architecturally complex 

dilemma as to how the structure could be renovated, because the utility of space and the preservation of 

its Venetian architecture needed to be taken into account. The layout of the Loggia had two contiguous 

but architecturally different spaces: whereas the front would be preserved and converted into the 

museum, the space behind would be demolished and used as a museum courtyard or garden.43  

As mentioned, the building’s structure posed potential hazards to the Cretan people from 

impending dilapidation since the walls bowed outwards onto the street of Martyrs.44 The Mayor of 

Iraklio, being aware of the compromised structure, asked the Department of Antiquities on the 8th of 

November 1899 to quickly repair the Loggia, as Hatzidakis (183/556: 14/2) reported in his 

                                                
41 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 13/1-14/2: “When I was appointed ephor of antiquities, I thought of a more presentable 
exhibition of the existing antiquities and of the one to be found in the future in a broader space. I considered that a proper 
building to become a Museum is the Venetian Loggia or Tsepanes or the building of the ottoman orphanage… || The former 
Ottoman Orphanage was still occupied by the English army and used as a military storehouse. So, out of necessity, I decided 
to point to the Tsepanes only as a Museum in my report dating to the 1st of August 1899, no. 9” (translated from the Original 
Greek Text). 
42 AMH, Επιστολή από τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη στο Σύμβουλο (Ηράκλειο), 12.11.1899: βιβλίο 3, σ. 30/1-31/2. See also AMH 
183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 14/2. 
43 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 15/3. 
44 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 18/6-19/7. 
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memorandum.45 While this matter was being handled to secure the walls, Hatzidakis wrote to the 

Council a few days later on the 12th of November 1899, affirming the need for an archaeological 

museum in Iraklio because objects of unique importance were recovered from Gortyn, Pythio, and the 

Idaion Andron.46 Originally, Hatzidakis proposed that either the Ottoman orphanage or Venetian 

Loggia be converted into museum, but then focused exclusively on the Loggia.47 Hatzidakis quoted the 

engineer Konstantinos Tsantirakis in suggesting that repairs of this nature would not exceed 12,000 

drachmas but that, of course, additional funds were needed for the transportation of antiquities from 

Gortyn and other places.48  

The archaeological collection that began under the Syllogos continued to develop further under 

the newly organized Archaeological Service in 1899 once Crete gained autonomous status. Not all 

archaeological features could be transported easily to the temporary locations of the museum, even if 

roads were constructed. Hatzidakis, therefore, proposed that certain archaeological features be 

protected (figs. 55 & 56):49 

From these antiquities, the Gortynian Dodekadeltos had the need of special care—the greatest 
and most important of the Greek inscriptions. [Marginalia: About the Gortynian 
Dodekadeltos]. We have made many efforts in order to save it, first from the ignorance of the 
peasant proprietors, who wanted to treat it as building material, then from the nails of the 
Turkish government, which tried to transport it to Constantinople and finally from the stream 
running nearby, that, by ruining the ground in front of the inscription, was coming irresistibly 

                                                
45 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 14/2. The urgent need for a museum was reiterated by Hatzidakis the following month 
(05.12.1899, no. 38) when he suggested again that the Loggia be renovated, which was reported later in his memorandum, 
183/556: 14/2. The Mayor affirmed that the Loggia’s exterior structure needed immediate attention because it put the public 
at jeopardy. Because the government denied help to fund the conversion of the entire building, Hatzidakis requested that 
support be provided to stabilize the façade since it posed a threat to the public. This ultimately postponed any possibility for 
the museum being constructed, even if only the front of the building would be converted (AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 14/2). 
46 AMH, Επιστολή από τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη στο Σύμβουλο (Ηράκλειο), 12.11.1899, βιβλίο 3, σ. 29/1-32/4.  
47 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 13/1. 
48 ΑMH, Επιστολή από τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη στο Σύμβουλο (Ηράκλειο), 12.11.1899, βιβλίο 3, σ. 30/1-31/2. Note: sites like 
Knossos, Phaistos, Agia Triada, Tylissos, and Gournia were added to this list once extensive excavations began 1900 and 
afterwards. 
49 Translated from the Original Greek Text (figs. 55 & 56): AMH, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν 
᾽Αρχαιοτήτων (28.04.1914), βιβλίο 3, σ. 7-8. 
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near to it. But still a small expense of about 5,000 drachmas is required in order for the 
inscription to be covered and properly fenced. || [Marginalia: Watch tower (φυλακείον) at 
Gortyn] Besides this, it is necessary that the existent watch tower should be restored and 
broadened, in which huge statues are kept that cannot be moved for the time being to the 
Museum of Iraklio. And yet some of them will remain there, because the archaeological sites 
must not be completely stripped and, also, because the [cost] of transportation of these objects 
to Iraklio would be disproportionately high with respect to their intrinsic value.50 
 

Antiquities were susceptible to foreign threats, but they were also in jeopardy of being mishandled by 

the locals.51 Hatzidakis acted from a position of privilege—which could be mistaken for elitism—

concerning matters related to the provincial locals, but he saw value in protecting this law code for 

current and future generations. The Law Code of Gortyn was, according to Hatzidakis, identified as 

“the most important archaeological discovery of our century” by savants of this particular era (“῾η 

σπουδαιοτάτη αρχαιολογική ανακάλυψις του αιώνος μας”).52 He argued that because of this monument and 

its most perfect law codes, “Crete was truly the cradle of civilization.”53 Hence, the monument needed 

to be preserved not only for contemporary research, but for those experts to study these laws in the 

future.54 The monument was in imminent threat of being ruined by two water supplies—the Lithaios 

stream which ran below the monument, and a small river above ground which was the water source for 

                                                
50 This was later reported in Hatzidakis’ memorandum, but was a concern since the site was excavated by F. Halbherr (AMH, 
Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων (28.04.1914), βιβλίο 3, σ. 7-8). 
51 Hatzidakis (28.04.1914: 7) highlights that Gortyn was an important city of Crete since it served as the capital city 
throughout various periods of the island’s history. Aside from the Gortynian Dodekadeltos at Gortyn—which was eventually 
built into the Roman Odeum by Emperor Trajan ca. 100 CE—this site was important because of its temple to Apollo 
Pythios, and the Temple of Saint Titos—the Byzantine Cathedral of Crete. Note: the Gortynian Dodekadeltos is the famous 
Gortyn Law Code of 12 columns and has been referred in this context to reflect the terminology used by Hatzidakis in these 
archival references; AMH, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων (28.04.1914), βιβλίο 3, σ. 7. 
52 AMH, Επιστολή από τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη στο Σύμβουλο (Ηράκλειο), 12.11.1899, βιβλίο 3, σ. 29/1-30/2.  
53 AMH, Επιστολή από τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη στο Σύμβουλο (Ηράκλειο), 12.11.1899, βιβλίο 3, σ. 30/2. 
54 In Hatzidakis’ letter to the Councilor, he wrote that Halbherr discovered the inscription in 1882, though most official 
accounts list the discovery year as 1884: “The great inscription of Gortyn has acquired a unique importance in the science of 
epigraphy. Its importance was stressed by the writer of the Greek history, Professor at the Greek University, Lambros. Since 
1882, when it was first discovered until today, special studies have been written about it: 20 in the German language, about 
4 in the French language, 4 in the English language, 5 in the Italian, 1 in the Russian, [and] 3 in the Greek language” 
(translated from the Original Greek Text, fig. 57: AMH, Επιστολή από τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη στο Σύμβουλο (Ηράκλειο), 
12.11.1899, βιβλίο 3, σ. 29/1). 
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four villages.55 Additionally, law code fragments from the sanctuary of Apollo Pythios—that were found 

in fields and scattered throughout the property of private houses—represented, according to Hatzidakis, 

the most ancient Greek alphabet and needed to be stored properly, as well as copper metals recovered 

from the Idaion Andron, which were important because they represented some of the first stages of 

copper processing.56 The continuous efforts of the newly formed Archaeological Service to protect the 

current antiquities in the temporary museum’s collection was also part of that movement. 

Once the Archaeological Service became recognized by the Cretan State in 1899, it was possible 

to pursue aggressively cultural heritage management by working towards a permanent museum, raising 

capital for new roads to access excavation sites, and finding sponsors for excavations and artifact 

preservation management. After the Turkish administration was disbanded in Crete, Hatzidakis 

worked with the new government to convert the Loggia with the help of a trained civil engineer, 

according to his letter from the 6th of December 1912 (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 

93.3.79b; fig. 58): 

I suggested to the government to insist on converting the building to a Museum, preserving its 
style and its external facade in general. The government accepted my suggestion and the 
necessary expenses were approved by vote. But unfortunately, the civil engineer/architect, to 
whom the execution was assigned, did not have the required knowledge and experience for this 
work. While the mechanic and the contractors were wavering and only a little of the work was 
moving ahead, the excavations in the prefecture of Iraklio, which started at the same time at 
Phaistos, Knossos, Agia Triada and Psychro, brought to light so many unprecedented 

                                                
55 AMH, Επιστολή από τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη στο Σύμβουλο (Ηράκλειο), 12.11.1899, βιβλίο 3, σ. 30/2; In modern times, the 
river Lithaios which runs across Messara is referred to as the “Mitropolianos.” 
 
Partnering with the Syllogos, Halbherr worked to secure the Gortyn wall and arrange for its shipment to the Candia 
Museum—which was developing at this time—with the agreement that compensation would be arranged for the owner of 
the property on which the law code was discovered. Complications arose because the removal of this wall would require the 
“divergence of a stream from its present channel,” which the proprietors of the adjacent property protested (Archaeological 
Institute of America Fifteenth Annual Report 1893-94: 52). 
56 AMH, Επιστολή από τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη στο Σύμβουλο (Ηράκλειο), 12.11.1899, βιβλίο 3, σ. 30/2. 
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antiquities, that it was evident that the Loggia, properly converted, would not be adequate for a 
Museum.57 
 

Problems continued to arise with the reconstruction of the Loggia because the eventual contractor, who 

was chosen for the building’s conversion, lived in Chania and was unable to visit the site on a regular 

schedule to manage the structure’s development and completion. Consequently, the building was never 

completed as a museum. Money from the public sector was mismanaged and the contractor, who 

according to Hatzidakis was “much damaged and in debt,”58 left in secret from Chania—leaving the 

Loggia in worse condition than when he had even begun. According to Hatzidakis, “…the mechanic who 

executed the order, to whom the Loggia made the impression of a common wreck, instead of seeing to 

demolish the wall, trying to rescue the architectural parts and to take all necessary precautions for an 

accurate rebuilding, acted on the whole in a vandalistic way.”59 The building was unusable to the 

government because, without renovations, the structure served only as “an architectural ornament” of 

the past and could collapse at any time.  

According to Hatzidakis, continued negotiations to convert this structure were conducted by 

the Mayor of Iraklio—with the understanding that other monuments constructed under Venetian rule 

existed on the island and would need future attention as well.60 But, because the Mayor did not want to 

assume personal responsibility for inviting a specialized architect from Italy to work on the construction 

of this monument, Hatzidakis undertook this responsibility himself and contacted Federico Halbherr 

                                                
57 Translated from the Original Greek Text (fig. 58): Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη, 06.12.1912; 
Αμερικανική Σχολή Κλασικών Σπουδών στην Αθήνα, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη (ΑΣΚΣΑ), Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 
93.3.79b, σ. 2. 
58 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 17/5. 
59 Translation from the Original Greek Text (figs. 58 & 59): Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη 
06.12.1912, σ. 3; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79b. 
60 Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη 06.12.1912, 6; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. 
Δραγούμη, 93.3.79b. 
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and the Italian Consul at Chania. Halbherr and one of his architect colleagues were then asked to submit 

their expert opinions about the Loggia to the Superior Administration of Education in February of 1900 

(no. 54 and no. 55), and their responses were duly reported.61 While this correspondence was happening, 

the need for a permanent archaeological museum only increased, and Wilhelm Dörpfeld, the Director 

of the German Archaeological School at Athens, noted that even reconstruction to the front of the 

building could not suffice because antiquities would only increase over the years and would lack ample 

space in this setup.62 As a result, he recommended that part of the Iraklio barracks be converted to store 

artifacts temporarily because the church could no longer support the growing collection from recent 

excavations,63 and two rooms of the barracks were given to store artifacts based upon his 

recommendation.64 In June 1901, the Academy of Venice proposed that a specialized engineer be sent 

to work on the Venetian Loggia in exchange for 100 drachmas per day, plus expenses, that would be paid 

by the Cretan State.65 It was architect Federico Berchet, Director of the Regional Office for the 

Conservation of Venetian Monuments, who was chosen for this assignment.  

                                                
61 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 15/3 (βλ. Φεβρουάριος 1900, ᾽Αριθ. 54 & 55). 
62 While N. Saliveros continued to make progress on his plans for the conversion of the Loggia into a museum, Wilhelm 
Dörpfeld was requested to visit the Loggia and give his opinion about the completion of a museum. In June 1901, Dörpfeld 
made the following comment about this “architectural artwork”: “…after the back space of the Loggia is demolished, there 
could be made around the Loggia or the front space of it a square continuant to a big street leading to the port. Such a place 
inside the densely-populated city of Iraklio would be mostly desirable” (translated from the Original Greek Text; refer again 
to figs. 50 & 51, located through AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 15/3-17/5). 
63 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 15/3. 
64 Hatzidakis’ previous memorandum reports that three rooms were being used to store artifacts. Most likely, this is to suggest 
that originally two rooms were used for artifact storage and then an additional room given for this purpose later on, which 
meant that by the time the museum had been erected—three store houses existed (ΑΜΗ, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα Περί 
τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων, 28.04.1914, βιβλίο 3, σ. 2). 
65 Hatzidakis, as the Ephor of Antiquities in Iraklio, tried to obtain the proper funds for this architectural monument to be 
properly erected through the Institute of Venice at Crete with Mr. Gerola as the delegate as well as Federico Halbherr “…so 
that it could be used as a Museum of the Venetian relics of the wall” (translated from the Original Greek Text, refer again to 
figs. 50 & 51, located through AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 18/6). Hatzidakis met with opposition under the newly established 
polity, which had other pressing concerns.  
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Berchet wrote a study about the Venetian Loggia’s history and about the most suitable ways for 

this building to be properly managed using images and sketches from Giuseppe Gerola,66 and he 

recommended that the stoa must remain without any renovations other than acting as “an historical and 

architectural ornament of Crete.”67 Even with Berchet’s assessment about the Loggia, the Royal Institute 

of Venetian Science excused itself from any financial responsibility related to his excursion to Iraklio.68 

Likewise, the Cretan State and Archaeological Service lacked the funds necessary to support Berchet’s 

travel. The Cretan State was only recently established and had emerged from an unyielding conflict with 

the Ottomans, so government finances were not available for expensive projects involving restorative 

architecture. In a memorandum later written by Hatzidakis to Stefanos Dragoumis on the 6th of 

December 1912, he expressed the following (fig. 59): 

I forgot to mention that some years ago it was indicated to me that possibly the R. Istituto 
Veneto at Venice would undertake the charge and the expense to send a specialized architect 
who would supervise the consolidation and the completion of the then extant Loggia. But, 
unfortunately, the Istituto Veneto was contented to assign the architect F. Berchet to draw up a 
study about the consolidation of the Loggia, but the Istituto would not undertake the expense 
for him to come to Iraklio and this way, that attempt failed also.69  

 

                                                
66 This information was mentioned within the Ephor’s study to the Administration of Education dated on 22.10.1901 (no. 
83), as reiterated in the following document: AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 19/7. This same pamphlet was sent to Stefanos 
Dragoumis by Iosif Hatzidakis on 06.12.1912 to discuss the critical condition of the Venetian Loggia, over a decade later 
(Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη 06.12.1912, σ. 1-2; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79). Refer also to Gerola 1917: 35-60; & Berchet 1901-1902: 1-17. 
67 According to Hatzidakis: “The Ephor mentioned this study to the Administration of Education in his report no. 83, dated 
22.10.1901. In this long report, the Ephor of Iraklio, among other things, says: “Berchet expresses the opinion that the gallery 
(στοά) must remain and must not be renovated and used as something else. However, I think that, because the government 
cannot assume the expenses of the renovation—with the renovated building being used as nothing else but as a historical and 
architectural ornament of Crete  afterwards—the government should cede the gallery to the Municipality of Iraklio, so that, 
after being renovated, it can be used as a Town Hall” (translated from the Original Greek Text; refer again to figs. 50 & 51, 
located through AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 19/7-20/8). 
68 Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη, 06.12.1912, σ. 7; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79b. 
69 Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη, 06.12.1912, σ. 7; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79b. 
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The lack of financial and professional support that Hatzidakis received for the Loggia inspired 

foreign interest in safeguarding Cretan antiquities from other patrons like Don de M. Gaston Arnaud-

Jeanti, who was a French philhellene and a financial supporter of archaeologically related undertakings.70 

According to Hatzidakis’ same letter to Dragoumis (fig. 59): 

So the project was left unfinished. And I succeeded in establishing the first capitals for building 
a proper Cretan Museum, since I persuaded the French friend of Crete [Don de M. G.] Arnaud-
Jeanti to deposit 25,000 francs for the construction of the Cretan Museum, and, as a 
consequence of this, the Cretan Government voted in favor of the amount of the budget for the 
same purpose, and on behalf of the Archaeological Society there came a donation of 20,000 
drachmas and the construction of the new Museum has sufficiently moved on, but the Loggia, 
unfortunately, not only was abandoned, but also suffered, because of an order from on high, 
irreparable damage.71 
 

Arnaud-Jeanti “wanting to connect his name with Crete” donated in 1901 to the Cretan government 

25,000 drachmas in order to erect a proper museum, through the Ephor of Iraklio,72 and—thus—the 

original plan to convert the Loggia into a museum was abandoned.73 This generous donation was part 

of the Museum’s first capital campaign in securing a more permanent structure for the island’s artifacts. 

In conjunction with this donation, the delegation of Crete approved 60,000 drachmas to be used from 

its treasury to erect a suitable museum structure. According to Hatzidakis, two years later the amount 

agreed upon had changed and the delegation approved 40,000 drachmas; 20,000 was donated by the 

Archaeological Society directly.74 Finally, between 1904-1907, the first display room for the Museum 

                                                
70 ΑΜΗ,  Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων, 28.04.1914, βιβλίο 3, σ. 2. 
71 Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη, 06.12.1912, σ. 2-3; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79b. For an additional reference, see AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 17/5. 
72 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 17/5. See also Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη, 06.12.1912, σ. 2-3, 
ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79b. 
73 Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη, 06.12.1912, σ. 2; And ΑΜΗ, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα Περί τών 
Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων, 28.04.1914, βιβλίο 3, σ. 17-18; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 
93.3.79b. 
74 Hatzidakis refers to this information in a later report where he summarizes past events: ΑΜΗ, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-
Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων, 28.04.1914, βιβλίο 3, σ. 2-3. 
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was built at the former location of the Venetian monastery of Saint Francesco, destroyed by the 

earthquake of 1856 (i.e. also known as the Khounkiar mosque).75 The permanent structure of the west 

wing was designed by archaeologist-architect Wilhelm Dörpfeld with the assistance of the then Secretary 

of the Archaeological Society in Athens, Panagiotis Kavvadias, and was completed in 1912 to resemble 

Classical Greek architecture.76 Support from the island’s inhabitants was not enough. The development 

for the archaeological museum was a long process that required the cooperation of foreigners and their 

sponsorship.77  

Plans to construct an entirely new building took the foreground for the future archaeological 

museum in lieu of using the Loggia, which would be used for another purpose once fully renovated. Even 

though Venetian monuments were notionally protected under the Antiquities Laws of 1899, the 

Archaeological Service had to continue its efforts for several years to protect Venetian monuments still 

vulnerable to demolition.78 Certainly, if Venetian structures were being demolished in favor of more 

                                                
75 Spanakis 1965: 139-140. The monastery was destroyed by the earthquake of 1508 as well, but refortified and rebuilt where 
it stood as a monastery until the fall of Iraklio in 1669 to the Ottoman Turks. It was then used as an imperial mosque to Fatih 
Sultan Mehmed II—also known as “The Conqueror”—until its neglect and eventual collapse by the earthquake of 1856. 
76 Platon 1962: 12. Regarding the Iraklio barracks, see: ΑΜΗ, Ἰωσήφ Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν 
᾽Αρχαιοτήτων, 28.04.1914, βιβλίο 3, σ. 1-2. 
77 After the union with Greece in 1913, “the Museum was felt to be inadequate” but it was not until 1937 that the items 
would be relocated to a newer, permanent space under Patroklos Karantinos’ new construction; though, this new 
construction met with wartime constraints as the artifacts were moved to prevent wartime damage, e.g. the museum’s 
structure was bombed multiple times, served as a shelter, and became a temporary hospital. Throughout those two and a half 
decades prior, the museum experienced numerous earthquakes that devastated some of the exhibits and required extensive 
structural repairs to the museum itself and rebuilding: 1911, 1926, 1930, 1932, and 1935. New warehouses and exhibitions 
were built to the existing structure in 1951 under Nikolaos Platon and Stylianos Alexiou and an additional wing was 
constructed under Alexiou in 1964 (for a partial history, refer additionally to Platon 1962: 12 & Spanakis 1965: 139). 
78 The Antiquities Law of the Cretan State explicitly referenced Venetian monuments as part of its protected class of 
antiquities but the fact that several monuments were demolished after this law passed suggests that these representations of 
the island’s Venetian past had not been accepted as part of the Cretan social and historical fabric for the majority of the 
island’s inhabitants. According to Sofia Katopi (2013: 488): “these monuments had not found yet their place in the national 
narrative, [and] they had not the political support of the municipal authorities, making their protection wishful thinking || 
 The discovery of Knossos and the subsequent ‘production’ of the Minoan civilization from around 1899/1900 brought 
about jubilation and pride on behalf of the Cretan intellectuals and a feeling that Crete not only contributed on equal terms 
to the Greek national narrative of continuity but it figured at the beginning of the continuum.”  



 - 301 - 

modern roads or new construction, then something can be said of the changing urban landscape under 

the Cretan State and how the municipal authorities’ vision for the island’s urban space contrasted with 

the vision of the Archaeological Service and how it aimed to incorporate older monuments into the 

urban landscape more seamlessly.79 

Even though the Royal Institute of Venetian Science, Literature, and the Arts was unable to 

initially sponsor the financial demands of sending a specialized architect for the Loggia, the Institute 

petitioned for the fortifications to be saved from demolition with the Cretan Government because they 

represented Italian military architecture from the sixteenth century in some of its finest form, as 

indicated in the newspaper Patris in 1902.80 Despite the efforts that were made, not all Venetian 

structures could be salvaged, as was the case with the fortification walls in Chania, located in the Pottier 

Street market area, which were demolished shortly after the Institute’s petition.81 There was a concerted 

effort to recognize the value of monuments constructed under periods of foreign rule, but it was not 

possible to save everything when the island’s metropolitan landscape was changing to accommodate the 

new administration’s “civilizing vision” for Crete’s urban space to represent western modernity.82  

As mentioned earlier, Halbherr was associated with the imperialistic agenda of Italy and 

represented the politics of foreign intellectuals working on the island of Crete.83 His level of influence 

                                                
79 According to Anagnostopoulos 2007, 47: “It was not until 1906, however, that the municipal council of Iraklio decided to 
name streets and give properties street numbers judging that ‘this measure could contribute to a most complete and easy 
compilation of tax registers and the systematic collection of tax’ (Αρχείο του Δήμου Ηρακλείου Κρήτης [ADIK] T. 6, p. 164, 
19.081906).” 
80 Πατρίς 20.06.1902: 2; cf. Varouchakis 2015: 158.  
81 Πατρίς 24.06.1902; cf. Varouchakis 2015: 158-159. Similarly, the Venetian wall at the Gate of St. George (Lazareto) was 
partially demolished in May 1902 in order to accommodate an entrance for the Iraklio inhabitants residing on the east side 
of the city (see Andrikakis 2012). 
82 Refer to Anagnostopoulos 2007 for his argument about Crete’s urbanization under the hegemonic, Greek-speaking 
Christians and the administration’s “civilizing mission.”  
83 For more detailed accounts about Italian imperialism, consult Ben-Ghiat, Fuller, et. al. 2005, and Andall and Duncan (eds.) 
2005. 
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could be viewed as an obstruction or hindrance to the Cretan State’s complete independence of foreign 

control. Once the Loggia no longer had any potential use as an archaeological museum, it quickly became 

ignored by the State, and the monument’s deteriorating condition provoked strong reactions from 

visiting foreigners and was publicly addressed in Italian newspapers.84 Aside from the Loggia’s costly 

renovations, the historical memory of local Cretans—or at least their inherited memory—associated this 

building with narratives of violence and the foreigners’ control over their native land. Even though the 

municipal authorities at that time were generations removed from the direct effects of the Venetians, 

the Loggia embodied the lingering evidence of foreign rule with its continued use.85 Although to 

members of the Archaeological Service the Loggia represented the Venetians’ architectural mastery, 

what it represented to the everyday, modern person was a collapsing building used formerly as an 

administrative centre under the Turks. 

Crete had seen a more recent end to Ottoman rule after the Insurrection of 1897, but the anxiety 

of foreign presence could not be shaken, seeing as the Cretan State substituted Ottoman control with a 

new type of occupation under the Great Powers.86 It took decades for the Loggia’s potential to be 

recognized by a large majority of Cretans. In the letter written to Dragoumis on the 6th of December 

1912, Hatzidakis later recounted how this monument was an exceptional treasure but that its 

significance had not resonated with most Cretans (fig. 59): 

But I hope that the Mayor feels the artistic value of the ruins of Loggia. I came to verbal 
agreements with him, indicating to him that the erection of this monument is for the honor and 
the interest of the city of Iraklio, which is considered falsely by the many as only a reminder of 

                                                
84 Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη, 06.12.1912, σ. 3-4; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.79b. 
85 Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη, 06.12.1912, σ. 5; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.79b. 
86 Katopi 2013:  488. 
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the Venetian’s rule of the island. Because [the Loggia] as a glorious monument of the 
Renaissance, is again indirectly a testifier of the Greek Art.87 

 
Hatzidakis’ statement about the Loggia represents the disconnect between the Municipality, 

intellectuals involved with Cretan cultural heritage, and the Cretans themselves. The monument was a 

physical reminder of Venetian rule on the island but, more importantly, stood as “…a glorious 

monument of the Renaissance [that] is again indirectly a testifier of the Greek Art,” and warranted 

attention from government officials.88 If the Municipality failed to recognize the intrinsic value of the 

Loggia and its relevance for future generations, then how could the common Cretan be expected to hold 

any appreciation for a building that had only seen deterioration in periods of occupation? Many patrons 

passing by the Loggia would have been unaware of the building’s architectural value because all they 

would see was an older building that had been structurally compromised from years of neglect.  

When plans were abandoned to convert this building into a museum, the Cretan State ordered 

the demolition of the upper floor in September 1904 without much warning. The Cretan State was not 

concerned with the preservation of this standing structure and the attention it required, so it was only 

logical for the Archaeological Service to reach out to foreign intellectuals who would have interest in 

preserving this building that represented an artistic tradition of European history. Perhaps one could 

argue that the pursuit of protection and preservation for this monument was necessary because its 

history represented the Cretans before Ottoman rule, but this is rather limiting and dismissive of the 

                                                
87 Translation from Original Greek Text (fig. 59): Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη 06.12.1912, σ. 5; 
ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79b. 
88 Translation from Original Greek Text (fig. 59): Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη 06.12.1912, σ. 5; 
ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79b. 
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Cretan intelligentsia’s efforts to recognize the importance of historical monuments in general, even if 

they represented times of distress.89  

 
Figure 55. Memorandum on Cretan Antiquities, 28.04.1914, p. 7 of 11; ΑΜΗ, βιβλίο 3. 

                                                
89 In a letter to the Higher Directorate of Education, Xanthoudides emphasized the value of Venetian monuments as having 
inclusive historical importance for the wider demographics of Europe (after the gate of the Porta Retimiota/Kale-Kapisi 
fortress on the south side of Chania was demolished), which was a point of contention with architects (Επιστολή του Σ. 
Ξανθουδήδη να την Ανώτατη Διεύθυνση Εκπαίδευσης, ΑΜΗ (2?.05.1912, ἐν Ηρακλείῳ), βιβλίο 29, 462/327, σ. 1. See also 
Varouchakis 2015: 159). 
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Figure 56. Memorandum on Cretan Antiquities, 28.04.1914, p. 8 of 11; ΑΜΗ, βιβλίο 3. 
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Figure 57. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to the Counselor, 12.11.1899, p. 1-4; ΑΜΗ, βιβλίο 3, σ. 29/1-32/4. 
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Figure 58. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. Dragoumis, 06.12.1912, p. 1-4; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 

Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79b. 
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Figure 59. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. Dragoumis, 06.12.1912, p. 5-8; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79b. 
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Although the Loggia was partially compromised because of repeated seismic vibrations, it would 

have been possible to reinforce the building’s materials without extreme measures taken by the State 

and, as Xanthoudides recounted, this vandalistic behavior occurred “in one day and overnight” without 

giving serious consideration to this building’s historic value or the Archaeological Service’s objections.90 

The Cretan State claimed that the building was in such disarray that this type of demolition was 

necessary, but Xanthoudides’ firsthand account, entitled the “Venetian Club in Crete,” suggested the 

possibility of removing material from the building to keep for later restoration; instead, well-preserved 

pillars and parts of the structure were removed without any regard and in a vandalistic fashion 

(Παναθήναια, 15.12.1904: 132).91 The Archaeological Service and Xanthoudides saw the destruction of 

historical monuments as an act of defiance and “a conspiracy against ancestral history.” Even if these 

monuments commemorated instances of an unfortunate past, destroying the existence of that particular 

monument could not, in effect, erase history. According to Xanthoudides (Παναθήναια, 15.12.1904: 

132; fig. 60): 

Historical monuments—regardless from whom they originate, be it tyrants and conquerors 
still—are respected today, and every civilized government must save and preserve them.  These 
are the living and abandoned pages of ancestral history and he who wishes to destroy these 
monuments for alleged national reasons, as commemorating unfortunate times and days of 
national disasters, is out of his mind … The disappearance of such a monument is a national sin, 
a conspiracy against ancestral history, an [act of] vandalism unjustifiable except for people who 
lack any trace of intelligence and humanity.92 

                                                
90 See also, Andrikakis 2012. 
91 According to Xanthoudides’ eyewitness account: “᾽Ἐνῷ ἦτο εὔκολον καὶ λογικὸν νὰ ἀφαιρῆται μετὰ προσοχῆς τὸ ὑλικὸν καὶ νὰ 
φυλάσσεται διὰ τὴν μέλλουσαν τοῦ κτιρίου ἀνακαίνισιν, κατερρίπτοντο μετὰ λύσσης καὶ μανίας πρωτοφανοῦς ἀπὸ ὕψους 10-15 
μέτρων ἐπί τοῦ λιθοστρώτου τῆς ὁδοῦ οἱ κίονες καὶ τὰ ἄλλα ἀρχιτεκτονικὰ μέλη καὶ ἐθρυμματίζοντο, έν τῇ φοβερᾷ δὲ ταύτῃ πτώσει 
ἠκρωτηρίαζον καὶ κατεκερμάτιζον καὶ τὰ κάλλιστα διατηρούμενα μέρη τοῦ ἰσογαίου ὀρόφου, μάλιστα δὲ τὸν στυλοβάτην καὶ τὰ 
προέχοντα γείσα τὰ ὁποῖα καὶ ἐκολόβωσαν κατὰ τρόπον οἰκτρόν” (Ξανθουδίδης, Στ.: “᾽Ενετική Λέσχη ἐν Κρήτη,” Παναθήναια, 
´Έτος Ε᾽, 1904-1905, σ. 131, 129-132; see also, Andrikakis 2012).  
92 Translated from the Original Greek Text; complete context of the Original Greek Text: “Τὰ ἱστορικὰ μνημεῖα παρ’ 
οἱουδήποτε καὶ ἂν προέρχονται, καὶ παρὰ τυράννων καὶ κατακτητῶν ἀκόμη, σήμερον εἷναι σεβαστὰ καὶ πᾶσα πολιτισμένη 
Κυβέρνησις ὀφείλει νὰ τὰ σώζῃ καὶ τα διατηρῇ. Εἶναι ταῦτα αἱ ζῶσαι καὶ φθεγγόμεναι σελίδες τῆς πατρίου ἱστορῖας, ὁ θέλων δὲ νὰ 
καταστρέφῃ τὰ μνημεῖα ταῦτα διὰ λόγους δῆθεν ἐθνικούς, ὡς ἀναμιμνήσκοντα χρόνους δυστυχεῖς καὶ ἡμέρας ἐθνικῶν συμφορῶν 
παραλογίζεται, ὅπως καὶ ἐκείνος ὁ ὁποῖος ἐπιχειρεῖ νὰ ἐξαλείφῃ ἐκ τῆς ἰστορίας τῆς ἐθνικῆς τὰς σελίδας ἐκείνας, ἐν αἷς ἀναφέρονται 
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Antiquity, represented through material objects, was part of an inclusive historical narrative and not 

necessarily only a representation of foreign occupiers on the island. The Loggia, for example, embodied 

more than a historical period remembering Venetian rule. This building—constructed under the 

Venetians and used by the Ottomans—was a standing monument, which could represent the 

perseverance of the Cretans if the Loggia were to be reclaimed and repurposed under the new Cretan 

State. The Loggia and other buildings served as physical reminders of the past but they also were 

testaments to the Cretans’ fortitude; hence, Xanthoudides defended historical monuments—in almost 

poetic language—as representations of the nation-state and wisdom (Παναθήναια, 15.12.1904: 132; fig. 

60):  

In fact, we modern Greeks, who owe a large part of our national existence to the historical past 
of our race, should not—in this case—appear inferior to other nations, who preserve with such 
zeal the historical monuments – not only those that are national, but also those that foreigners 
left on their ancestral territory, because they consider even these to be no less national; as, for 
example, the Italians in the case of the infinite Greek and Byzantine [remains] in lower Italy and 
Sicily, or the French with regard to Roman and Frankish [monuments], the Spanish in the case 
of Arab monuments, and so on. If we want to appear wiser and more patriotic than others, let 
us embrace the exact opposite.93 

 
The Municipality approached monuments like the Loggia as nothing more than representations of the 

past standing in the way of a new future, which is why numerous politicians lacked regard for this 

                                                
ἀτυχίαι καὶ συμφοραὶ καἰ ταπεινώσεις ἐθνικαί. ῍Αν τὰ μνημεῖα ταῦτα ὑπενθυμίζουσι ἀτυχίας καὶ συμφοράς, δὲν ἀναμιμνήσκουσι 
ταὐτοχρόνως τὸ ἀδάμαστον φρόνημα τοῦ ἔθνους καὶ ἀντὶ νὰ ταπεινῶσι τὰς ψυχάς, δὲν παραδειγματίζουσι τὰς ζῶντας καὶ δὲν 
φρονηματίζουσι αὐτοὺς διὰ τοῦ παραδείγματος καὶ τῶν ἱστορικῶν τοῦ ἀτυχοῦς παρελθόντος διδαγμάτων; ῾Η παρατήρησις αὕτη 
ἰσχύει κατὰ μείζονα λόγον, ὅταν πρὸς τῇ ἱστορικῇ συνδυάζεται καὶ καλλιτεχνικὴ του μνημείου ἀξι ́α, ὅπως ἐν τῇ προκειμένῃ 
περιπτώσει. ῾Η ἐξαφάνισις τοιούτου μνημείου εἶναι ἁμάρτημα ἐθνικόν, ἐπιβουλὴ κατὰ τῆς πατρίου ἱστορίας, βανδαλισμὸς μὴ 
δικαιολογούμενος εἰ μὴ παρ’ ἀνθρώπους στερουμένους παντὸς ἴχνους ἡμερώσεως καὶ ἀνθρωπισμοῦ.”  
93 Translated from the Original Greek Text: “῾Ημεῖς μάλιστα οἱ νέοι Ἕ̔́λληνες, οἵτινες ὀφείλομεν πλεῖστον μέρος τῆς ἐθνικῆς μας 
ὑποστάσεως εἰς τὸ ἱστορικὸν τῆς φυλῆς παρελθόν, δέν πρέπει κατὰ τοῦτο νὰ φαινώμεθα κατώτεροι ἄλλων ἐθνῶν τὰ ὁποῖα μετὰ τόσης 
ζηλοτυπίας διαφυλάττουσι τὰ ἱστορικὰ μνημεῖα, οὐχὶ μόνον τὰ ἐθνικὰ αλλὰ καὶ ἐκεῖνα τὰ ὁποῖα ξένοι ἀφῆκαν ἐπὶ τοῦ πατρίου 
ἐδάφους, διότι καὶ ταῦτα θεωροῦσιν οὐχ ἧττον ἐθνικά, ὅπως λόγου χάριν οἱ ᾽Ιταλοί τὰ ἄπειρα ῾Ελληνικὰ καὶ Βυζαντινὰ ἐν τῇ Κάτω 
᾽Ιταλίᾳ καὶ Σικελίᾳ, οἱ Γάλλοι τὰ Ρωμαϊκὰ καὶ τὰ Φραγγικά, οἱ ῾Ισπανοὶ τὰ ᾽Αραβικὰ καὶ ἄλλοι ἄλλα. ῍Αν ἡμεῖς θέλωμεν νὰ 
φαινώμεθα σοφώτεροι καὶ ἐθνικώτεροι τῶν ἄλλων, περιπίπτομεν ἀκριβῶς εἰς τὸ ἐναντίον.” 
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building in its dilapidated state. Xanthoudides’ submission to Panathenaia is situated within a debate 

between nationalism and modernism (i.e. modifying a foreign structure for a contemporary purpose, 

that would still represent the Cretans). The Loggia, although distant from the ancient past, was still part 

of Crete’s “ancestral history” and, therefore, the Venetian period counted as “antiquity” in this context. 

In response to the transnational concern for this building’s maintenance and repair, the Archaeological 

Service and Mayor Moustafa Deliahmetaki petitioned the deputies of the prefecture of Iraklio to 

encourage the Parliament to cede the Venetian Loggia to the Municipality of Iraklio to be converted 

into the Town Hall. Eventually, the petition was accepted by the Princely Council, which called for 

legislation on this monumental artifact from the Venetian era of Crete.  

Based on the actions of the Archaeological Service, concessions were made for this building on 

the 5th of October 1905 by the High Commissioner of Crete Prince George of Greece, and the 

Ordinance No. 788 for this consideration was made public in the Official Newspaper of the Cretan 

State,94 which granted the Municipality of Iraklio entitlement to the building. The city, however, only 

used it as a storehouse for stones, limes, and occasionally as a stable during the time of Hatzidakis’ report 

written years later.95 It was not until the 12th of January 1915 that the foundation was set for the 

refurbishing of this building for its historic value and to serve as the Town Hall.96 

                                                
94 Επίσημος Εφημερίς της Κρητικής Πολιτείας, 12.10.1905, Αριθμός 58, σ. 212-213. An additional reference to this newspaper 
can be found at: Επιστολή του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να Στέφανο Δραγούμη 06.12.1912, σ. 4, ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, 
Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.79b. 
95 AMH 183/556: βιβλίο 3, σ. 20/8. 
96 Dr. Stephen B. Luce (1918: 188-190) addressed the Numismatic and Antiquarian Society about his observation of the 
Loggia’s state of being when he had visited the island in 1915 and recounted how the plans for repair were finally underway. 
The Italian government offered assistance in the restoration of this monument in 1911, and Maximillian Ongaro, 
Soprintendente ai Monumenti di Venezia, visited the Loggia along with G. Gerola in 1914 (for more information, see 
“Chapter 6 | Cretan Archaeology’s Role During Political Transitions: 1898-1908 & 1908-1913.” Refer also to Gerola 1917: 
35-60; Katopi 2010: 432-441; Katopi 2013: 487-491). The Venetian Loggia in Iraklio had a long and embattled history of 
restorative plans, which was interrupted in 1915, and again during WWI. Later between 1932-1934, the ground floor of this 
building was demolished in a similar way as had been done in 1904, and the “Armeria” was given to house part of the Town 
Hall services. What remains today as the Town Hall is a reconstructed replica from a series of restorations made between 
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 The proposal for the Venetian Loggia to serve as the Archaeological Museum was abandoned in 

1900 once foreign patrons explicitly offered financial sponsorship for a newly constructed building. 

Certainly, though, a museum of this magnitude would require more funding going forward which, in 

turn, required foreign patrons to continue their investment in Crete’s future. The developing Museum 

took the forefront of the Archaeological Service’s agenda but that does not mean that the Venetian 

Loggia lost its relevance in the narrative of the modern Greek and Cretan State—as demonstrated with 

Hatzidakis’ and Xanthoudides’ proposal to restore this building to serve as the new Town Hall. What 

this building represents is the progressive movement of Cretan intellectuals to preserve physical 

monuments constructed under periods of foreign rule, even though these philosophies contradicted 

other members of the Cretan State—whose vision was to erase the “old” in favor of creating a “new” 

Crete that represented the majority Orthodox Christian population. As part of the Archaeological 

Service’s mission to create a comprehensive collection that could be used for researchers around the 

world, part of its objective was to establish a library within the Museum.  

Efforts to secure a library collection for the Museum were ultimately unsuccessful, but there is a 

need to discuss the complicated, bureaucratic process that was involved with the professionalism of 

archaeology and the enormous efforts made by members of the Cretan intelligentsia. Moreover, the 

failed attempts of the Archaeological Service to build a permanent library for the Museum of Iraklio is 

indicative of archaeology as an “ecology of practices,” i.e. the institutions, community, affiliations, and 

politics involved for a project of this magnitude. Eventually, the Archaeological Service was able to 

overcome administrative interferences for a museum but never secured the library it so desired. I argue 

                                                
1960 and the 1980s, which received the International Organization’s “Europa Nostra Award” for its restoration in 1987. 
The restorative building of Palladian style architecture used for modern purposes was built on top a vacant plot from 1937-
1965 (Katopi 2013: 490).  
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that the tension between the local government and the Archaeological Service reflects not only the 

fragility of politics under the new polity, but also the fundamental importance of what networks reveal 

about the systems of communication between local/foreign actors within the Archaeological Service’s 

organization (e.g. archaeologists, local community, foreign intellectuals, and foreign archaeologists). 

 

 
Figure 60. S. Xanthoudides’ “Venetian Club in Crete” in Panathenaia, p. 129-132; “᾽Ενετική Λέσχη ἐν Κρήτη,” 

Παναθήναια, ´Έτος Ε᾽, 1904-1905.  
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5.2 DEMETRIOS VIKELAS AND THE LIBRARY OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL MUSEUM OF IRAKLIO  

Aside from collecting and displaying ancient objects, Hatzidakis negotiated to enrich the museum by 

establishing a library collection. In order to secure finances and protection for the growing 

archaeological museum that first began under the Syllogos and then grew under the Archaeological 

Service, Hatzidakis communicated with intellectuals outside of Crete like Demetrios Vikelas [1835-

1908] in the interest of expanding the museum during its transition to a more permanent location.97 

Vikelas—who was a distinguished businessman and writer born on the island of Syros in Ermoupoli—

wanted to donate his library collection to the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio. He corresponded with 

Hatzidakis specifically about the details of this arrangement between the 28th of February 1907 and the 

16th of May 1908.98 Vikelas could have donated his collection to any of the places where he formerly 

resided,99 but he instead chose to donate his expansive collection of rare books to the Municipality of 

Iraklio and negotiated his terms directly with long-time friend, Iosif Hatzidakis. Vikelas’ patronage for 

the Cretans could be considered part of a Panhellenic movement towards politically unifying Greek 

speaking territories under Ottoman rule with Greece.  

Vikelas expressed his intention to donate his personal collection to the Museum of Iraklio once 

certain contractual obligations were met in letters to Hatzidakis. Contrary to Vikelas’ assurance, his last 

will and testament bequeathed his library collection to the Municipality of Iraklio instead of the 

                                                
97 Vikelas lived part of his life outside of Greece in Constantinople, London, and Paris, which connected him personally to 
various leaders who could be considered part of the European elite. Among some of Vikelas’ earlier friendships were Charilaos 
Trikoupis during the beginning of his diplomatic and political career before becoming Prime Minister of Greece in 1875 
(Llewellyn-Smith 2004: 85). 
98 Eight autographic letters by Demetrios Vikelas and one handwritten letter written by Georgios Drosinis, on behalf of 
Vikelas, were located in the Vikelaia Municipal Library Archives and assessed by historian Theocharis Detorakis. Detorakis 
(2008) transcribed and published correspondence, leading up to Vikelas’ final days, which Drosinis wrote (e.g. the last letter 
dated to Hatzidakis from 16.05.1908). Drosinis [1859-1951] was an author/poet who helped Vikelas establish the Society 
for the Dissemination of Beneficial Books (Σ.Ω.Β.) in 1899. 
99 For example, his hometown Ermoupoli, or Veroia in Makedonia from where his family originated (Detorakis 2008: 6-7).  
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Museum of Iraklio. Even though Vikelas’ will and testament outlined explicit terms for his collection to 

be donated to the Municipality of Iraklio, it is possible that Vikelas mistook the Museum as a particular 

department of the Municipality:100  

I bequeath to the Municipality of Iraklio of Crete all of my books, except those in the small glass 
bookcase situated in the entrance hall of my house (containing also copies of my work and its 
translations), which I bequeath to my nephew Io. Vikelas, along with the bookcase. I order that 
the shipping of my books to Iraklio should be made on the expense of my hereditary fortune, 
[and] I also desire that the books bequeathed to the Municipality of Iraklio should be kept in a 
private room having my name.101 

 
Whether Vikelas’ personal collection bequeathed to the Municipality was intended for the Museum 

cannot be known beyond his will and testament.102 However, his previous communication with 

Hatzidakis about the potential for an archaeological museum library would lead us to believe the 

contrary because, although the Museum was part of the Municipality of Crete, it was a separate entity. 

It is necessary, therefore, to discuss their arrangement in greater depth because it indicates the needed 

                                                
100 Regardless of any specific intent, the will and testament of Vikelas made clear that his personal collection would be 
bequeathed to the Municipality, which was announced to the Municipal Council of Iraklio by Chairman Aristidis Stergiadis 
on 18.07.1908. Ioannis Dammergis was instructed by the Standing Committee of the Municipality of Iraklio on 09.08.1908 
to arrange for the collection of these books, and the permanent collection was received by the Committee on 27.08.1908 and 
subsequently stored on the ground level of the Prefecture Building (formerly known as the Venetian Palazzo del Generale) 
in Theotokopoulos Square. It was on 04.03.1910 that the Standing Committee named the library after its benefactor: 
Βικελαία Δημοτική Βιβλιοθήκη.  
101 Translated from Original Greek Text: “Κληροδοτώ εἰς τὸν Δῆμον ῾Ηρακλείου Κρήτης ἃπαντα τὰ βιβλία μου, ἐκτός τῶν εἰς 
μικράν ὑαλόφρακτον βιβλιοθήκην τὴν ἐν τῇ αἰθούσῃ τῆς οἰκίας μου (περιέχουσαν καὶ ἀντίτυπα τῶν ἒργων μου καὶ τῶν μεταφράσεων 
αύτῶν) τὰ ὁποῖα μετά τῆς βιβλιοθήκης μου ταύτης κληροδοτῶ εἰς τὸν ἀνεψιόν μου Ιω. Βικέλαν. ῾Η εἰς ῾Ηράκλειον ἀποστολή τῶν 
βιβλίων μου παραγγέλλω να γείνη δαπάνῃ τῆς κληρονομικής μου περιουσίας, ἐπιθυμῶ δε τὰ ἐις τὸν Δῆμον ῾Ηρακλείου 
κληροδοτούμενα οὓτω βιβλίὰ να διατηρῶνται εἰς ἰδιαίτερον διαμέρισμα φέρον τὸ ὂνομά μου [7]: ᾽Εφ.  ῍Ίδη’ ῾Ηρακλείου, φ. 77 
(22.07.1908), σ. 3.” Cf. T. Detorakis 2008: 8. 
102 Vikelas mentioned in his letter to Hatzidakis on 09.04.1907 that he did not wish for his name to be announced publicly 
or associated with his generous gift; however, this was contradicted in his last will and testament which specified that the 
room must be named in honor of Vikelas: “Regarding the library, I do not wish that my name will become known as far as its 
enrichment is concerned. But, you can, if you wish, announce it in confidence to the consultant of education. If the room in 
the new building is properly prepared, I will see that the first portion of books is sent.” [Detorakis 2008: 18, Letter 5, 
09.04.1907. Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Ως πρὸς τὴν βιβλιοθήκην δὲν ἐπιθυμώ νὰ γείνη γνωστόν τὸ ὂνομά μου 
σχετικώς πρὸς τὸν πλουτισμόν της. Εἰς τὸν σύμβουλον ὃμως ἐπί τῆς παιδείας δύνασθε, ἂν ἐγκρίνετε, νὰ τὸ ἀνακοινώσητε 
ἐμπιστευτικώς. ̔̀ Άμα ἐτοιμασθῆ καταλλήλως τὸ δωμάτιον εἰς τὸ νέον κτίριον, θὰ φροντίσω νὰ σταλῆ μία πρώτη δόσις βιβλίων”]. The 
Archaeological Museum did not gain the rights to Vikelas’ collection in the end, and it is worth noting that Vikelas has a 
local library named in his honor in Iraklio where his donations were sent (Βικελαία Δημοτική Βιβλιοθήκη ῾Ηρακλείου, Β.Δ.Β.). 
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cooperation from non-Cretans in order to sustain and develop the island’s intellectual reputation, prior 

to unification with Greece. Before discussing the circumstances surrounding the outcome of Vikelas’ 

private library donation and these letters, I would like to address Vikelas’ relevant background as a minor 

case-study because it provides context as to why he wanted to contribute to the intellectual development 

of Crete, despite lacking any direct connection to the island.103  

In 1894, Vikelas was chosen to represent Greece in the Second Sorbonne Congress, which 

hosted seventy-nine delegates from thirteen nations.104 Under this Congress, which was responsible for 

the revival of the Greek Olympics held in 1896,105 Vikelas was chosen to serve as the first president of 

the International Olympic Committee.106 During this Congressional meeting at the Sorbonne, Vikelas 

addressed the foreign delegates at a symposium by saying: “There are no foreigners here, there are only 

grand-children of ancient Hellenes, cousins gathered by the memory and in the name of common 

                                                
103 Refer also to Giakoumelos 2008: 40-61. 
104 It was in November of 1894 that Vikelas joined the Ethiki Etairia, which was a secret society comprised of young Greek 
nationalists adhering to the irredentist movement of the Megali Idea to establish a Greek State that would reclaim the greater 
Greek-inhabited territories under foreign occupation (Llewellyn-Smith 2004: 49-50). It was through his involvement with 
this society that Vikelas became associated with the Olympic Games in September 1895. Vikelas, who was usually noted for 
his rather moderate stance towards the Megali Idea—serving as the president from only 1894-1896—was said to have 
provided mostly financial support only (Llewellyn-Smith 2004: 149-150). Vikelas expressed interest in recovering areas 
under foreign occupation that represented those that were identified as comprising ethnically Greek inhabitants (Dolianitis 
1995: 107). 
105 Pierre de Frédy, Baron de Coubertin had attempted to revive the Olympic Games during the first Congress held for the 
fifth anniversary of the Union des Sociétés Françaises de Sports Athlétiques in 1892, but he was unsuccessful in garnering 
the proper support. The idea was reintroduced with success in 1894, and de Coubertin succeeded as the 2nd president of the 
International Olympic Committee from 1896-1925 after Vikelas had retired from his position.  
106 For information regarding the Sorbonne Conferences, refer to Lucas 1974: 607-610, 630. Vikelas was more probably 
attracted to the idea of a Philhellenic movement to unite European countries as opposed to celebrating the physical aspect of 
Olympic sports, since his original response was to deny presidency in saying that, “[w]hat is there in common between sport 
and myself?” (as quoted in, Brownell 2005: 207; cf. Louvi 2004 93n4). The International Olympics Committee and the 
Modern Olympics provided an opportunity to revive not only athletic competition rooted in the ancient past, but also the 
classics themselves. It was a matter of “classics first, Olympics second” (Brownell 2005: 207; cf. Koulouri 1998: 142-149).  
 
According to Brownell (2005: 207): “Athletic clubs were part of the emergence of a civil society (called ‘association-mania,’ 
syllogomania) that started in the 1870s, primarily motivated by the goal of disseminating Greek education throughout the 
Ottoman Empire and promoting the Megali (‘Great’) Idea that the lands occupied by Greeks should be unified into one 
national territory” (cf. Koulouri 1997: 145-146). 
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ascendancy.”107 In this sense, foreigners were acknowledged for their shared connection with the modern 

Greeks, which could have been a political move to inspire enthusiasm for Athens to host the inaugural 

modern Olympic Games—despite the Kingdom’s financial and political instability—or it could have 

been part of a movement to advance the ideological construction of Panhellenism.108 Vikelas’ 

proclamation that his fellow delegates were all descendants of the ancient Hellenes is important because 

it suggests, more broadly, that although Vikelas lacked familial connections to Crete,109 he saw this island 

as part of the greater Panhellenic movement to unite Greek-related territories that were under Ottoman 

control since the island did not perform in the Olympics until 1906.110 If delegates from the USA, 

France, Britain, Russia, and Italy—to name a few—were being classified with common ascendancy to 

                                                
107 Bulletin du Comité International des Jeux Olympiques, Première année (July 1894): 1; this translation is rendered from 
Koulouri 2005: 218.  
108 King George I of Greece and Crown Prince Constantine supported the modern Olympic Games being held in Athens for 
its inaugural revival in 1896, but the country was experiencing financial strain. Additionally, this was a period marked with 
tension between Charilaos Trikoupis and Theodoros Deligiannis for the position of prime minister (Koliopoulos and 
Veremis 2002: 61-68). According to Koliopoulos and Veremis 2002, 65: “The see-saw of victory and defeat between 
Trikoupis and Deliyannis continued during the decade 1886-1896, but with the default of 1893 the popularity of Trikoupis 
waned until his abject electoral defeat in 1895. He died a year later in a Paris hotel while Greece was hosting the first modern 
Olympic Games.”  
 
Trikoupis and Dragoumis, who served as the president of the Zappas Olympic Committee, expressed their doubts whether 
Greece was equipped to host the Olympic Games during this time. Vikelas tried to advocate in his speech to the foreign 
delegation at the Second Sorbonne Congress that if Athens was incapable of competing with the capitals of the West to 
provide adequate resources, then the Olympic Games would be celebrated elsewhere; however, Athens should not be 
dismissed easily because, aside from the wonders of the Acropolis, the city could offer hotels, cafés, restaurants, and theaters 
to its guests, despite experiencing financial strain (Bulletin du Comité International des Jeux Olympiques 1, July 1894: 1). 
Of worthy note, is that the Panhellenic Society of Gymnastics was under the patronage of the Crown Prince and represented 
in Congress. Additionally, Prince George served as the honorary president, and Prince Nicolas was an honorary member 
(Bulletin du Comité International des Jeux Olympiques 1, July 1894: 1). Later on, Crown Prince Constantine became the 
president of the Organizing Committee in 1898 (See also Young 1996: 108 for a secondary commentary).  
109 Part of Vikelas’ objective was to make Greece and its Kingdom known to foreigners, which is evident during his time in 
London between 1852-1876, when he promoted “Statistics of the Kingdom of Greece 1861-1866” to the Statistical Society 
in 1869 (Dolianitis 1995: 108). 
110 Crete participated in the Modern Olympics – Intercalated Games later in 1906. Even though the Cretan Republic lacked 
an official, national team for the Intercalated Games, eight athletes from the island competed (Mallon and Heijmans 2011: 
88). 
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Greece, then certainly the Greek-speaking occupants of territories under Ottoman control would have 

value in this Hellenic narrative as well.  

Vikelas’ commitment to Crete was evident decades before his friendship with Hatzidakis, and 

he was an early advocate for the Cretan reunification with Greece in 1866. For this cause, he fundraised 

in support of the Cretan Revolt of 1866-1867 by contacting academics and authors in Britain—resulting 

in a British support committee.111 Vikelas supported the Kingdom of Greece’s territorial expansion,112 

and the mission to unite expatriate populations outside of Greece, which included Crete.113 Vikelas’ 

support for Cretan unification was evident even decades later when he raised money to help the refugees 

of the Cretan Revolution of 1897,114 and his support for the indigenous population was unwavering even 

until his death. 

When Vikelas visited Iraklio under the Cretan State, he observed an economically flourishing 

island with archaeological discoveries that provoked curiosities outside of the island’s borders.115 This 

prompted him to donate his prized library for the island’s enrichment through the Archaeological 

Museum of Iraklio, once the Museum had been relocated with the proper space constructed for his 

library donations.116 The process for developing the Museum is important for understanding the types 

of systematic connections and endorsements needed in order for the island to grow its collection. 

Beyond the artifacts themselves, the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio was intended as a center for 

scholarly research about antiquities, and Vikelas’ library donation would have supported this agenda.  

                                                
111 Dolianitis 1995: 108; Llewellyn-Smith 2004: 85. 
112 Chalkiadakis 2008: 91-102. 
113 Thessaly, Makedonia, and Ipiros—to name a few—were also contentious territories during the same time as the Cretan 
Struggle to unify with Greece (Chalkiadakis 2008: 92; cf. Economou 1953: 171). 
114 Chalkiadakis 2008: 100; cf. The Oxford Magazine, Oxford, 24.02.1897 & 05.05.1897; cf. The Oxford Chronicle, Oxford, 
13.03.1897; cf. The Nation, New York, 06.05.1897. 
115 Detorakis 2008: 7; Hatzidakis 1931: 58-59; Spanakis 1978: 21. 
116 Detorakis 2008: 6. 
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In Vikelas’ first catalogued letter to Hatzidakis about the library on the 28th of February 1907, 

he wrote that, “[i]n addition [to supplementary information], I wanted to know if, besides the already 

built rooms, there is any other room suitable for a library. It would be good for the Library of Iraklio to 

be situated inside the Museum, whose curator will also be the curator of the library. I undertake to attend 

to the enrichment of the library, if I learn that there is space for it to be situated. Yours sincerely, D. 

Vikelas.”117 Vikelas made clear his precondition that appropriate space must be available for these 

books—primarily because he did not want his collection remaining in boxes for an indeterminate 

amount of time until they had space to be displayed. Such strong sentiment is repeated in a second letter 

from Vikelas to Hatzidakis written on the 12th of March 1907, where Vikelas expressed concern for the 

current location of artifacts being held at the barracks which, at the time of letter, posed certain threats 

to the Museum’s antiquity collection such as fire hazards and compromised security.118 The stability and 

security of the new rooms were of utmost importance for Vikelas’ future donation of books. Once the 

antiquities were transferred from the Iraklio barracks to the new Museum, and space secured for the 

library’s placement, Vikelas would then send his books to Crete.119  

Suffering from acute liver cancer, the 6th of April 1908 was the date of the last letter that Vikelas 

was able to write himself to Hatzidakis.120 As a proxy on Vikelas’ behalf, Vikelas’ friend Georgios 

                                                
117 Επιστολή του Δημήτη Βικέλα προς τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη (28.02.1907, Επιστολή 1, Αθήνα); βλ. Δετοράκης 2008: 12; 
Translated from the Original Greek Text: “´Ηθελα πρὸς τούτοις νὰ γνωρίζω ἂν ἐκ τῶν κτισθέντων ἢδη δωματίων ὑπάρχει κανένα 
κατάλληλον διὰ βιβλιοθήκην. Η βιβλιοθήκη τοὺ ̔ Ηρακλείου θα ἦτο καλόν νὰ εὑρίσκεται ἐντός τοῦ Μουσείου, τοῦ ὁποίου ὁ ̓̀ Έφορος 
θα εἶναι και τῆς βιβλιοθήκης ῍Έφορος. Περί τοῦ πλουτισμοῦ τῆς βιβλιοθήκης ἀναδέχομαι νὰ φροντίσω ἃμα μάθω ὃτι ὑπάρχει χώρος 
πρὸς τοποθέτησίν της. Διατελώ ἐν βίᾳ όλως ὑμέτερος. Δ. Βικέλας.”  
118 Επιστολή του Δημήτρη Βικέλα προς τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη (12.03.1907, Επιστολή 2), βλ. Δετοράκης 2008: 13-14. 
119 Επιστολή του Δημήτρη Βικέλα προς τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη (28.02.1907, Επιστολή 1, Αθήνα), βλ. Δετοράκης 2008: 11-12; 
Επιστολή του Δημήτρη Βικέλα προς τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη (12.03.1907, Επιστολή 2), βλ. Δετοράκης 2008: 13-14; Επιστολή του 
Δημήτρη Βικέλα προς τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη (08.04.1907, Επιστολή 4), βλ. Δετοράκης 2008: 17; Επιστολή του Δημήτρη Βικέλα 
προς τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη (9.4.1907, Επιστολή 5, Αθήνα), βλ. Δετοράκης 2008: 18-19; Επιστολή του Δημήτρη Βικέλα προς τον 
Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη (15.11.1907, Επιστολή 6, Αθήνα), βλ. Δετοράκης 2008: 19. 
120 Επιστολή του Δημήτρη Βικέλα προς τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη (06.04.1908, Επιστολή 8, Αθήνα), βλ. Δετοράκης 2008: 21-22, 
Σημειώσεις 1 & 2. 
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Drosinis wrote on the 16th of May 1908 to Hatzidakis temporarily stalling any further discussion about 

the library given Vikelas’ weakening condition: 

I am writing to you in order to postpone every current thought about the placement of a portion 
of his books, which, from now on, he was thinking to donate to his beloved Crete, because it will 
not be long until you get the whole, according to his wish, which he also formulates as 
willingness, as he so many times confided in me. || All these are between you and me. ||You can 
write to him, without seeming at least concerned about his health, but only to let him know that 
I have replied to you. Write to him that you wish him to recover and that there is time to 
communicate later, when perhaps he himself can come to Crete, as he was planning.121   

 
The cancer claimed Vikelas’ life a few months after this letter was written on the 7th of July 1908, and 

the last will and testament of Vikelas bequeathed his book collection to the Municipality of Iraklio, and 

not to the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio as specified within the numerous correspondence between 

Vikelas and Hatzidakis over the last years of Vikelas’ life.  

What is important to consider is that even though Vikelas’ books were donated to the 

Municipality, the Museum had plans in motion to expand its facilities to accommodate archaeological 

and historical research. The need for a proper research facility dedicated to the written word was an 

integral component to the mission of cultivating Cretan cultural heritage and Hatzidakis recommended 

that the book collection of the Syllogos—many rare—be donated to the Municipal Library, which was 

recorded at approximately 1,130 volumes. According to Municipal Council Proceedings from the 14th 

of July 1912: 

The Municipal Council has taken into consideration that the former library of the Educational 
Society has collected volumes [of books], which are kept improperly in the offices of the 
Prosecutor and subject to deterioration and, that after the recommendation of the Municipal 

                                                
121 Επιστολή του Γεωργίου Δροσίνη προς τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη (16.05.1908, Επιστολή 9, Αθήνα), βλ. Δετοράκης 2008: 22; 
Translated from the Original Greek: “Σᾶς γράφω νὰ ἀναβάλωμεν πᾶσαν προσωρινήν σκέψιν περί τοποθετήσεως μέρους τῶν 
βιβλίων του, τὰ ὁποῖα ἐσκέπτετο ἀπό τοῦδε νὰ δωρήση είς τὴν φιλτάτην του Κρήτην, διότι δὲν θὰ βραδύνετε νὰ λάβετε τὸ ὃλον κατὰ 
τὴν ἐπιθυμίαν του, ἣν βεβαίως διατυπώνει καὶ ὠς θέλησίν του ὡς πολλάκις μοι ἐνεπιστεύθη. || Ταύτα ὃλως μεταξύ μας. || Προς αὐτόν 
γράψατε χωρίς νὰ φανῆτε ὃτι ἀνησυχεῖτε τὸ παραμικρόν διὰ τὴν ὑγείαν του, ἀλλά διὰ νὰ μάθη ὃτι σᾶς ἀπήντησα· γράψατε ὃτι εὒχεσθε 
νὰ ἀναρρώση καὶ ὑπάρχει καιρός διὰ νὰ συνεννοηθήτε βραδύτερον, ὃτε ἲσως καὶ ὁ ἲδιος δυνηθή νὰ ἒλθη εἰς Κρήτην, καθώς 
ἐλογάριαζεν.” 
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Library, it would be beneficial to have the books in question surrendered to the Municipality for 
the enrichment of the Library, [and it] unanimously expresses the Government’s wish to 
surrender the mentioned books, as an order, to the Municipality.122 

 
Personal collections from various members of the Cretan intelligentsia and their families subsequently 

were donated to this Library.123 After plans for a research library inside the Archaeological Museum of 

Iraklio fell through, the Archaeological Society shifted its focus to the new museum being built and to 

securing and growing its permanent archaeological collection.124 The enrichment of Crete was a 

collective effort at the cultural intersection between those who were studying and those wanting to 

preserve the island’s history. 

 

 

                                                
122 Translated from the Original Greek Text: “Τὸ Δημοτικόν ἒχον ὑπ' ὂψει ὃτι ἐκ τῆς ἂλλοτε Βιβλιοθήκης τοῦ Φιλεκπαιδευτικοῦ 
Συλλόγου σώζονται τόμοι τινές οἱ οποίοι φυλάσσονται εἰς τὰ γραφεία τῆς εἰσαγγελίας πλημμελώς καὶ ὐπόκεινται εἰς φθοράν, καὶ ὃτι 
μετά τὴν σύστασιν τῆς Δημοτικῆς Βιβλιοθήκης καλό θὰ ἦτο τὰ περί ὡς ὁ λόγος βιβλία νὰ παραδοθῶσιν εἰς τὸν Δήμον πρὸς 
πλουτισμόν τῆς Βιβλιοθήκης, ἐκφράζει ὁμοφώνως τὴν εὐχήν πρὸς τὴν Κυβέρνησιν ὃπως διατάξη νὰ παραδοθοῦν τὰ εἰρημένα βιβλία 
εἰς τὸν Δῆμον” (Source: Vikelaia Municipal Library, Παναγιώτη Γεωργουδή, “Δήμος Ηρακλείου - Βικελαία Δημοτική - Ο 
Δημήτριος Βικέλας - Το Ιστορικό Πλαίσιο.” Βικελαία Δημοτική Βιβλιοθήκη, Copyright 2015 [accessed originally on 25.06.2015, 
http://www.heraklion.gr/municipality/library/vikelaia-library.html; revised visit through updated website: 09.07.2017], 
http://www.vikelaia.gr/index.php/vikelaia-library/history). 
123 Information presented in this footnote was through the use of the following source from the Vikelaia Municipal Library: 
Georgoudis, Panagiotis (Παναγιώτη Γεωργουδή) “Δήμος Ηρακλείου -Βικελαία Δημοτική- Ο Δημήτριος Βικέλας-Το Ιστορικό 
Πλαίσιο.” Βικελαία Δημοτική Βιβλιοθήκη, Copyright 2015 [accessed originally on 25.06.2015, 
http://www.heraklion.gr/municipality/library/vikelaia-library.html; revised visit through updated website: 09.07.2017], 
http://www.vikelaia.gr/index.php/vikelaia-library/history. 
124 That is not to say, however, that the Cretan Museum abandoned all intent to establish some type of library in the future. 
According to Hatzidakis’ (28.04.1914) memorandum, after the island’s unification with Greece, the Museum finally had 
adequate space for a flexible internal design to accommodate a future library: “The designs of this building were worked out 
in the offices of the Archaeological Society in Athens. [On the left margins: About the construction of the Cretan Museum]. 
It consists of a central room, two wings, a backspace and entrance/propylaea. Until now, the central room and four rooms at 
the back of it—that can be used as a library and offices—and the left wing consisting of three floors have been constructed. 
About 180,000 drachmas have been spent for all of these up to now and the right wing, the backspace and the 
entrance/propylaea are remaining to be constructed. The expenses for these will be about the 200,000 drachmas. But these 
expenses do not have to be a lump sum, but can be gradually constructed first the entrance/propylaea, then the right wing 
and finally the backspace. || The collections of antiquities found in the Cretan Museum and the revealed Minoan palaces and 
other buildings are of major importance, unique in the world, representing a new, formerly completely unknown, page of the 
history of the Greek civilization. Through these antiquities, it has been proved and it is commonly believed today that the 
first cradle of the European, in general, civilization was Crete” (Translated from the Original Greek Text: ΑΜΗ, Ἰωσήφ 
Χατζιδάκης-Υπόμνημα Περί τών Κρητικῶν ᾽Αρχαιοτήτων, 28.04.1914, βιβλίο 3, σ. 3). 
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CONCLUSION 

The development of an archaeological museum in Iraklio began under the Syllogos presidency of Iosif 

Hatzidakis and during its infancy, its growing collection was housed in temporary storage at the Iraklio 

Barracks and Agios Minas Cathedral until a permanent structure was created for the collections under 

the new formed Archaeological Service. Prior to the establishment of the autonomous Cretan polity, 

artifacts in Crete were under the jurisdiction of the Ottoman administration with the potential to be 

removed from the island, so there was a need for the Syllogos to manage and protect its growing 

collection, which it believed belonged to the indigenous Cretans. Claiming that the Archaeological 

Museum of Iraklio created a sensationalized narrative prioritizing “Minoan” archaeology is limiting and 

reductive because the collection spanned from prehistoric to more modern antiquities, and offered an 

inclusive narrative about Crete as the origin of western civilization and—by extension—a part of 

European heritage more broadly.  

When the public Archaeological Service was established in 1899, archaeology and cultural 

heritage management were still not the main priority of political figures, as seen with the prolonged 

struggle to use the Venetian Loggia as a museum and then later the petition for its restoration as a Town 

Hall. When Cretans themselves could not recognize the value of architectural monuments from the 

island’s past, it was European patrons who helped to support the Archaeological Service in its objective 

to protect the antiquities of the island—even though some of them may have represented more recent 

periods of foreign governance. Aside from foreigners advocating for the preservation of Cretan 

monuments in threat of demolition, individuals representing the Kingdom of Greece, like Demetrios 

Vikelas, also served as patrons who supported the Archaeological Service of Crete through generous 
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monetary donations and collections to build a research library that would benefit Cretans, Greeks, and 

international scholars alike.  
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CHAPTER 6 | CRETAN ARCHAEOLOGY’S ROLE DURING POLITICAL 
TRANSITIONS: 1898-1908 & 1908-1913 

 
Aside from their bureaucratic and administrative commitments, the Ephors of Antiquity in Crete—

Iosif Hatzidakis and Stefanos Xanthoudides—were responsible for excavating and publishing 

information about archaeological sites under the Cretan State. The island’s political instability 

fluctuated during times of resistance, which challenged the Cretans’ ability to conduct excavations until 

Crete was recognized as an autonomous polity. And different challenges continued to present 

themselves even after Crete’s de facto union in 1908 leading up to its unification with Greece, which 

became internationally recognized de jure on the 1st of December 1913 (table 5). Even though 

excavations persisted throughout these years on Crete, some ended prematurely because of finances and 

others, partly, because of internal politics. As argued throughout this dissertation, archaeology in Crete 

was used as a strategy of resistance against the Ottoman administration, but this practice starts to change 

after the establishment of the autonomous Cretan polity when, arguably, we see evidence of amplified 

resistance between the Cretan and European excavators. What this chapter aims to accomplish is an 

understanding of the relationship between Cretan excavators and foreign archaeologists during the 

Cretan State [1898-1908] and what came immediately afterward, by using archival documents to discuss 

the apprehension of local intellects about monopolies on excavations.  

Under the Archaeological Service of the Cretan State, foreign archaeologists were offered 

projects that were unavailable to Cretans, which caused problems for the locals who wanted more 

opportunities to excavate. One example of this tension is evident with the ancient site of Lyktos, where 

both British and Italian archaeologists competed for the permission to excavate. The initial competition 

excluded the consideration of Cretans, which caused international and domestic rivalries to develop. 
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Hatzidakis, as the Ephor, worked in parallel with the foreign delegations to secure their permissions, 

which met resistance from other members of the Cretan Archaeological Council who wanted to limit 

foreign control over excavations which Hatzidakis enabled. Hatzidakis realized during his tenure as the 

Syllogos president that Cretan archaeology benefitted from foreign missions, but his continued 

relationship with them after the formation of Cretan State caused frustrations among local 

archaeologists, who lacked the funding—and sometimes proper training.  

Crete’s appeal to a common western heritage was, in part, responsible for the overall ambivalence 

towards non-Greek western archaeologists while Cretan archaeology was monitored under the Syllogos. 

Although Cretan archaeologists appealed to a Hellenic heritage which was claimed additionally by 

western Europeans, once a Cretan Archaeological Service was created under the State, local curators 

challenged more forcefully the presence of non-Greek westerners and their perceived entitlement to 

sites. For example, even Xanthoudides expressed frustration over foreign entitlements when he 

recounted in a letter to Stefanos Dragoumis how he began an excavation at Kalyvia but was forced to 

end his involvement in favor of the Italians who received permission to continue excavations based on a 

technicality of the land belonging to the boundaries of Phaistos, where the Italians already had the 

authority and permission to excavate earlier.1 

To demonstrate the problems of Cretan archaeology—particularly, the continued directorships 

of foreign excavators and Hatzidakis’ control over executive decisions—this chapter begins with a 

historical background about foreign entitlements and archaeology as an intellectual institution within 

Crete’s newly formed autonomous state. These first two sections will be followed by a specific case study 

                                                
1  Based on the letter from S. Xanthoudides to S. Dragoumis, 19.01.1913; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.71.  
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regarding the archaeological site of Tylissos, which Hatzidakis originally excavated between 1909-1913.2 

Tylissos is used as a case study because it demonstrates: 1. Hatzidakis’ dominance within archaeological 

affairs since he was considered to have a monopoly over who would excavate sites—giving preference to 

foreigners over indigenous Cretans; 2. Hatzidakis’ reliance on foreign intellectuals for advancing the 

scientific agenda of Cretan archaeology; and 3. Hatzidakis’ ability to conduct large-scale excavations on 

Crete with a considerable level of scientific aptitude that was recognized by members of the 

international, academic community. This case study about Tylissos is then complemented by 

subsections which provide an in-depth discussion of archival documents primarily from the Stefanos 

Dragoumis Papers at the Gennadius Library Archives of the American School of Classical Studies at 

Athens, the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio Archives, and the British School at Athens Archives to 

provide alternative perspectives about foreign-led excavations during the years of the unofficial union 

and Hatzidakis’ involvement with these archaeologists. 

 

Date Event 
18 April – 20 May 1897 Greco-Turkish War of 1897 (Thirty Days’ War, or Black ’97) 
25 August 1898 Turkish Massacre of Christian Cretans and British Soldiers 
28 November 1898 Turkish forces expelled and Crete declared autonomous 
9 December 1898 Proclamation of Prince George of Greece, serving as High Commissioner 
10 March 1905 Theriso Revolt 
24 September 1908 Union with Greece (unilateral; de facto) 
30 May 1913 Treaty of London 
1 December 1913 Union with Greece (de jure) 

Table 5. Timeline towards Cretan Unification, 1897-1913. 

 

                                                
2 Later excavations included N. Platon [1953-1955], S. Alexiou [1963], and A. Kanta [1971]. Excavation dates have been 
commonly misrepresented in secondary sources as 1902-1913 for Hatzidakis’ excavations at Tylissos. For example, Alexiou, 
Platon, and Guanella (1968: 92) state that “J. Hazzidakis, excavated three Minoan villas at Tylissos in the northern foothills 
of Mount Ida in the years 1902-1913.” Hatzidakis (1921: 7), on the other hand, reported directly that he excavated Tylissos 
in June 1909: “Au mois de juin 1909, je commençai une fouille préparatoire par l’ouverture de deux grandes tranchées dont 
l’une, commençant au point ou avaient été trouvés les chaudrons, se prolongeait de 10 mètres vers le Nord.” 
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6.1 PROBLEMS ENSUE: FOREIGN ENTITLEMENTS 

In the absence of Ottoman officials and their control over the military, Crete was recognized as an 

“archaeological El Dorado” and the “Promised Land of Aegean Research” under the autonomous Cretan 

polity, as noted by David George Hogarth and Robert Carr Bosanquet (1899: 321).3 According to 

Carabott (2006: 50), “[u]ndoubtedly, the particular historical juncture that brought about the hybrid 

Cretan State and Prince George’s ‘unfortunate regime’ was instrumental in turning the island into an 

archaeological El Dorado, with the British at the helm. But the political contingency aside, ‘personal 

factors’ […] were of equal importance.” Once the Cretan State Antiquities Law ratified an 

Archaeological Service in 1899, opportunities expanded for excavation on the island. Europeans were 

especially interested in archaeological projects on Crete due to the former administration’s restrictions 

on excavations now being lifted. After the Ottoman troops were forcibly removed from the island, the 

Great Powers retained their military posts on the island, which made their presence on Crete ever 

apparent (refer to chpt. 5).  

  Similar to the boundary divisions of European powers overseeing partitioned regions of Crete, 

so too could those divides be observed in archaeology with the corresponding territories of the French 

at Lato, the Americans near the Pachyammos regions, the Italians in the Messara, and the British at 

Knossos and the area near Sitia.4 Archaeological excavations were mostly financed by individual patrons 

or foreign institutions rather than the Cretan government and since Hatzidakis was the administration’s 

point person for excavations, it was necessary to maintain a strong network of communication with him 

and his affiliates.  Such is evident from Halbherr’s letter to Evans on the 10th of February 1899 when he 

                                                
3 As quoted in McEnroe 2002: 61. See also Carabott 2006: 39, 40, 45 & 50. 
4 McEnroe 2002: 61-62. 
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urged Evans to help him endorse Hatzidakis for the position of Ephor of Antiquities. In this same letter, 

Halbherr expressed his difficulty in trying to secure an honorary doctorate for Hatzidakis which, if 

granted, would help substantiate his position of authority.5 If it had not been apparent before, once 

positions for the ephorates were created under the Crete State, it was now understood that Hatzidakis 

had preeminent authority over the island’s antiquities and that foreign excavators needed his support in 

order to accomplish anything. 

For example, William Loring, who was the Honorary Secretary of the British School at Athens, 

identified Hatzidakis as a person of authority under the new Cretan State in his letter to David George 

Hogarth from the 20th of January 1899, where he states that Hatzidakis “…will probably be a Cavvadias 

under the new regime.”6 Additionally, Loring reports that Evans had unofficial contact with 

“Hadjidakis” and had been authorized by the Committee to make negotiations on their behalf for 

potential fieldwork. Being another “Kavvadias” is not a compliment, necessarily, since he was known to 

obstruct foreigners’ access to antiquities (e.g. when he restricted the American Archaeological 

Expedition’s ability to transport artifacts to the Association in New York, which prompted Halbherr to 

advocate on behalf of the Americans while working in tandem with Hatzidakis).7 Because Hatzidakis 

                                                
5 Letter from F. Halbherr to A. J. Evans, 10.02.1899 (Roma, 21 Via Arenula); The Sir Arthur Evans Archive, Non-personal 
letters, No. 71, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford. Excerpt republished from Momigliano 2002: 280-281, F.H.4: 
“Vorrei però contribuire alla nomina di Hazzidaki a Ephoros generale. E perciò La prego di scrivermi subito se Ella fa dei 
passi in questo senso per via diplomatica, che in tal caso ne farò anch'io presso il Ministero degli Esteri immediatamente. Il 
tentativo di far nominare il nostro amico dottore onorario non mi pare che possa riuscire facilmente in Italia: io ho provato 
ma ho trovato contrarietà, non per la persona, ma per la cosa.” See also Varouchakis 2015: 96. 
6 Transcribed from the Letter from W. Loring to D.G. Hogarth, 20.01.1899: BSA Archives, British School at Athens 
Corporate Records, London-Letter Book 1 (Nov 1897 – Aug 1900), p. 124-127. Regarding Kavvadias, the First Secretary to 
the Archaeological Society of Athens and the General Superintendent of Antiquities for the Greek Archaeological Service, 
refer to chpt. 4. 
7 In a letter from Halbherr to Hatzidakis on 18.05.1895, he addresses problems that he had encountered with Kavvadias (see 
chpt. 4, figs. 48 & 49): “Do you remember the small clay objects from Praisos that I had on the floor of my room and the half 
of them I gave to the Association and the other half I sent to Athens for [Emile] Gillieron  in order to finish the drafts […]; 
Now, the director of the American School wanted to send them to the president of the Association, Mr. Low, in New York, 
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could be considered a “xenophile,” Loring’s comment about him being another “Kavvadias” most likely 

reflects an insecurity about the British—specifically—being pushed to the peripheries of archaeological 

exploration (e.g. the British competed with the French for Goulas and Knossos, as well as the Italians 

for Lyktos).8 There can be no question, though, that Loring’s letter establishes Hatzidakis’ understood 

authority and that the island’s politics were changing at this time. 

Laws regarding archaeology especially were part of this change, as noted by Halbherr in his letter 

to Evans on the 16th of July 1899:  

The quality of the archaeological law made by the Cretans at the suggestion, as it seems, of Mr. 
Cavvadias, is very questionable. Its severity is almost laughable, and the articles concerning the 
ownership of finds, to me, seem even contrary to justice, the overall law is practically 
unenforceable and I begin to see that it will put us in a great deal of embarrassment and raise 
serious difficulties and protests by the land owners.9 

 
The Cretan Law of Antiquities stated that all antiquities (Article 1), mobile and immobile, were to 

remain property of the Cretan State and that any violation of the law forbidding the exportation of 

antiquities abroad was punishable by a prison term of up to 5 years (Article 18).  Only antiquities that 

were deemed to lack scientific value were allowed to be purchased and sold (or antiquities under the 

stipulations of Articles 15-17 could be imported from abroad) (Article 19).10 This law was meant to 

                                                
and he told about it to Kavvadias, who prevented him. I do not know if he did it afterwards, but if he did not do it, I would 
like you to write later a letter, please, to Kavvadias saying that you saw the objects and that you have too many in the 
[possession of the] Syllogos and that it is ridiculous for him to act like this. He is just saying that Stylianos was late to declare 
them when he imported them to Piraeus” (translated from the Original Greek Text: AMH, Επιστολή του Φεντερίκο Αλμπέρ 
να Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, 18.05.1895, Ρώμη, βιβλίο 8, σ. 1). 
8 For information about the competition between the British and French over Knossos, refer to Momigliano 2002: 268; 
Farnoux 1993: 29-33; Brown 1986, Hood 1987; and Driessen 1990. Regarding the British’s competition with the French 
over Goulas, refer to F. Halbherr’s letter to A. J. Evans from 04.02.1899 (Roma, 21 Via Arenula); The Sir Arthur Evans 
Archive, Non-personal letters, No. 71, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford (republished in Momigliano 2002: 278-
279, F.H.3). 
9 Translated from the Original Italian Text. See N. Momigliano (2002: 265) for an alternative translation, and N. 
Momigliano (2002: 284-285, F.H.8) for a transcription of this original letter from Halbherr to Evans on 16.07.1899 
(Candia). The original letter is available through The Sir Evans Archive Ashmolean Museum in University of Oxford. 
10 A copy of this original document can be found at: Νόμος περί ἀρχαιοτήτων, Αριθμός Νόμου 24, 18.06.1899; Επίσημος 
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protect Cretan antiquities, but it is clear from Halbherr’s letter to Evans that he viewed the prohibition 

as unrealistically enforceable and unfair to both land owners and excavators.11 A disconnect existed 

between what foreign archaeologists believed should be the law and what Cretan officials understood as 

the benefit of sharing fieldwork.  

 Foreign archaeologists, after the formation of the Cretan State, claimed entitlements to certain 

sites, and they competed with one another—though sometimes without success (e.g. an example of this 

infighting is when the French excavated the site of Goulas in 1899, which was considered “English 

Territory”).12 Evans appealed to British patriotism in order to help finance his excavations, as 

demonstrated through his and Hogarth’s letter to the public published in The Times on the 31st of 

October 1900:   

Sir,- The preoccupation of the public mind caused by the war in South Africa made it impossible 
last year to press the claims of Cretan exploration. Sympathy, indeed, was not wanting...(A) 
committee was formed and sites set apart for British excavations but only 1|10 of the required 
£5,000 was raised....Meanwhile, Italian and French missions, supported by government aid, had 
already been in the field for several months. Even to hold our own it was absolutely imperative 
that British representatives should make a beginning. We had no choice but to embark last 
spring on an enterprise which, once begun, for the honour of British science must be carried 
through....The discoveries made at Knossos last year throw into the shade all the other 
exploratory campaigns of last season in the Eastern Mediterranean, by whatever nationality 
conducted....In this field at least, British archaeological enterprise has been fortunate enough to 
obtain a strong lead, and it rests with the public to see that it is maintained.13 

 

                                                
Εφημερίς της Κρητικής Πολιτείας, Χανιά, 21.06.1899, Αριθμός 51 – Κωδικός αναγνώρισης: GRGSAIAK_EFKRIP). Also, refer 
to the primary source: Νόμος περί ἀρχαιοτήτων, Εν Χανίοις, Τύποις Κρητικής Πολιτείας, 1899. 
11 According to Galanakis 2015: 20, Sir Arthur Evans wanted to export antiquities back from Crete when he excavated 
Knossos to create more awareness of his excavation through the Cretan Exploration Fund and to validate his extended stay 
on the island since he was only afforded 215 days of absence annually from Oxford (see also, Ovenell 1986: 262-63). Evans 
was able to generate awareness of his excavation and elicit funding through his 1902 Minoan Exhibition in Oxford (Galanakis 
2015: 20). 
12 For a reference to this conflict, refer to F. Halbherr’s letter to A. J. Evans from 04.02.1899 (Roma, 21 Via Arenula); The 
Sir Arthur Evans Archive, Non-personal letters, No. 71, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford (republished in 
Momigliano 2002: 278-279, F.H.3). 
13 As quoted in McEnroe 2002: 62. 
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British excavators were not alone in seeking excavations on Crete, and this competition caused problems 

for local Cretans—and even Greeks—under the new regime.14 An example of this competition is evident 

in an interview with Kavvadias, published in Efemeris on the 12th of December in 1900, where he 

contends that Greek excavators had rights over foreigners:  

We think that our Archaeological Society should take part in Cretan excavations, by 
undertaking research in one of the numerous ancient Cretan cities, since, thank God, there is 
enough space for everyone, and a great deal of glory for all the people in Crete. And, yes, on the 
one hand antiquity belongs to all of them who are lovers and servants to Science, but, on the 
other hand, nobody can dispute that Greece is the most directly interested in Crete [out of them 
all].15  
 

Kavvadias’ statement could be seen as a challenge to the unwarranted sense of entitlement foreigners had 

to Cretan archaeology as being part of the western European tradition—meaning that Cretan 

archaeology was not exclusive to the Cretans, or Greeks alone. As argued by McEnroe (2002: 64): 

To Hogarth, Minoan history was not simply the history of ancient Crete, nor did it belong to 
the rigid, conservative world of the ancient Near East. Rather, Minoan Crete was, in Evans’ 
words, the ‘cradle of European civilisation,’ the initial chapter in the much larger saga of Western 
culture. The Cretan past was our past. In fact, Minoan Crete soon became one of the 
touchstones by which Westerners fixed the boundary between [the] static East and the 
progressive West, a boundary which, in the view of many Europeans, ironically excluded modern 
Crete.16 

 
The premise that Europeans considered themselves as part of an inheritance arising from the “cradle of 

European civilization” is not being disputed here, but the origin of this entitlement needs to be pressed 

                                                
14 According to McEnroe 2002, 63-64: “Evans’ attitude was not uncommon. While many Europeans professed a sort of 
philhellenism in justifying their support for the Christian population of Crete, their actual attitude was at least as much anti-
Islamic as it was philhellenic. At a broader level, the Christian Cretans, and in fact all Greeks, were regarded with the same 
Eurocentric, anti-Eastern bias. It was not that Orthodox Greeks were good and Moslems bad. To many Europeans and 
Americans, both groups were Oriental barbarians.” See also Hogarth 1925: 171-172. 
15 Translated from the Original Greek Text; Εφημερίς, 12.12.1900, 1: “Νομίζομεν δὲ ὅτι καὶ ἡ ἡμετέρα ἀρχαιολογικὴ ῾Ἑταιρία 
ἔπρεπε νὰ λάβῃ μέρος εἰς τὰς ἐν Κρήτῃ ἀνασκαφὰς, ἀναλαμβάνουσα τὴν ἔρευναν μιᾶς ἐκ τῶν πολλῶν ἀρχαίων Κρητικῶν πόλεων, 
ἀφοῦ, δόξα τῷ Θεῷ. ὑπάρχει χῶρος δι᾽ὅλους ὅπως καὶ δόξα δι᾽ὅλους ἐν Κρήτῃ. Καὶ ναὶ μὲν ἡ ἀρχαιότης ἀνήκει εἰς ὅλους τοὺς 
ἀγαπῶντας καὶ ὑπηρετοῦντας τὴν ᾽Επιστήμην, ἀλλ᾽οὖδεὶς ἀμφισβητεῖ είς τὴν ᾽Ελλάδα ὅτι ἐν Κρήτῃ εἶνε ἡ ἀμεσώτερον 
ἐνδιαφερομένη.” For an alternative translation, refer to Varouchakis 2015: 145.  
16 Refer to Evans 1921: 24. 
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further. The concept of Crete being the foundation of Europe is not an exclusive narrative projected 

through the imagination of western European, or colonialist/imperialist agendas. Evans may have 

inserted European idealisms into his interpretation of the Minoans after 1900,17 but the concept of 

Crete as this “cradle” can be traced to Iosif Hatzidakis’ “Catalogue of Antiquities” from 1888, since some 

of the objects found were from the Idaion Cave—the birthplace of Zeus in mythology.18 Therefore, it 

would be more appropriate to suggest that the Cretans themselves supported—or at least are responsible 

for—this ideology that was then adopted, used, and disseminated by western Europeans in their 

archaeological mission to connect with Crete. Knowing this, the questions we could be asking are: 1. 

What could the Cretans gain from recognizing Crete as the “cradle of European civilization”; 2. How 

did the Cretans envision western Europeans as part of this continuing narrative; and 3. What did the 

Europeans envision this connection to be in actuality? Did this give them more entitlement to excavate 

the land? These are questions to consider as we probe deeper into the shifting dynamics of archaeology 

under the Cretan State on its path towards unification. 

 

6.2 AUTONOMOUS CRETE, UNIFICATION, AND ARCHAEOLOGY WITHIN A POLITICAL FRAMEWORK  

As an autonomous state under Ottoman suzerainty, Crete was governed by Prince George of Greece 

serving as the first High Commissioner from 1898-1906;19 his tenure was followed by Alexandros 

                                                
17  Evans 1921. Refer also to commentary by McEnroe 2002: 69-70. 
18 Regarding finds from the Idaion Andron, refer to Paolo Orsi’s statement featured in Νέα῾Εβδομἀς, 26.06.1888: 1.  
19 The Turkish forces were expelled from the island after the massacre of 25.08.1898, which incurred casualties including the 
Cretan Greeks, the British Consul, and British soldiers. It was on 09/21.12.1898 that Crete became separated from the 
Ottoman Empire, where Prince George of Greece represented the island as the first High Commissioner of Crete—an office 
which replaced the former, temporary system of four admirals. It was from this time that the Cretan State took shape under 
Ottoman suzerainty, and protected by an international military force. According to Macrakis (2006: 68), “The Powers’ 
intent at first was to negotiate autonomy under Ottoman suzerainty and with the appointment of a Christian governor. 
However, in the wake of the Irakleion massacres of 25.08.1898, the Great Powers were finally persuaded that all Turkish 
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Zaïmis from 1906-1908.20 This title was abolished after the uprising of September 1908, when Crete 

became an unofficial part of Greece, followed by Eleftherios Venizelos serving as the Prime Minister of 

the Cretan State from the 2nd of May until the 6th of October 1910.21 This “unification” was unofficial 

until 1913 because of the Great Powers’ reactions and, until the Balkan Wars, the island was ruled by 

commissioners, consisting of local politicians. Prior to the Kingdom of Greece’s final acquisition of 

Crete, fundamental differences regarding domestic policies divided Cretans internally during Crete’s 

autonomy, and this created tensions with the Great Powers, who sought administrative control of the 

island at a time before the deputies of Crete proclaimed unilateral union with Greece (for example, the 

struggle between the Venizelists and pro-monarchist conservatives causing the Theriso Revolt). 

Disagreements between Cretans—and their own disapproval of the continued presence of foreigners on 

the island—manifested through the island’s archaeology during each transitional phase of the polity’s 

steps toward unification. One reason for the disappointment of Cretan curators is that foreign 

archaeologists were granted the permission to excavate sites both before and after Crete’s unilateral 

union—even after foreign troops and functionaries left the island. Additionally, foreign excavators 

delayed the publications of their findings, which caused upset among the indigenous Cretans who were 

                                                
influence had to cease. On the 3rd of November, under orders from the Powers, the troops of the sultan started to withdraw 
from the island, marking the end of 253 years of Ottoman rule.” 
20 Specifically, A. Zaïmis held this position from 18.9.1906 – 12.12.1908. It was on 14.08.1906 that a resolution was passed, 
granting King George I of the Hellenes the authority to appoint the High Commissioner of his choice. On 12.09.1906, 
Prince George resigned from his position as the High Commissioner (T. Detorakis 1994: 415-417). 
21 According to T. Detorakis (1994: 418-419) regarding 25.09.1908 and the end of the governorship, “…the members of the 
government of Crete were sworn in by the bishop of Kydonia and Apokoronas declaring allegiance to the King of the 
Hellenes. The Cretan Assembly ratified the resolution for union and then issued its own celebratory resolution. It then 
formally dismantled the governorship. The Cretan constitution was annulled and the Greek constitution introduced. The 
Greek government informed Alexander Zaïmis not to return to Crete, where a new (all-party) caretaker government was 
formed by Venizelos, Pitychakis, Logiadis and Pologeorgis, under the chairmanship of Antonis Michelidakis. The Greek 
government, in order to preempt the Turkish response and any international complications, did not yet proceed to a formal 
recognition of the union and merely confined itself to behind-the-scene guidance.” See also T. Detorakis 1994: 453.  
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willing to excavate but given no chance (see the criticisms of Halbherr in the following section 

“Archaeological Admissions: Letters to Stefanos Dragoumis”).  

The delayed publications of foreign led excavations, in themselves, were not the only source of 

contention between foreign and local excavators under the Cretan State or under the unofficial 

unification. These delays were used, however, by some of the disenfranchised excavators of Crete as 

leverage against foreigners from attaining future permissions, as is evident from personal and 

professional correspondence related to archaeological matters. In particular, this chapter foregrounds 

correspondence sent from Cretan curators to Dragoumis, who served as the Governor-General of Crete 

during the Balkan Wars [1912-1913].22 In order to reconstruct the narrative of these letters and their 

relevance to the archaeological projects of Crete, it is necessary to provide some historical context.  

Dragoumis’ service as the Governor-General of Crete is important for understanding the 

parameters of politics and archaeology because it was during the First Balkan War that the political 

status of Crete was put into question. The Governor-General of Crete was nominated by the Council 

of Ministers and appointed by the King after Greece sought acquisition of territories like Crete, 

Makedonia, and Ipiros during the Balkan Wars.23 The Governor-General, operating out of Athens, 

served as the regional representative of the government regarding matters such as social welfare, justice, 

                                                
22 Stefanos Dragoumis [1842-1923] was the Prime Minister of Greece from January to October 1910 and was then appointed 
the Governor-General of Crete during the Balkan Wars until June of 1913, when he resigned these duties to serve 
Makedonia. The First Balkan War from 08.10.1912-30.05.1913 was fought between the Ottoman Empire and the Balkan 
League: Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece, Montenegro. The Second Balkan War from 29.06.1913-10.08.1913, was fought between 
Bulgaria and a coalition of Serbia, Romania, the Ottoman Empire, Greece, and Montenegro. 
23 These territories lacked full integration within the Greek government as prefectures. Instead, the Law No. ΔΡΛΔ΄ (4143) 
from 28.02.1913 established the Governorates-General, which allowed for territories to act almost autonomously from the 
Greek government in Athens. Five of these offices were created for Ipiros, Crete, Makedonia, Samos-Ikaria and the Aegean, 
which was upheld until Law No. 524 in 1914 (Η Ελλάδα των Βαλκανικών πολέμων: 1910-1914, Gardika-Katsiadaki and 
Tricha (eds.) 1993: 214-216). Regarding Makedonia, refer to Gounaris 1993: 189-202. 
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education, finance, agriculture, communications, etc. Within each of these departments of the interior, 

leaders were put in place to act as Council Advisors to the Governor-General, and the Governor-General 

acted almost autonomously from the Greek government. Dragoumis’ involvement with Crete was part 

of that process towards Cretan unification with Greece after the declaration of the Constitution of the 

Cretan State was devised on the 8th of February 1907, remaining in effect until the unilateral 

proclamation of unification in 1908 between Crete and Greece during the First Balkan Crisis—also 

known as the Bosnian or Annexation Crisis.24  

After Crete’s unofficial unification with Greece, the use of archaeology as a “strategy of 

resistance” to connect with European powers against Ottoman rule becomes more complicated because 

the Cretans no longer “resisted” an administration directly connected to Constantinople. If we adhere 

to Theocharis Detorakis’ (1994: 424) assessment of Crete during this period, the Turko-Cretan 

population decreased considerably from 72,353 in 1881 to 33,496 in 1890. Additionally, Detorakis 

(1994: 424) suggested that the Christian population increased from 206,812 in 1881 to 270,047 in 

1900: 

The respite that the Christian element of the island could now enjoy from oppressive and unjust 
treatment at the hands of the Muslims had a favourable influence on movement of population 
on the island. For the first time the Turko-Cretans found themselves to be at a disadvantage, 

                                                
24 It was under this constitution that the Great Powers assured the autonomous status of Crete, under Ottoman suzerainty. 
The Greek flag replaced the standing Cretan flag, but recognition of Crete as a unified territory with the international 
community was not made until the First Balkan War when Dragoumis was sent by Greece to serve as the island’s Governor-
General. It was shortly after this period that the Great Powers lowered their flags at Souda on 14.02.1913 and then Sultan 
Mehmet V on 30.05.1913 through the Treaty of London relinquished his rights and formal authority to the island. The 
Treaty of London was the result of the London Peace Conference from September 1912 until January 1913, ending with the 
Ottoman coup d’état when the Ottoman Empire withdrew from the Conference under the direction of Ismail Enver Pasha 
[1881-1922]. An agreement by the remaining parties was made on the 30th of May, which demanded that Ottoman 
territories west of the Enos-Midia line be relinquished, and the Principality of Albania was declared a sovereign state on 
29.07.1913. Unification became recognized only officially after 01.12.1913 with the raising of the Greek Flag at Firkas 
Fortress in Chania with Venizelos and King Constantine present for the symbolic event that unified the two. For more 
information about the crisis, specifically, refer to: Theodore P. Ion’s “The Cretan Question,” The American Journal of 
International Law, April, 1910, pp. 276–284.  
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deprived of the administrative connivance which had allowed them to impose their will 
arbitrarily. The Muslim element had been particularly angered by the arrival of the Greek High 
Commissioner. The more fanatical of the Turko-Cretans, now unable to act as they pleased, 
decided to leave the island and make their homes elsewhere.  
 

This is not to suggest that Cretan archaeology should be synonymous exclusively with Cretan or 

European Christians, but an overwhelming majority—if not all—of the excavators on Crete ascribed to 

westernized and/or Christian ideals.25 Under the Cretan State, the economy at first suffered due to 

difficult harvests between 1900-1901, but the situation then started to improve in 1905 with domestic 

production, especially olives.26 Additionally, free education for the youth of the island was offered and 

became compulsory under the Cretan Constitution from the 16th of April 1899. The number of 

elementary schools increased from 523 in 1899-1900 to 656 almost a decade later in 1909-1910.27 The 

increase in educational, economic, and intellectual opportunities allowed archaeological excavations to 

be pursued more aggressively.  

Archaeological practices were not without their administrative or financial limits during the 

autonomy, but it marked a change in the archaeological narrative by allowing the commission of large-

scale projects after 1900. According to Detorakis’ (1994: 427) assessment about the Cretan State: 

The most important cultural event of the years of the Autonomy in Crete was the archaeological 
activity that was carried out at the various Minoan sites and the discovery of the Minoan 
civilisation. Thanks to these large-scale archaeological projects, which began in the spring of 
1900, Crete suddenly found itself at the center of world intellectual attention as it yielded 
evidence of having been the cradle of European civilisation. The excavations were conducted by 
foreign archaeological schools and directed by highly distinguished archaeologists who had been 
granted permission by the Cretan State to excavate. 
 

                                                
25 T. Detorakis 1994: 424. Hatzidakis claimed that from the 1882 census, Crete was home to 204,000 Christians and 72,000 
Muslims — 35,000 of that population living in the fortified cities (refer also to: Αρχείο του Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, Η Εταιρία 
Κρητικών Ιστορικών Μελετών (Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ. ©), 423 | 126.5, χωρίς ημερομηνία, σ. 14). 
26 T. Detorakis 1994: 425-426. 
27 T. Detorakis 1994: 426. 
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The success of Crete’s archaeological activity under Crete’s autonomous polity can be attributed 

unquestionably to Hatzidakis and Xanthoudides because of their “zeal and patriotism,” but even after 

Crete’s unilateral union with Greece, indigenous excavators found themselves on the periphery of 

archaeological assignments which were given to non-Greek westerners who could financially support 

long-term projects. 

To take one example, Xanthoudides and other Cretans were unable to conduct extensive work 

on archaeological sites after 1908 because of financial limitations. Even when funding became available, 

it had been distributed exclusively to Hatzidakis for his work at Tylissos. Hatzidakis, serving as the 

Ephor, was the dominant Cretan excavator with his work at Tylissos and this created tension among his 

local colleagues. According to Xanthoudides’ letter to Dragoumis written on the 19th of January 1913 

(fig. 61 & table 6): 

After 1908, I did not conduct any other excavation work in the absence of the material means 
for this, since the small sum of money of our fixed budget is given on the whole for the excavation 
of the small Minoan palace at Tylissos, which is being conducted for already three years by my 
colleague, the Ephor of Iraklio.28 

 
Excavations—especially those connected to the “Minoans”—became congested with foreign teams, 

which left indigenous Cretans without their own places to excavate in the years leading up to unification 

(e.g. after Hatzidakis finished his field seasons at Tylissos, the French took control). That is not to 

suggest, however, that foreigners exhausted Crete’s available space for workable projects but, rather, that 

when permits were predominately granted, they were given to non-Greek westerners. After the 

unilateral unification with Greece and the foreign troops left the island, one would imagine that 

                                                
28 Letter from S. Xanthoudides to S. Dragoumis, 19.01.1913, p. 5. Translated from the Original Greek Text: Αμερικανική 
Σχολή Κλασικών Σπουδών στην Αθήνα (ΑΣΚΣΑ), Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.71. 



 

 - 338 - 

indigenous Cretans would have priority over excavations, but this was not the case. As a result, the 

archaeological politics of indigenous Cretans started to shift post-1908 more broadly with antagonism 

towards foreign institutions, with the main exception of Hatzidakis who continued supporting foreign 

excavators unapologetically.  

 

Starting Year Location Information 
1901 (September) Agios Titos, Gortyn Re: Cleaning of the interior of the Byzantine metropolitan temple base. 

Giuseppe Gerola commenced this excavation one year prior, and then the 
work was completed by Hatzidakis as the Ephor of Antiquities at the expense 
of the Monastery Committee of Iraklio. Reports submitted: No. 116 
(23.09.1901) and No. 119 (07.12.1901). 

1901 (December) Kalyvia, near Phaistos Re: Excavation of ten late “Minoan” (Mycenean) tombs under the order and 
expense of the government. Reports Submitted: No. 122 (4.12.1901), No. 
123 (21.12.1901), No. 124 (28.12.1901).  

1903 (February) Artsa, near to the village 
Anopolis Pediados 

Re: Excavation and extraction of two clay shrines as well as a skeleton 
preserved in its deposited position. Reports Submitted: No. 169 
(04.02.1903),᾽Αρχαιολογική ᾽Εφημερίς, εν Αθήναις (1904: 1-21), along 
with pictures and tables.  

1904 (November) Koumases Re: Funerary gifts identified from the proto-Minoan Cycladic period were 
brought to the Museum, which prompted Xanthoudides’ excavation of a 
vaulted “proto-Minoan” tomb; Reports Submitted: No. 261 (12.12.1904), 
No. 262 (03.01.1905).  

1906 (July and August) Koumases  Re: Excavation of the settlement and recovery of several tombs from previous 
excavations; Reports Submitted: No. 291 (12.07.1906), No. 292 (08.1906). 

1907 (July and August) Koumases Re: Continued excavation and research. Xanthoudides located an additional 
vaulted proto-Minoan tomb. Reports Submitted: No. 312 (22.07.1907), and 
No. 313 (19.08.1907). 

1908 (July and August) Near Kalathiaka of 
Messara 

Re: Vaulted “proto-Minoan” tomb and the small settlement near it. 
Reports Submitted: No. 337 (19.07.1908), No. 338 (05.08.1908). 

Table 6: S. Xanthoudides’ Reported Excavations to S. Dragoumis During the Years of the Cretan State, Prior to the De 
Facto Unification.29 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
29 Based on the letter from S. Xanthoudides to S. Dragoumis, 19.01.1913, p. 1-5; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο 
Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.71. 
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Figure 61. Letter from S. Xanthoudides to S. Dragoumis, 19.01.1913, p. 1-5; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο 

Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.71. 
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6.3 TYLISSOS: IOSIF HATZIDAKIS’ EXCAVATION AND ENDORSEMENT FROM LOUIS THÉOPHILE          
         FRANCHET 
 
Tylissos is a village located at the foot of Mount Ida in the province of Malevizi and is equidistant from 

Mt. Ida and Knossos by about 12 kilometers.30  The existence of this settlement was known by the local 

villagers for many years since they used stones from the site to construct their houses. The locals believed 

erroneously, however, that this site was an ancient monastery, until a local Cretan found four large, 

bronze cauldrons on the property and informed the authorities. Hatzidakis subsequently began his 

excavations during June 1909 where these four cauldrons were found and included them as part of his 

later publication that helped to identify the site as “Minoan.”31  

Hatzidakis’ (1921) delayed publication about Tylissos divides categories of material culture 

chronologically and by object type (e.g. engraved stones, bronzes, lead, etc.). He compared the type and 

function of incense vessels (la catégorie des encensoirs) found at Tylissos with those found at Agia Triada 

in order to create a relative typology across other categories, using unpublished vessels from Candia (nos. 

3014 and 3015).32 Additionally, he compared imprints that were found on terracotta objects in large 

quantities since 1901 near the village of Zakros by David George Hogarth, at Knossos by Sir Arthur 

Evans, at Agia Triada by Federico Halbherr, and at Gournia by Harriet Boyd.33 Comparative analyses 

and the use of typologies are standard for archaeology, but for an excavator without any formal training 

in archaeological sciences, Hatzidakis could be considered one of the leading patrons of the emerging 

practice of archaeology in Crete. 

                                                
30 Hatzidakis 1921: 7. 
31 Hatzidakis 1921: 7. 
32 Hatzidakis 1921: 35-37. 
33 Hatzidakis 1921: 45-46. 



 

 - 341 - 

What is important to recognize about Hatzidakis’ early excavations at Tylissos is that he was 

systematic in his documentation and one such example is his report on the stratigraphic levels of the 

west building. These layers were difficult to distinguish because of previous looters, who had cut out and 

removed stone materials for many years, in addition to the fact that one of the original levels of pavement 

was no longer extant.34 Despite these difficulties, Hatzidakis was able to identify the different levels, 

through fragments of pottery and intact vessels associated with the pavements of other existing rooms.  

In terms of the Tylissos excavations, Spyridon Marinatos wrote in his posthumous dedication about 

Hatzidakis the following (1936: 68-69; fig. 62): 

In many places, he searched for cemeteries or carved tombs, [and] while at Tylissos he 
discovered, after working there for many years, three large and wealthy Minoan houses/villas, 
the interesting findings of which nowadays decorate the Museum of Iraklio. He published the 
findings of that excavation in Greek and in the French language. The discovery of the palace of 
Malia, which is the third—in order and in importance— discovery of Crete (Knossos – Phaistos 
– Malia), is due to Iosif Hatzidakis also. He himself started the excavation of the palace, but 
seeing the insufficiency of the Greek Archaeological resources in the conducting of such a great 
work, he generously granted the continuation of the excavation to the French.35 
 

Hatzidakis was a “pioneer of Cretan Archaeological Science” and for his tireless pursuits, those who 

knew him—especially foreigners—regarded him with admiration and gratitude.36 This is apparent in his 

advocacy for the quality of archaeological excavations that were conducted on the island in terms of 

research, publication, and the legality of the dig itself. Upon Hatzidakis’ death in 1936, his successor at 

the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio, who was Marinatos, referred to him as the  “Nestor of Cretan 

Archaeology” and that Hatzidakis would be remembered with similar expressions of this type 

                                                
34 Hatzidakis 1921: 12. 
35 Translated from the Original Greek Text: Marinatos, Κρητικές Σελίδες 1936: 68-69. 
36 Marinatos, Κρητικές Σελίδες 1936: 69. 
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throughout his homeland of Crete.37 Likewise, Hatzidakis’ name was a symbol for Cretan patriotism 

and virtues and, thus, a representation for “scientific truth” regarding “research of the age-old history of 

his fatherland” according to Nikolaos Kyparissis, the Director of the Akropolis at Athens at the time of 

Hatzidakis’ death.38 Posthumous praises are warranted, but Hatzidakis’ ability to engage with the 

archaeological community was certainly valued—and equally praised—during his lifetime, as seen with 

Louis Théophile Franchet’s introduction to Hatzidakis’ Tylissos report, which was later published with 

the manuscript, on the 17th of May 1913. We will come to Franchet’s evaluation of Hatzidakis’ 

excavation technique shortly, but I would first like to explain why, in fact, Franchet was qualified to 

write this introduction and why this is important for understanding the larger implications of foreign 

involvement in archaeological projects during the years under the administration of the Cretan State 

and the unilateral unification.   

 We can reasonably assume Franchet’s competency for assessing Hatzidakis’ archaeological 

contributions at Tylissos because Franchet was a specialist in ceramic production, a chemist, and an 

anthropologist.39 In 1911, he served as an instructor for the l’École d’anthropologie de Paris and 

published his monograph that year: Céramique Primitive: Introduction à l’Étude de la Technologie.40 

Although his work on ceramic fabrics was highly acclaimed, his technical research in Crete and Egypt 

                                                
37 Kyparissis, Μήλος: Ὄ̓́ργανον των Απανταχού Μηλίων (Αθήναι), ´Ετος 13ου, Αριθ. Φυλλου 240, 10.04.1926, σ. 4. For an 
additional reference, see M. Detorakis 1999: 68. 
38 Kyparissis 1926: 1. Translated from the Original Greek Text, extracted from: “᾽Ἰωσήφ Χατζηδάκης! Ὄ̓́νομα συμβολίζον τὸ 
ἰδεῶδες πρώτιστα μὲν τῆς ῾Ἑλληνικῆς φιλοπατρίας καὶ αὐταπαρνήσεως, ἀρετῶν, αἳτινες μὲ ὅλως ἰδιαιτέραν αἴγλην καὶ δύναμιν 
ἐξεπέμφθησαν πάντοτε ἀπὸ τὰ μύχια τῆς ψυχῆς τῆς ἡρωϊκῆς μεγαλονήσου τῆς Μεσογέιου καὶ κατὰ δεύτερον λόγον τῆς προσηλώσεως 
πρὸς τὴν ζήτησιν τῆς ἐπιστημονικῆς ἀληθείας ἐν τῇ ἐρεύνῃ τῆς παμπαλαίας ἱστορίας τῆς πατρίδος του, ἱστορίας ὅλως ἀγνώστου μέχρι 
πρότινων ἐτῶν καὶ σκοτεινῆς, τῆς ὁποίας ὑπῆρξεν ὁ κυριώτερος σκαπανεὺς καὶ φωτοδότης!” (Signed as “Δ.Φ.  Ν. Κυπαρίσσης, 
Διευθυντὴς ᾽Ἀκροπόλεως ᾽Ἀθηνῶν,” σ. 2).  
39 Arthur 2010: 143. 
40 Arthur 2010: 146. 
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was not especially esteemed by specialists in the field, who saw it as underwhelming.41 Despite 

disagreements regarding the novelty of his research, Franchet was part of an undeniable undertaking in 

Crete to further advance archaeological science. 

Excavations of palatial settlements and large structures were important for Cretan archaeology, 

but they were not the only focus of the Archaeological Commission. Neolithic excavations on Crete 

yielded evidence of tool manufacturing and important biofacts that revealed more information about 

the presumed daily lives of ancient inhabitants. For example, trial excavations at Phaistos in 1906 yielded 

osteological results which suggested that the current coastal inhabitants of Greece and their ancient 

counterparts were consuming some of the same types of foods.42 These particular finds of Phaistos were 

so important that Hatzidakis referenced them almost 7 years later in a letter to Dragoumis from the 

28th of May 1913 (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.76): 

Similar trials [?] were conducted also at Phaistos by [Messo?] in 1906. And here under the palace 
an Early Minoan stratum was found, in which many fragments of Neolithic vessels were found, 
and an intact pot. Also, the bones that were found were carefully collected and, after 
examination, were shown to belong to sheep, goats, pigs, and wild cattle. Also, sea shells were 
found, remains of food from the same species, which even today the coastal inhabitants of Greece 
and the islands collect as a popular food.43  

                                                
41 Arthur 2010: 146. Such an example would be John D. S. Pendlebury’s (1939: xxiv, fn 1) assessment of Franchet: “Certainly 
there would be nothing to be gained by adopting the suggestions of M. Franchet in his introduction to Hazzidakis’ Tylissos 
Minoenne. He, with insufficient knowledge, acquired on a flying visit to Crete, based an inferior system of chronology for 
the island apparently on that of prehistoric provincial France […].” 
42 A catalogue of finds can be found in Hatzidakis’ letter from the 25th of June 1906 to the Minister of Education, Antonios 
Giannaris, a Professor at the University of Athens who was responsible for matters regarding public health and education 
under the Governorship of Alexander Zaïmis. In this letter, Hatzidakis mentions that of more importance than the Neolithic 
layers were finds of Kamares style vessels from the supposed “Middle Minoan period.” For an additional reference about 
Giannaris, refer to Detorakis 1986: 451; Detorakis 1994: 417; and Chourdakis 2005: 403-415. See also, Giannaris 1907 
(Letter from I. Hatzidakis to the Respectable Superior Administration of Education, Antonios Giannaris, 25.06.1906, p. 1-
3 (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.65). 
43 ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.76 (28.05.1913, σ. 1-2). Translated from the Original 
Greek Text: “ Ὅμοιαι δοκιμαί ἐγένοντο καί ἐν Φαιστῷ ὑπό τοῦ [Messo?] τῷ 1906. Καί ἐνταῦθα ὑπό τό ἀνάκτορον εὑρέθη 
πρωτομινωϊκόν στρῶμα, ἐν τούτῳ δέ εὑρέθησαν νεολιθικῶν ἀγγείων πολλά θραύσματα καί μία ἀκεραία χύτρα.  Συνελέγησαν δέ 
ἐπιμελῶς καί τὰ εὑρεθέντα ὀστά, ἅτινα ἐξετασθέντα ἀπεδείχθησαν ἀνήκοντα εἰς πρόβατα αἶγας, σῦς καί βοῦς πρωτογενεῖς, εὑρέθησαν 
δέ καί θαλάσσια ὄστρεα ὑπολείμματα τροφῶν ἐκ τῶν αὐτῶν εἰδῶν, ἅτινα καί σήμερον συλλέγουσιν ὡς ἀγαπητήν τροφήν οἱ παράλιοι 
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Although Hatzidakis’ points of comparison are subtle between the Neolithic inhabitants of Crete and 

the current inhabitants of Greece—including the islands—his observation reveals something about the 

value of material pre-dating the proto-Minoan strata, which also contributed to the narrative about the 

island’s early inhabitants.44 It was within this same letter about Phaistos that Hatzidakis included a 

report about Franchet enriching the museum’s collection with items he had recovered from Neolithic 

strata. 

When Franchet visited Iraklio, he helped to gather artifacts from the Neolithic settlement at the 

seaside location of Trypiti, as indicated in the letter from Hatzidakis to Dragoumis on the 28th of May 

1913. Franchet donated to the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio his finds from Crete (Neolithic 

obsidian tools) as well as from Thebes and the Faiyum (Paleolithic and Neolithic flint). In this same 

letter, Hatzidakis refers to Franchet as a “σοφός” which translates either as a “wise-man” or “savant” 

(ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.76):  

Some months ago, the professor of the anthropological school in Paris, Mr. Franchet, came here 
for studies, and indicated to me that right outside the east gate of Iraklio and at the coastal 
location called “Trypiti” there was a settlement from the Neolithic era. We together cleaned two 
floors of huts of this era, [and] we could not expect to find something because there was no fill 
(επίχωσις) at all, but we collected many small tools of obsidian, he collected many more in the 
fields around and, from the better pieces, he formed a small collection, which, after he classified, 
he donated it to the Museum of Iraklio, consisting of 84 very small tools. || The same savant, 
after he went to Egypt and stayed there for two months for similar studies, came back and 
brought with him and donated to the Museum of Iraklio 245 Paleolithic and Neolithic tools 
made of flint (πυρίτου λίθου), which he himself collected in the deserts near Thebes and Faiyum.45 

                                                
τῆς ̔ Ελλάδος καί τῶν νήσων κάτοικοι.” Note: What appears to be the word “Messo” (handwritten in cursive, Latin font) could 
be shorthand for “Messara.” 
44 Note: A bio-archaeological analysis of the remains discovered is absent from the original report (e.g. whether the excavators 
identified teeth marks, or cut marks to indicate consumption or cooking). Because the details within the report are limited, 
we cannot assume that the finds indicate anything more than animal husbandry in the context with which it was presented 
by Hatzidakis himself. The information within Hatzidakis’ letter should be understood only as an example as to how early 
Cretan excavators conceptualized their island’s past—not as validation of the information submitted within the report. 
45 ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.76 (28.05.1913, σ. 2). Transcribed and Translated 
from the Original Greek Text: “Πρό τινῶν δέ μηνῶν ἦλθεν ἐνταῦθα διά μελέτας ὁ καθηγητής τῆς ἐν Παρισίοις σχολῆς τῆς 
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Franchet may not have been as well-known in the international circles of academia for his archaeology,46 

but Hatzidakis recognized him as someone who contributed to the knowledge of early Cretan 

archaeology. As Hatzidakis claimed in this same letter: 

Since fragmented remains of the great Minoan civilization are kept in the Museum of Iraklio, I 
consider it advisable that an excellent collection of the remains of the preceding era, namely the 
Neolithic, should – as far as possible – be established in the same museum. I am giving 
particularly now all my attention to it and, up to this point, the work progresses in a promising 
way.47 
 

By this time, “Minoan” archaeology had gained notoriety among the international community and 

Crete was in the last stages of unification with Greece. When media attention focused on the “Minoan” 

discoveries of Knossos with Sir Arthur Evans, the objective of the museum was to curate a 

comprehensive material narrative of the island for what existed even before this impressive civilization. 

It was in this presentation of Neolithic archaeological finds that the professional relationship of 

Hatzidakis and Franchet is important to examine because it represents the museum’s legitimation of 

Neolithic Crete as part of the continued heritage of Crete. Hatzidakis, as an Ephor of Antiquity, 

excavated and reported on primarily “Minoan” sites, but his particular relationship with Franchet is 

indicative of the professionalism evident in Cretan archaeology. 

                                                
ἀνθρωπολογίας κ. [Franchet] ὅστις μοί ὑπέδειξεν ὅτι εὐθύς ἔξωθεν τῆς πρός ἀνατολάς πύλης τοῦ ῾Ἡρακλείου καί εἰς θέσιν παραλίαν 
καλουμένην “Τρυπητή” ὑπῆρχε συνοικισμός νεολιθικῆς ἐποχῆς. ̓ Εκαθαρίσαμεν δέ ὁμοῦ δύο πατώματα καλυβῶν τῆς ἐποχῆς ταύτης, 
εὑρήματα δέν ἦτο δυνατόν νά περιμένωμεν, διότι δέν ὑπῆρχε διόλου ἐπίχωσις συλλέξαμεν ἐν τούτοις πολλά μικρά ἐργαλεῖα ἐξ ὀψιανοῦ, 
ἄλλα δέ πολύ περισσότερα συνέλεξεν οὗτος εἰς τούς πέριξ ἀγρούς καί ἐκ τῶν καλυτέρων ἐξ αὐτῶν ἀπήρτισε μικράν συλλογήν, ἥν 
ταξινομήσας ἐδώρησεν εἰς τό Μουσεῖον ῾Ἡρακλείου, ἀποτελουμένην ἐκ τεσσάρων καί ὀγδοήκοντα μικροτάτων ἐργαλείων. || ῾Ὁ 
αὐτός σοφός μεταβάς εἰς Αἴγυπτον καί διατρίψας ἐκεῖ ἐπί δὐο μῆνας δι ̓ ὁμοίας μελέτας ἐπανελθών ἐκόμισε μεθ᾽ἑαυτόῦ καί ἐδωρήσατο 
τῷ Μουσείῳ ῾Ηρακλείου 245 ἐργαλεῖα παλαιολιθικά καί νεολιθικά ἐκ πυρίτου λίθου, ἅτινα ὁ ἰδιος συνέλεξεν εἰς τάς παρά Θήβας 
καί Φαγιούμ ἐρήμους.” 
46 For a biographical profile on Franchet and his publications, see Arthur 2010: 143-147. 
47 ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.76 (28.05.1913, σ. 2). Transcribed and Translated 
from the Original Greek Text: “᾽Επειδή ἐν τῷ Μουσείῳ ̔ Ηρακλείου φυλάσσονται καί θραύσματα λείψανα τοῦ μεγάλου Μινωϊκοῦ 
πολιτισμοῦ, διά τοῦτο φρονῶ ὅτι ἐνδείκνυται ἵνα ἀπαρτισθῇ ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ Μουσείῳ κατά τό δυνατόν τελεία συλλογή τῶν λειψάνων τῆς 
προηγηθείσης τούτου ἐποχῆς ἤτοι τῆς νεολιθικῆς. Εἰς τοῦτο ἔχω ἐπιστήσει ἰδιαιτέρως τώρα τήν προσοχήν μου καί μέχρι τοῦδε τό 
ἔργον προχωρεῖ εὔελπι.” 
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Given his past criticisms, the question that needs to be asked is whether the general obscurity of 

Franchet and his lack of notoriety for Cretan prehistory negate his praise for Hatzidakis’ achievements 

at Tylissos, which was a “Minoan” site. Because Franchet was well versed in the methodology needed for 

analyzing ceramic material, he can be considered a credible source for an assessment on what qualified 

as systematic analysis in this respect. A testament to Franchet’s own proclivity for science dates as far 

back as 1894 with his publication about anhydrous copper carbonate for a philomathic bulletin.48 

Therefore, his introduction to Hatzidakis’ methodology should be taken seriously when he wrote that: 

Dr. Hazzidakis’ excavations are, in my opinion, the most important that have been made so far 
on Crete, not in view of the intrinsic value of the objects found, but that of their documentary 
value and rigorous method which allowed the author to establish chronological divisions 
conclusively based on facts, apart from any hypothesis.49  
 

Additionally, Franchet commented on the diligence of Hatzidakis’ excavations that led to his 

conclusions regarding the chronology of Tylissos: 

…He took resolution to conduct his research with a sensible slowness and was supported by an 
extremely small working staff. This method is excellent for work of this order, [and it] led him 
to make careful observations which peremptorily demonstrated that the clear-cut chronological 
divisions, as conceived by Mr. Evans, were not applicable, at least to Tylissos.50  

 
Whether Hatzidakis’ abilities measure up to the caliber of someone like Richard MacGillivray Dawkins 

or Duncan Mackenzie is not in question here; but because Franchet’s praises represent an outside 

perspective, his suggestion that Hatzidakis meticulously and judiciously documented the site of Tylissos 

is worth our consideration nonetheless.  

                                                
48 Anhydrous [adj.]: describes material free of any water or of crystallization. The material is, therefore, understood as “dry” 
but could be classified as having very little water as well. Refer to Franchet’s (1894: 61-65) analysis regarding the then obscure 
species anhydrous copper carbonate | Mysorine to mineralogists (“une espèce très obscure”). 
49 Translated from the Original French in Franchet’s “Introduction” from Hatzidakis 1921: 4. 
50 Translated from the Original French in Franchet’s “Introduction” from Hatzidakis 1921: 2. 
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Being the president of the Syllogos, director of an archaeological museum, or the Ephor of 

Antiquity of Iraklio did not qualify someone as a practicing archaeologist, endowed with scientific 

aptitude. What these positions did indicate, however, was that a person with such authority had the 

ability to influence how archaeology operated on the island. As Ephor, Hatzidakis represented Cretan 

interests through his political involvement and dictated laws that would protect the island’s cultural 

heritage. Hatzidakis is an exceptional case study, but he was not alone in serving the Cretan intellectual 

community through scholarship and archaeological inquiry. Such is evident through archival 

correspondence between the museum curators of Crete and Dragoumis between 1912-1913 during the 

last phases of Cretan unification with Greece. 

Although Franchet applauded Hatzidakis’ archaeological accomplishments, not all shared in 

this evaluation, as demonstrated by Eustathios Petroulakis, curator at the Museum of Rethymno, who 

will be discussed in the following section. Cretans with curatorial experience were aware of Hatzidakis’ 

omnipresent role in archaeological affairs during the unofficial union (table 7), but they questioned his 

archaeological ability and authority as Ephor—particularly, his predilection for foreigners and offering 

them sites over indigenous Cretans. Varouchakis has argued that “…both Western and local 

archaeologists tried to conceal [the fact] that Crete had been de facto colonised as a ‘hunting ground’ 

for Western archaeological research,” and that the ambition of westerners to occupy the archaeological 

landscape of Crete was evident even before the establishment of the Cretan State.51 Non-Greek western 

archaeologists built a rapport with Hatzidakis who, in turn, acted as their point of interest for the 

Syllogos and later the Cretan Archaeological Service. He understood that Cretan archaeology needed 

                                                
51 Varouchakis 2015: 102. 
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the help of foreign missions, and Hatzidakis’ preference to extend privileges to foreign excavators over 

locals was a source of contention for Cretans who were themselves overlooked for these opportunities.  

 

 
Figure 62.  S. Marinatos’ posthumous dedication to I. Hatzidakis; Κρητικές Σελίδες 1936: 68-69. 

 

 

 

 



 

 - 349 - 

Starting Year Location Information 

1908 Agios Titos at Gortyn Re: Duration of one month for two years for each year. Report Submitted: No. 
320/195 (20.08.1908). 

1909 At Gortyn, inside the field 
of Andreas Pavlakis and 
the surrounding area 

Re: Reports submitted: No. 378/352 (06.03.1909), No. 407/379 (16.04.1909), 
and No. 63/62 (05.04.1910) - into three periods. Duration of the first 10-15 
days, of the second 20, of the third being one month. 

1909 Tylissos Re: Since 1909 and for four consecutive years, work on this site lasted each year 
from two until three months. Forthcoming at the time of this letter submission, 
documents were to be published in ᾽Αρχαιολογική ᾽Εφημερίς and the 
Proceedings of the Conference in Rome. Reports Submitted: No. 446 
(26.06.1909), No. 462/438 (06.08.1909), No. 121(?)/120 (18.08.1910), No. 
68/74 (20.07.1911), No. 158/203 (04.05.1912). 

1910 
 

Gazi Re: Trial excavation and the work duration of three days. Report Submitted: No. 
129/125 (28.08.1910). 

1910 Near to Estavromenos Re: A “Middle Minoan” tomb was discovered. It was due for publication in 
Athenische Mitteilungen. 

1910 Agia Varvara Re: The duration of work between 3-4 days, when a few walls and “Minoan” 
gastria (cooking pots) were found. 

Table 7. I. Hatzidakis’ Reported Excavations to S. Dragoumis during the Years of the De Facto Union.52 
 
 
 

6.4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL ADMISSIONS: LETTERS TO STEFANOS DRAGOUMIS 
 
In this collection of letters from Eustathios Petroulakis,53 Andreas Vourdoumpakis,54 Pavlos A. 

Valakis,55 and Stefanos Xanthoudides to the Minister of Education and the Governor-General, the 

following four concerns emerge (appx. 8). First, particular Cretan excavators had disproportionate 

administrative control in archaeological affairs. Some curators documented their inability to excavate 

consistently throughout the years because Hatzidakis had executive control over sites. Second, 

                                                
52 Based on the letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. Dragoumis, 19.01.1913, p. 1-5, (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο 
Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.70). Note: Prior to Hatzidakis’ appointment as the Ephor of Antiquity of Iraklio, he conducted 
excavations at Speos Eileithyias and Idaion Andron, most notably.  
53 Eustathios N. Petroulakis [1870-1928], served in the educational school system of Crete while also serving as the curator 
of the Archaeological Museum of Rethymno. For information regarding his involvement with archaeology and the museum, 
refer to his article within the archaeological newspaper,᾽Αρχαιολογική ᾽Εφημερίς 1915: 43-52.  
54 Andreas Panagiotou Vourdoumpakis [1867-ca.1950], from Sfakia, was a philologist who served in the educational system 
of Crete as a secondary school teacher in 1914 and a headmaster in 1922; additionally, he served as a curator at the Museum 
of Iraklio. 
55 Pavlos Andreou Valakis [b. 1867, d.?], from Chania, was employed in the educational system of Crete and served as a 
curator at the Museum of Chania. Of importance, is that Valakis was responsible partly for the educational curricula to be 
used by students both at the primary and secondary levels at the Cretan State School. For more information, refer to Valakis 
1900, 1913, 1917, 1920, and 1924.  
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Hatzidakis received financial support—albeit limited—from the Cretan government, which was 

disproportionate to the types of funding other Cretans could or would receive. Third, foreign 

archaeologists directed excavations when capable Cretan excavators were without opportunities to 

excavate. This was a concern because Crete was on the verge of officially unifying with Greece, and 

indigenous Cretans sought to excavate but met with pushback. Fourth, foreign archaeologists, like 

Halbherr, delayed publication of their excavation results while beginning work on new sites (i.e. in the 

case of Halbherr, he postponed publication until he had more complete data from his excavations for 

comparable evidence). In defense of some these concerns was Hatzidakis who supported foreign 

archaeologists to continue excavations on the island, despite criticism from his colleagues. By 

approaching documents from the Stefanos Dragoumis Papers as an excavation in itself—for the layered 

stratigraphy of internal tensions among Cretan intellectuals and archaeologists—we can understand 

better the root cause of these problems that appeared prominently under the Cretan State and unofficial 

union.  

 

EUSTATHIOS PETROULAKIS: ON THE FRINGES OF ARCHAEOLOGY 

In Petroulakis’ confidential letter to Dragoumis on the 10th of February 1913, he discussed the current 

problems of the Cretan archaeological service (figs. 63 & 64).56 He claimed that Crete was without 

properly trained excavators and, as a consequence, he personally left to study archaeology at European 

universities so he could return and excavate (i.e. “properly trained” in this context equates to “educated 

in Europe”):  

                                                
56 Letter from E. Petroulakis to S. Dragoumis, 10.02.1913, p. 1-4: ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. 
Δραγούμη: 93.3.81. An additional reading of this letter can be found through Varouchakis 2015: 139. 
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In 1904, after a four-year service at the Gymnasium (High School) here as a professor of the 
Greek Language and seeing that there are not in Crete archaeologists specially trained in Europe 
and wishing to contribute, even a little, to the archaeology of my country, I left my position and, 
went to Europe. I studied archaeology for 2-years in Vienna, Munich and Berlin, as the official 
documents of the universities where I studied indicate. I am not a wealthy man, Your Excellency, 
[and] I still owe the expenses from my stay in Europe with the finances of my service and of the 
loan, the aftermath of which I still feel.57 

 
From this information, we can gather that Petroulakis equated a successful archaeologist of Crete with 

a formal education from European institutions. Hatzidakis was trained in the European system but for 

medicine, not archaeology, so one cannot help but question whether Petroulakis intended his statement 

to represent Hatzidakis’ inadequacy as an excavator. 

Petroulakis expressed disappointment in the current system because, despite his own 

qualifications, he never secured one of the limited ephor positions available. Petroulakis’ letter 

demonstrates that Cretans themselves rarely excavated and that two ephor positions were insufficient 

to manage the island’s archaeological projects effectively. Article 29 of the Archaeological Law (no. 430) 

called for the added position of someone to direct the Archaeological Department in the Superior 

Administration of the Public Education who could supervise the western areas, but the Cretan State 

never enforced the Archaeological Law fully. Petroulakis mentions this Article to demonstrate 

Hatzidakis’ inability to cover more terrain than required by law, since his health was in apparent decline, 

as indicated in this same letter from Petroulakis to Dragoumis (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο 

Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.81; figs. 63 & 64): 

The current Archaeological Law No. 430, which was created at the beginning of the Cretan 
State, when archaeological works were few in Crete, assigned only two positions for ephors. But, 
since then, the plethora of the excavations increased the work so much so that the ephor of 
Iraklio is not sufficient and it has also created the need for the ephors of Chania to stay there 

                                                
57 Translated from the Original Greek Text (figs. 63 & 64): Letter from E. Petroulakis to S. Dragoumis, 10.02.1913, p. 1: 
ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.81. 
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permanently. So, this way, the rest of Crete has no real archaeological service, given the fact that 
the Ephors of Chania, Rethymno and Iraklio, being professors in High Schools, do not have any 
time for more service. || What is the result of the lack of employees occupied exclusively in the 
archaeological service? The remarkable increase of the illicit dealers in antiquities. This way, our 
ancestral treasures [are] taken to foreigners ... I myself already have brought some of them to 
trial, but where can I find the time to watch the rest of them? In many archaeological sites, the 
neighbors dig in order to collect antiquities and to extract stones for construction.58 

 
While Petroulakis never attacked the integrity of Hatzidakis’ ability to serve as a leader in the 

archaeological service of Crete, in his letter from 1913, he strongly hinted that Hatzidakis was unfit to 

serve based on his perceived lack of mobility: “…that in order to cure radically these evils, the Ephor of 

Iraklio, Mr. Hatzidakis, who, because of his pretty old age, is difficult to move from his seat, should be 

appointed director of the Museum of Iraklio, the Ephor of Chania Mr. Xanthoudides to undertake the 

external service of the eastern counties and a third Ephor should be appointed for the western counties, 

having the seat alternately at Chania and at Rethymno.”59 Although Hatzidakis was afflicted with a 

debilitating illness that affected him later in life, Petroulakis’ assessment here of Hatzidakis’ health—in 

particular that he was old and therefore had limited mobility—does not appear substantiated. 

Hatzidakis was around 65 years of age; yet, his seniority did not hinder his administrative responsibilities 

with the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio, where he continued to serve as the Director for another 

decade until 1923, which suggests that Petroulakis’ comments on Hatzidakis’ age and physical condition 

were otherwise motivated.  

 

                                                
58 Translated from the Original Greek Text (figs. 63 & 64): ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 
93.3.81 (10.02.1913, σ. 2). 
59 Translated from the Original Greek Text (figs. 63 & 64): ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 
93.3.81 (10.02.1913, σ. 3). 
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Petroulakis’ letter—though only one example of a Cretan’s disdain for the current 

archaeological situation of 1913 and not applicable to every curator—speaks volumes to the types of 

tension that culminated over decades with Hatzidakis’ monopolized authority over excavations. 

Hatzidakis served as president of the Syllogos and Xanthoudides served as the Secretary under the 

Ottoman Empire; and then they were both assigned the only two ephor positions once the Cretan State 

was established. Even though there was a general influx of foreign archaeologists working on the island—

present under the Ottomans and increased under the Cretan State—it was difficult to break into this 

system if one lacked direct involvement within the early developmental stages of Cretan archaeology.  

Such a person was Petroulakis, who lamented his inability to publish his collected material 

because he lacked independent wealth and was forced to supplement his income as a curator of the 

museum with teaching “five hours a day.”60 It appears that his denunciation against the archaeological 

service of Crete under Hatzidakis’ leadership is a personal reflection of the inequity of Cretan 

archaeologists and their limited opportunities, though Petroulakis assured Dragoumis, in his letter, that 

his intentions were only to discuss a sensitive topic that had not been addressed effectively (ΑΣΚΣΑ, 

Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.81; figs. 63 & 64):  

It must be confessed, Your Excellency, that the Cretan State in other matters seemed to be very 
lavish, but thrifty enough concerning the Archaeological Service, which has the most sacred of 
duties — the guarding of our national treasures. || I am not writing all this, Your Excellency, in 
order, so to speak, to draw you into the creation of another position for Ephor• only the deepest 
inward pain, which I feel when I see the bad results of the lack of sufficient archaeological service 
in Crete, compels me to submit to You respectfully the above thoughts.61  
 

                                                
60 Translated from the Original Greek Text (figs. 63 & 64): ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 
93.3.81 (10.02.1913, σ. 1). 
61 Translated from the Original Greek Text (figs. 63 & 64): ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 
93.3.81 (10.02.1913, σ. 2). 
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So what can we take from this? Were community leaders like Hatzidakis deserving of academic praise 

for promoting archaeology on the island, or were they merely unqualified individuals overextending 

their influence? Certainly, those involved with the Cretan archaeological system disagreed as to what 

qualified as fair practice in the field, but an additional problem that plagued Cretan archaeology was 

whether foreigners should have a pervasive role in the island’s archaeological affairs when local Cretans 

were struggling themselves financially and needed additional work.  

The disagreements regarding the involvement of foreign archaeologists on Crete becomes even 

more apparent in an earlier letter from Xanthoudides to Dragoumis written one year before the island 

legally unified with Greece in 1913. Xanthoudides was considered to have a privileged position within 

the framework of Cretan archaeology, but even he felt that Hatzidakis had too much control over the 

island’s internal affairs which all too often seemed to cater to outsiders. That is because the 

Archaeological Service functioned more as a corporation under Hatzidakis’ control, as opposed to a 

collective branch of service.  
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Figure 63. Letter from E. Petroulakis to S. Dragoumis, 10.02.1913, p. 1-2 (double sided); ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, 

Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.81. 
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Figure 64. Letter from E. Petroulakis to S. Dragoumis, 10.02.1913, p. 3 (double sided); ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, 

Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.81. 
 
 
FOREIGN ARCHAEOLOGISTS AND THEIR PLACE IN CRETAN ARCHAEOLOGY 
 
Certainly, anxiety over the role of foreigners existed before Dragoumis was appointed to the position of 

Governor-General. However, the correspondence between Cretan officials and Dragoumis about 

foreign excavators’ involvement in archaeological projects is quite important for several reasons. First, 

during the tenure of Dragoumis’ position, Crete was in its final stages of securing unification with 

Greece. Second, internal concerns emerged among local Cretan curators and ephors as to what 

constituted a responsible archaeologist and, additionally, who fit within these parameters. And, finally, 

who had the ultimate authority when it came to the decisions of archaeological affairs was put into 
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question. These types of problems emerged in the letters written by archaeological ephors and museum 

curators to the Governor-General of Crete during the Balkan Wars. 

In Xanthoudides’ confidential letter to Dragoumis from the 6th of December 1912, which predates 

Petroulakis’ grievance by about two months, he addressed a particular request to the General 

Administration by the Italian archaeologist, Halbherr, asking for permission to excavate Lyktos, which 

was an ancient Doric settlement.62 Although Hatzidakis had given his “expert opinion” that this 

permission should be granted to Halbherr, Xanthoudides wrote to Dragoumis in opposition to this 

support, noting that 1. the Italians had yet to complete the excavations previously begun on the island, 

and 2. the excavations that the Italians had conducted throughout Crete lacked properly published 

reports in the public domain (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.68; 

fig. 65): 

I told [my] colleague [Hatzidakis] that during these days in which we are found in this 
transitional situation, the best would be, according to my judgment, to abstain from any such 
non-urgent new applications, so that we lend every freedom to the Archaeological Society and 
to the other experts to settle things according to the current archaeological law in Greece and to 
the interest of science and of the united country (της ενωμένης πατρίδας). The Italian 
archaeological delegation in Crete and the last one founded in Athens, the Italian 
Archaeological School, have received, during the last years, permissions for excavations in other 
ancient towns of Crete, which either have not yet been completed, or have not started [?], 
because, besides Phaistos and Agia Triada, the excavations of which are considered to have 
finished, at Prinias, they have not yet completed the work; at Gortyn they have excavated only a 
very small part; at Eleutherna they have not yet started; as also at Afrati Pediados, even though 
they have been granted permission for all these positions. || Obviously, the Italian archaeological 
delegation is not sufficient for all these works, and proof of this is also that they have not 
published the results of the excavation conducted at Axos 12 years ago; nor those of Asklipeio 
of Levin [today Ledas], conducted 4-5 years ago. Besides, it is known that 2 years ago they 
established the same delegation in Kyrinaiki and have started preliminary studies and works 

                                                
62 Lyktos, also referred to as Lyttos or Xidas, was considered to be one of the oldest cities within Crete and a colony of Sparta, 
according to Polybius (Histories, 4.53), which is supported by Aristotle (Pol. 2.1271b) who reported that the Lyktians were 
colonists from Sparta. 
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there, interrupted by the Italian-Turkish war, which are now repeated with Mr. Halbherr going 
there after a few days.63 

 
Xanthoudides acknowledged in this letter that the Italians had no immediate intention of excavating 

Lyktos because of the political instability of the island, and he took Halbherr’s request as a preemptive 

stratagem to secure permission in advance of any other foreign—or potential domestic—delegation with 

an expressed interest. Therefore, Xanthoudides urged the General Administration to give more 

consideration regarding permissions for this site, as opposed to relying on Hatzidakis’ sole discretion. 

Because of his position as the Ephor of Antiquities, the “expert opinion” usually defaulted to Hatzidakis 

(Article 10). Because this circumstance regarding archaeological excavations and permissions was so 

important, Xanthoudides urged Dragoumis to consider that the classification of “expert opinion” in this 

context be extended to include input from members of the archaeological committee more broadly.64  

It seems that, aside from the decision made about permissions for Lyktos, Xanthoudides’ 

concerns extended beyond his reluctance to offer the Italians opportunities. What this letter suggests is 

that Lyktos could and should be part of a collaborative project between Greeks and Cretans once 

unification was officially granted. Such an assertion is supported by the following suggestion of 

Xanthoudides (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.68; fig. 65):  

Lyktos is one of the few great archaeological places of Crete where it is hoped that important 
monuments of Greek antiquity will be found and, because exactly this of all things needs great 
reservation and study, it is not improbable that the Archaeological Society and the Greek 
archaeologists would find the means to execute this work, since the foreign schools in Crete have 

                                                
63 Translated from the Original Greek Text (fig. 65): ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.68 
(06.12.1912, σ. 1-3). 
64 Specifically, in this context, Xanthoudides writes: “Lastly, I report that the archaeological law still current in Crete | Article 
10 | gives the right of expert opinion—regarding applications for excavation permissions—to the archaeological committee 
and/or the responsible curator. In this case, since it is about such an important decision, it would be consistent with the spirit 
of the law, if the opinion not only of the curator but also of the archaeological committee was asked and was heard.” 
(Translated from the Original Greek Text (fig. 65): ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.68 
| 06.12.1912, σ. 4). 
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already executed so many others. And for this exactly, I deliberate, and I submit with devotion 
my thought to the Respectable Administration, that it would be safer to postpone the decision 
about this until the definite restoration of things, which fortunately is not far away, when there 
will exist an absolute freedom to settle this matter and the right and the just.65 

 
Where Xanthoudides identified Lyktos as an opportunity to collaborate with Greece, Hatzidakis saw 

other potential. Hatzidakis, contrary to Xanthoudides’ hesitation, insisted that the Italian delegation’s 

application was filed according to the specifications of the law and, therefore, should be approved by the 

Governor-General, but the other three voting members of the committee argued in favor of denying 

permission, based on the current political situation of Crete. According to Hatzidakis’ letter to the 

Governor-General dated to the 12th of December, Crete attracted intellectuals from all over the world 

not only for its archaeological value, but also for the island’s importance for geology, botany, and other 

sciences. Therefore, the continued influx of foreigners on the island should not be discouraged (ΑΜΗ, 

βιβλίο 3; fig. 66). 

On the occasion of the establishment of the committee by the Minister of the National 
Economy, in order to study by which means the arrival of more foreigners to Greece would be 
achieved, for the greatest moral and material profit of the country, I come up to remind to You 
that also Crete, as an ancient cradle of the European civilization, has the greatest power of 
attraction over the civilized world. Knossos with its palaces, its works of art and its mysterious 
inscriptions, Gortyn with its very ancient inscribed laws [crossed out: and the first {?: alphabet}], 
and Pythion and the [crossed out: other palaces] ancient Christian temple of Apostolos Titos, 
Tylissos, Gournia, Psiloritis, with the Idaion Andron on its summit, where Zeus was fed, the 
[crossed out: Diktaion] tableland of Lasithi with Diktaion Andron where Zeus was born and 
the [?] treasure [?] of our Museum have made Crete one of the greatest centers of the 
archaeological science. Aside from archaeological value, the island attracts other intellects like 
anthropologists for skulls and skeletons dating to the prehistoric era, geologists, botanists, and 
others of the like.66 
 

                                                
65 Translated from the Original Greek Text (fig. 65): ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.68 
(06.12.1912, σ. 3). 
66 Translated from the Original Greek Text (fig. 66): ΑΜΗ, Από τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη να προς τον Στέφανο Δραγούμη (Αριθ. 
140/492), 12.12.191[2;]: βιβλίο 3, σ. 26/1-28/3.  
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Ultimately, the Ephor of Chania (Xanthoudides), the curator at the Museum of Iraklio 

(Vourdoumpakis), and the curator at the Museum of Rethymno (Petroulakis) asked for the Governor-

General to deny Halbherr and the Italian delegation the rights to excavate Lyktos, despite Hatzidakis’ 

“expert opinion” as the president of the Archaeological Commission.67 The contestation of Hatzidakis’ 

colleagues from a letter written to Dragoumis on the 28th of December 1912 demonstrates that under 

the de facto unification with Greece, even the president had limited abilities.  

According to the Record of the Archaeological Commission (Guardianship No. 30), 

Xanthoudides, Vourdoumpakis, and Petroulakis suggested that any decision regarding the Italian 

delegation’s request to excavate Lyktos should be postponed (fig. 67).68 Because the Commission 

considered Lyktos to be one of the most important archaeological centres of ancient Crete, decisions 

pertaining to Lyktos needed to be made with caution because the political situation of Crete was 

expected to change with the impending union. Although Hatzidakis, as the president of the 

Archaeological Commission, was a signatory to this document, the sentiments expressed within this 

record contradict his original request to the Governor-General. Even after the committee stipulated a 

delay concerning excavations at Lyktos, the site continued to be a topic of conversation between the 

Archaeological Commission of Crete and Dragoumis. This is because Hatzidakis, again, received a letter 

from both Halbherr and Richard MacGillivray Dawkins, the Director of the British School at Athens 

                                                
67 The Record of the Archaeological Commission was recorded in no. 30, which was a letter submitted to Dragoumis on 
28.12.1912, and an exact copy made on 04.01.1913. Refer to: ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 
93.3.69 (04.01.1913, σ. 2-3). This letter details information according to Commission no. 9246/2870 of 18.12.1912 of the 
Resp. General Administration of Crete when the Archaeological Commission convened on 28.12.1912 at the Museum of 
Iraklio. Note: Although Xanthoudides, Vourdoumpakis, and Petroulakis wanted to postpone—for the time being—any 
request made to excavate Lyktos, they acknowledged that when considerations were to be made in the future that it “should 
be noted that the Italian delegation, first of all the foreign archaeologists, asked permission to excavate at Lyktos.” 
68 ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.69 (28.12.1912, σ. 2-3). 
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from 1906-1913, asking for permission from the Cretan government to undertake excavations on the 

site. Halbherr wanted to resume his excavation of the later strata of Lyktos’ Roman Agora, where his 

work—begun in 1884—had been postponed because of the Ottoman government’s restrictions. 

Dawkins, on the other hand, was interested in digging earlier periods for his research. What Hatzidakis’ 

appeal reveals about the excavation process is that decisions were predicated on situational criteria as to 

which excavations could be approved, and when. Certainly, as with any bureaucracy, executive decisions 

would need to be made about excavation access—ultimately reflecting the internal and external politics 

of the group in question, especially in circumstances where there are more people interested in 

excavating than archaeological sites available. What makes this particular example about Lyktos unique 

is that Crete was in its final transitional phase of uniting officially with Greece, so sensitivity about 

excavations was at its height.  

While the Cretan Archaeological Society deliberated and delayed the fate of Lyktos, members 

of the British School at Athens became increasingly more concerned about their prospect of managing 

this site and how their interests conflicted potentially with the Italians. For example, in a letter from 

Dawkins to John Baker Penoyre regarding Lyktos from the 21st of January 1913, Dawkins says (BSA 

Corporate Records, Letters Received 1912-1913): 

I should I think have told you or rather reminded you that the Crettn [sic] government is 
particular about not granting permits to individuals but only to accredited associations. 
Therefore if tie [sic] Committee should see fit to take up Lyttos this year it will be for them to 
apply for the permit, of course on the ground that the site has been allotted to us. On this point 
Evans will be the authority.69 

 

                                                
69 Transcribed from the Original English Text: Letter from R.M. Dawkins to J.B. Penoyre, 21.01.1913, Folder “Dawkins,” 
p. 1; BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London-Letters Received 1912-1913, London Chest 3, April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. Acc. #1.16 (uncatalogued). 
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Dawkins advises Penoyre, who was the BSA London Secretary from 1903-1920, to pause further 

advancement of the site in a letter from the 5th of February 1913, and advises him to have Evans directly 

consult with Pernier about Lyktos (BSA Corporate Records, Letters Received 1912-1913): 

Evans has written to me [Dawkins] saying that I should have a consultation with Pernier before 
taking any official step about Lyttos. Pernier has just left for Rhodes on archaeological work, if 
not for an actual dig, at the order of the Italian minister of instruction, so I can’t see him, but 
fortunately Halbherr himself is on his way here and I shall therefore see him. [Note added to 
margins later: “But see telegram from Dawkins Feb 10”] … | | … The Cretan law takes no 
cognizeance [sic], it appears, of Prince George’s promises on which our claim is I believe based, 
and Hoogarth [sic] tells me the same. It will be very mean of the Italians and very grabbing if 
they do stand in our way; clearly the first thing to do is to find out if they do and I am bound of 
course to follow Evans[’] advice. So do not do anything: official until you hear.70 
 

Lyktos was identified as an important project on Crete, so the British School at Athens tried to excavate 

there using Evans’ network with the Cretan Archaeological Society—mainly Hatzidakis—to secure 

proper permissions.  

Because Pernier was supposed to depart for Rhodes on the instruction of the Italian minister for 

archaeological matters, Dawkins anticipated meeting with Halbherr instead, who was en route to 

Greece. However, Dawkins later amended this original information in a telegram to Penoyre on the 10th 

of February 1913, suggesting: “About Lyttos Halbherr Should Be Consulted Preferably By Evans,”71 

because he had learned from Pernier who missed his boat to Rhodes, that “…it is of no use asking him 

about what claims the Italians may think they have on Lyttos, because Lyttos is under the control of the 

                                                
70 Transcribed from the Original English Text: Letter from R.M. Dawkins to J.B. Penoyre, 05.02.1913, Folder “Dawkins,” 
p. 1-2; BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London-Letters Received 1912-1913, London Chest 3, April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. Acc. #1.16 (uncatalogued). 
71 Transcribed from the Original English Text: Telegram from R.M. Dawkins to J.B. Penoyre, 10.02.1913, Folder “Dawkins,” 
p.1; BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London-Letters Received 1912-1913, London Chest 3, April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. Acc. #1.16 (uncatalogued). 
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Italian Archaeological Mission in Crete the head of which is Halbherr, and with which officially Pernier 

has nothing to do. Gortyn is being dug by the Italian School here under Pernier.”72  

On the 15th of February 1913, Hatzidakis had written a note on behalf of the Archaeological 

Museum of Iraklio to the British School to explain that the Cretan Government had reserved the right 

to dig at Lyktos for itself (fig. 68).73 On this same day, paradoxically, he had written to the Governor-

General of Crete to inquire further about the government’s willingness to accommodate Halbherr and 

Dawkins (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.73; fig. 69):  

From these letters [received from Halbherr and Dawkins], it seems that these two scientists take 
each other into consideration, since both of them do not want to go against the rule, which 
generally the archaeologists follow and do not attempt to do any work on a place for which 
somebody else before them acquired the right ... || On this question, Mr. Evans, as a delegate of 
the British School, had declared Lyktos to Prince George. Mr. Halbherr, knowing this, before 
asking permission for excavations, wanted to receive the consent of Mr. Evans.74 
  

This letter demonstrates a mutual calculation among the foreign archaeologists, who were competing to 

excavate the same site. Furthermore, Hatzidakis’ consideration for their excavation indicates a 

professional agreement between Cretan ephors and foreign excavators. What we see in Hatzidakis’ letter 

to Dragoumis is his preference for foreign archaeologists working on the island rather than locals like 

                                                
72 Transcribed from the Original English Text: Letter from R.M. Dawkins to J.B. Penoyre, 09.02.1913 (Official Letter for 
the Committee), Folder “Dawkins,” p. 1; BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London-Letters Received 1912-1913, 
London Chest 3, April 2003, Wooden Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. Acc. #1.16 (uncatalogued). 
73 In this letter from Hatzidakis to the Director of the British School, he writes the following: “With great pleasure, my friend-
Mr. Director, I received your letter dated to the 5th of February. For me, it was a great joy to see again dear friends. 
Unfortunately, concerning the excavation at Lyktos [a village in the prefecture of Iraklio] some difficulties came up [?, and] 
the General Administration is thinking of conducting an excavation by public expenditure of Crete and by its employees by 
[?] that is of the curator. The decision is not yet final but under consideration and maybe it can be modified/amended. But 
even || if it is not achieved at Lyktos, you would be able/could choose another location. Fortunately, the Cretan soil rarely 
displeases the antiquaries. || With many cordial greetings, Iosif Hatzidakis” (translated from the Original Greek Text: Letter 
from I. Hatzidakis regarding the Cretan Government and Lyktos, 15.02.1913, folder “H,” p. 1-2; BSA Archives, BSA 
Corporate Records, London-Letters Received 1912-1913, London Chest 3, April 2003, Wooden Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. 
Acc. #1.16 (uncatalogued). 
74 Translated from the Original Greek Text: ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.73 
(15.02.1913, σ. 2-3).  
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Xanthoudides, Vourdoumpakis, or Petroulakis. Hatzidakis had maintained, since the beginning of his 

tenure as the president of the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos, that foreigners served an important role in the 

professionalization of Cretan archaeology with their ability to offer financial stability, advocacy for 

antiquity protection in times of political distress, and quality research on excavation materials. 

Hatzidakis disagreed with the fundamental accusation that Halbherr was an unreliable 

excavator because of his delayed publications. In his same letter to Dragoumis from the 15th of February 

1913, Hatzidakis offered a counter argument in defense of Halbherr, which is an indirect challenge to 

Xanthoudides’ denunciation (fig. 69): 

Mr. Halbherr studies in order to publish, after a while, all the Cretan inscriptions with which he 
is engaged since 1883. Wishing his work to be as complete as possible, he now has the intention 
to make a tour around all Crete in order to collect the material found on the ground and, besides 
this, hoping to find inscriptions at Lyktos, he would be very pleased, if he was allowed to 
conduct, there, trial researches for this particular purpose.75 
 

Dragoumis responded to this inquiry on the 18th of February 1913 by suggesting that unofficial 

communications made in private about public affairs would not be recognized and, therefore, that 

Lyktos was never pre-engaged to either Evans or the British School. It was only because Halbherr’s 

application from the 5th of December 1912 restricted his research “for epigraphic studies of only the 

Roman Agora of the town,”76 that the administration had agreed to grant permission for his limited 

request.  

Dragoumis protected the institution of archaeology under his administration by adhering to 

Article 10 of the current archaeological law, which is evident from his response to the British and Italian 

                                                
75 Translated from the Original Greek Text (fig. 69): ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.73 
(15.02.1913, σ. 1-2). 
76 This line was requoted from the letter and translated from the Original Greek Text (refer to fig. 20, chpt. 1): ΑΣΚΣΑ, 
Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.74 (18.02.1913, σ. 3).  
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delegations regarding their request to excavate Lyktos. Although Dawkins submitted an inquiry and 

formal application according to the law, his request had no legal merit to be granted under the current 

administration’s system. Therefore, foreign excavators who made previous claims to excavations had no 

entitlement to this land, and their participation in past excavations did not guarantee them any authority 

to oversee future projects, which is evident from Dragoumis’ letter to Hatzidakis on the 18th of February 

1913.77 In this particular letter, Dragoumis questions how Dawkins and Halbherr, despite thinking well 

of the Cretan authorities, were already able to pre-divide the land at Lyktos for future excavations, which 

ultimately ignored the Cretan authorities and laws. Additionally, Dragoumis cites Dawkins’ reference 

to the impending unification as a way to connect with the Cretans, but this type of justification fell flat 

with Xanthoudides, Vourdoumpakis, and Petroulakis because they were cautious about what 

unification could and would mean for Cretans involved with archaeology, once recognized by law. 

Certainly, the procedures of archaeological practices were intertwined with the political structure of 

Crete and, even as much as foreign archaeologists wanted to inject themselves into excavations as they 

had done in the past, they had to follow protocol with the administering authorities of Crete under the 

de facto union. 

 On the same day as this letter, Dawkins wrote to Penoyre saying that he received a wire from 

Evans on the 17th, which confirmed that the Italians’ objective for excavating the site would not conflict 

with the British School’s agenda (BSA Corporate Records, Letters Received 1912-1913): 

…Halbherr won[’t] stand in our way and only wants Roman inscriptions which is very 
satisfactory. So I have written to Halbherr saying that I do nothing OFFICIAL until I have seen 
him, - he is to pass through here some time shortly after the 25th of this month,- I have written 
to Hatzidakis in Crete preparing his mind for our application and told the authorities here what 

                                                
77 Translated from the Original Greek Text: Επιστολή του Στέφανο Δραγούμη προς τον Ιωσήφ Χατζηδάκη, 93.3.74, ΑΣΚΣΑ, 
Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη (18.02.1913, σ. 1-2); see also fig. 20, chpt. 1. 
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we are doing. It would be good now if the School sent me some letter to the Cretan authorities 
authorising me to deal in the matter; when and if they should write an official request for the 
permit I will write or wire.78 
 

Internal correspondence within the British School at Athens offers complementary information 

regarding the negotiations of Lyktos and the process involved with securing permits. These letters, 

which have been framed in a discussion with the incoming and outgoing letters from the Stefanos 

Dragoumis Archives at the American School, regard the possibility of archaeological delegates from 

Britain and Italy excavating on Crete during the years of the Balkan War between 1912-1913. And in 

these letters to Dragoumis particularly, we have responses from Xanthoudides, Petroulakis, and 

Vourdoumpakis who noticeably objected to Halbherr’s or Dawkins’ involvement in archaeological 

projects during this time for two main reasons.  

First, Crete was in its final phase of being officially, and internally, recognized as unified with 

Greece. After obtaining this official status, the Great Powers’ military force—presumably—would exit 

the island and, thus, the status of foreign excavators continuing on Crete would also need reevaluation 

under the island’s new jurisdiction. Second, if foreigners continued to have preference over excavations, 

the opportunities for Cretan excavators would remain minimal. Granted, Hatzidakis expressed a 

contrary opinion to the majority opposition, but we need to take a step back to the earlier stages of 

Cretan archaeology during the proclamation of the de facto unification with Greece and when these 

tensions started to become visible. A union would potentially change Cretan archaeology once legally 

recognized as part of Greece, so it is understandable why foreigners would want to secure their rights to 

                                                
78 Transcribed from the Original English Text: Letter from R.M. Dawkins to J.B. Penoyre, 18.02.1913, Folder “Dawkins,” 
p. 1; BSA Archives,  BSA Corporate Records, London-Letters Received 1912-1913, London Chest 3, April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. Acc. #1.16 (uncatalogued). 
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a site before any legal change could be affected and, likewise, we can understand why Cretans would 

want to preserve their own place within the structure of the island’s archaeology.  

With the exception of Hatzidakis, Cretan curators generally objected to foreign archaeologists 

managing the site of Lyktos and, although foreign archaeologists were deeply involved in matters 

concerning Cretan archaeology, they could not force themselves onto a site. This is evident from 

Dawkins’ letter to Penoyre from the 14th of March 1913, when the British School was offered Kamares 

Cave as an alternative to Lyktos (BSA Corporate Records, Letters Received 1912-1913):  

Copy of a Letter From R.M.D. to J.P. 14th, March, 1913. Dear Penoyre, I got here early this 
morning, the steamer being five days late. H______ [atzidakis] the Ephor, tells me we can have 
any other place in Crete, but not Lyttos. The Greek Archaeological Society wants it to seal their 
union with Crete, and it seems that D______ wants to dig it himself, so there is no chance at all. 
It is annoying. || Now it would seem that I ought to have foreseen all these things, but of course 
I always hoped for Datcha, and one cannot get conditional permits, but I think that we must 
have a dig somewhere, and I suggest the Kamares Cave on Ida. The first Kamares ware was found 
there, and amongst it a little Neolithic. It has always been a desirable place to dig, and 
H______[atzidakis] assures me that there will be no kind of difficulty about the permit. The 
snow makes it impossible to begin before May at the earliest, and more probably not until June, 
as at this height the nights are cold. It is of course a lottery, but the stakes are not high, and we 
must dig somewhere, so will you suggest it to the Committee and write or wire what they say? It 
does not interfere at all with the Italians. They have, moreover, left Phaestos.79 
 

The British School expressed disappointment at the executive decisions of the Cretan Archaeological 

Society and the Cretan Government, but it was beyond their control once orders were made. For 

example, Dawkins’ letter to Penoyre from the 17th of March 1913 references Halbherr’s ability to work 

on Lyktos, commenting on the exhaustion of the whole ordeal (BSA Corporate Records, Letters 

Received 1912-1913): 

                                                
79 Transcribed from the Original English Text: Letter from R.M. Dawkins to J.B. Penoyre, 14.03.1913, Folder “Dawkins,” 
p. 1; BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London-Letters Received 1912-1913, London Chest 3, April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. Acc. #1.16 (uncatalogued). 
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It seems that D______ will let Halbherr go to Lyttos to dig for his late inscriptions, but will 
grant nothing further there. Halbherr, I hear, was very insistent with him. It is very tiresome of 
D_____ and as I believe he has done no digging, he will make a very sad mess of Lyttos, but being 
a Greek, I suppose he feels he has nothing to learn. No sign of Halbherr here yet.80 

 
Lyktos is a prime example of the administrative triangulation between Hatzidakis, Xanthoudides, and 

Dragoumis in addition to the divisions that existed between the foreign missions. Cretan archaeology 

was at a crucial juncture in its transition towards official unification with Greece, which put the future 

direction of Cretan archaeology in question. Was Cretan archaeology bound to rely on the financial 

support and work force of foreign archaeologists, or was it going to shift attention to the merits of 

indigenous Cretan and Greek archaeologists? 

 
Figure 65. Letter from S. Xanthoudides to S. Dragoumis, 06.12.1912, p. 1-4; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο 

Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.68. 

                                                
80 Transcribed from the Original English Text: Letter from R.M. Dawkins to J.B. Penoyre, 17.03.1913, Folder “Dawkins,” 
p.1; BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London-Letters Received 1912-1913, London Chest 3, April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. Acc. #1.16. 
 
Despite Dawkins professional disagreement with Halbherr, he did not consider Halbherr the worst of company since 
Dawkins wrote to Penoyre on the 5th of April 1913 from Candia to say: “To-night Mrs. Sharpe and I entertain at dinner 
here Halbherr and Stefani. The smartest dinner ever given at this hotel. Halbherr is really the best of men. I do look forward 
to seeing Athens again though the thought of so many letters is a little appalling. I hope that you are well” (transcribed from 
the Original English Text: Letter from R.M. Dawkins to J.B. Penoyre, 05.04.1913, Folder “Dawkins,” p. 3-4; BSA Archives, 
BSA Corporate Records, London-Letters Received 1912-1913, London Chest 3, April 2003, Wooden Chest-M. Hasluck: 
Inv. Acc. #1.16). 
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Figure 66. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. Dragoumis, no. 140/492, 12.12.191[2?], p. 1-3; ΑΜΗ, Ηρακλείου, βιβλίο 3, σ. 

26/1-28/3. 
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Figure 67. Record of the Archaeological Commission, 28.12.1912, p. 1-2; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 

Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.69. 
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Figure 68. Letter from I. Hatzidakis regarding the Cretan Government and Lyktos, 15.02.1913, Folder “H,” p. 1-2; BSA 

Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London-Letters Received 1912-1913, London Chest 3, April 2003, Wooden Chest-M. 
Hasluck: Inv. Acc. #1.16 (uncatalogued). 
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Figure 69. Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. Dragoumis, 15.02.1913, p. 1-3; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 

Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.73. 
 

LOST OPPORTUNITIES AND MONOPOLIES: IOSIF HATZIDAKIS AND FOREIGN INSTITUTIONS 

In this last section, we are going to explore Xanthoudides’ and Valakis’ letters to the Governor-General, 

Dragoumis. Although both of their letters were written in January 1913, their content refers back to 

their excavations under the Cretan State and how their opportunities had changed over the years under 

the unofficial unification with the monopoly of Hatzidakis’ control of excavations and his support for a 

foreign archaeological presence on the island.  

In response to Dragoumis’ request, Xanthoudides submitted on the 19th of January 1913 a 

consolidated report about his excavations (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. 

Δραγούμη, 93.3.71; refer again to fig. 61): 

B). Immediately after the excavation of Agios Titos, on the occasion of the finding of Mycenaean 
funeral gifts by peasants, I conducted during December 1901, under the order and at the expense 
of the government, the excavation of ten Late Minoan (Mycenaean) tombs at the place 
“Kalyvia,” about two kilometers to the east of Phaistos—one being a Mycenaean vaulted tomb 
and 9 being carved chamber tombs. There exist three reports of mine about these, numbered 
122, 123, 124 (4, 21, 28 December), in which the results of the excavation are exhibited and the 
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many and precious funeral gifts that were found are described. Unfortunately, the Italian 
archaeological delegation, then, strongly protested to the government, and the Italian 
government asked for the right to excavate at this place, as supposedly belonging to the county 
of Phaistos, where it had a permission for excavations, and the Cretan government allowed them 
to continue further the excavation and to publish the objects found by me, which indeed S. 
Savignoni published in “Monumenti Antichi” XIV. 81 
 

It was after 1898 that the Italian archaeological delegation resumed excavations in Gortyn with the 

archaeological service, so through prior approval this site was to continue under their management.  

Another example concerning the authority of the Ephor of Antiquity in Iraklio and the 

jurisdiction of the Cretan government is evident in Pavlos A. Valakis’ letter to Dragoumis from the 23rd 

of January 1913, regarding his limited archaeological involvement. Referring to excavations at places like 

Aptera, Kisamos and Stylos of Apokorona, Valakis notes the following (ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, 

Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη, 93.3.72; table 8 & fig. 70): 

None of the above executed works lasted for a long time. The reason for this is that, when it 
comes to more important works regarding regular archaeological excavations, the only person 
qualified to conduct those is the Ephor of Antiquities, since the curator does not give an expert 
opinion, only the Ephor. That is why, in July 1902, the Ephor of Antiquities of Chania, on 
secondment at Iraklio [meaning, a temporary transfer of his services from one location to 
another], was invited to conduct excavations of the tombs found near Agios Loukas. In March 
1906—following Report No. 187/140 submitted by me and dated the 27th of March 1906 
about the vaulted prehistoric tomb found at Maleme of Kydonia—at Iraklio the Ephor (έφορος) 
of Antiquities of Chania was also invited for the further works• The entrance passage of this 
tomb was excavated by a fellow of the German Archaeological Institute at Athens, [Mr. Prinz ?], 
in the presence of the professor [Mr. S. Traxilhs ?], since I was ill during the summer of 1909. || 
Since then, the work of the curatorship of the Antiquities of Chania, besides the supervision of 
the Museum of Chania, probably revolves around the supervision, the conservation and the 
collection of the antiquities being found in the western counties—as a curator (επιμελητής), I 
aspire to fulfill these responsibilities. Many times I visited different places in which antiquities 
were found, [and] I repeatedly went on tours, the findings of which I reported each time to the 
Resp. Sup. Adm. Of Education.82 

                                                
81 Based on the letter from S. Xanthoudides to S. Dragoumis, 19.01.1913, p. 2. Translated from the Original Greek Text (fig. 
61); ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.71. The original letter from Dragoumis was listed 
as no. 221/116 from 16.01.1913. 
82 Translated from the Original Greek Text (table 8 & fig. 70); ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. 
Δραγούμη: 93.3.72 (23.01.1913, σ. 3-4). 
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Valakis’ excavations were infrequent and when they did occur, he was limited in the days he could spend 

at a site. A recurring theme throughout the written letters of Xanthoudides, Petroulakis, and Valakis is 

that the Ephors of Antiquity—not the museum curators—were the only individuals qualified under the 

Cretan State to excavate because of their “expert opinion” and, most of the time, the dominant 

individual tasked with this responsibility was Hatzidakis. Although Valakis’ letter does not criticize 

overtly the German archaeologist for working at the tomb at Maleme of Kydonia in his absence, it should 

be noted as to why no other qualified Cretan excavator was tasked with the role of being his replacement. 

The Archaeological Commission of Crete was challenged, in the past, as to whether Hatzidakis alone 

should be consulted as the prime authority and “expert opinion” for archaeological matters (e.g. 

ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.68, 93.3.69, 93.3.72). Despite 

pushback from Xanthoudides and others, it seemed that the authority of archaeological affairs rested 

mainly in the hands of Hatzidakis most of the time, if not all.   

Excavation Start Location Information 
03.04.1904 Aptera Excavation and cleaning (1 day). Report submitted: no. 110 (26.04.1904). 
26.04.1906 Near gate of Kisamos “Following the no. 164/127 from 18th of April 1906 document of mine and on the 

permission of the Resp. Superior Administration on Education, I conducted a 1-day, 
minor trail excavation near the gate of Kisamos. The ruins of the palaestra were found. 
About this excavation I submitted report: no. 167 (01.05.1906).” 

29.2?.1908 
 

Stylos of Apokorona Conducted a 1-day excavation under the order of the Resp. Super. Administration on 
Education, where Roman baths (valaneio) were found. Report submitted: no. 229, 
(11.1908). 

?.03.1911 Nea Chora (outside Chania) “Following the no. 270/183 and dated the 6th of March 1904 document of mine, the 
Resp. Super. Administration of Education permitted the conducting of trial excavations 
at the quarter of Nea Chora outside of Chania. Those lasted for 3 days bringing to light 
traces of a Roman archive/repository (αρχείο) or baths. I submitted report no. 272/184 
from the 25th of March 1911 about this work.”  

06.04.1911  
 

Neo Chora Conducted the excavation of the Nea Chora tomb, where nothing was discovered during 
this research. Report Submitted: no. 281/188 (14.06.1911). 

?.01.1912  Mycenean tombs at the back of 
the courthouse  
 
 

“Following Valakis’ proposal, submitted as no. 287/192 of the 19th of January 1912, the 
Resp. Sup. Administration of Education permitted me the cleaning of the cavernous 
Mycenean tombs at the back of the courthouse and the further conduct of excavation 
trials. The works lasted for 3 days• no. 289/192 and dated 30th January 1912 report of 
mine.”  

Table 8.  Pavlos Valakis’ Reported Excavations to S. Dragoumis | A Select Sample.83 
 

                                                
83 Based on the letter from P.A. Valakis to S. Dragoumis, 23.01.1913, p. 1-6; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου 
Ν. Δραγούμη: 93.3.72 (fig. 70). 
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Figure 70. Letter from P. Valakis to S. Dragoumis, 23.01.1913, p. 1-6; ΑΣΚΣΑ, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. 

Δραγούμη: 93.3.72. 
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CONCLUSION  

While Crete was breaking away from Ottoman control with the potential to unify with Greece, 

archaeology began to emerge as a serious field of inquiry on the island. Local archaeological groups 

navigated through a system of bureaucracy, which was controlled mainly by Hatzidakis—both in the 

Syllogos and Archaeological Service. Local Cretans excavated using the best practices known to them, 

through the education they may have received abroad or the self-taught knowledge they gained through 

rigorous studies on Crete. Although the reality was that foreign archaeologists could provide the 

necessary funding and resources to conduct systematic excavations, the Cretans themselves deserve 

credit for their achievements.  

According to Hamilakis (1999: 68), while archaeologists are recognized as “cultural producers” 

and “scientists” producing objective knowledge “oriented towards the past,” seldom are they seen as 

intellectuals, who “have responsibility towards the present and the wider ‘public’.” And although 

Hamilakis applies this characterization to two case-studies (i.e. Manolis Andronikos’ Greek nationalism 

and secondly, the excavations at Çatalhöyük), his suggestion to acknowledge “archaeologists as 

intellectuals who deal with representation” resonates with Crete in this applied context (1999: 60, 

“Abstract”). “Archaeologists as intellectuals” fit within a broader framework of Cretan archaeologists 

during the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century, since their intellectual contributions and 

representations need not be divorced from the objective, scientific work they aimed to produce. In 

Crete, I would suggest that archaeologists were stewards of the past because they felt an obligation to 

protect the island’s antiquities under the Ottoman administration, while also acting as intellectuals. 

Though, of course, this is dependent on how one defines the term “intellectual.” Specific to this Cretan 

context, the terms “intellectual” and “Cretan intelligentsia” are used to refer to those individuals who 
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were involved within the hierarchy of archaeological deliberation, and/or those individuals of educated 

means who were actively involved within the political affairs of Crete. 

Iosif Hatzidakis’ dominance in archaeological matters extended before, during, and even after 

the formation of the Cretan State, which often marginalized other self-proclaimed, capable excavators 

from Crete. The reality was that, even if Cretans who served under the Archaeological Commission were 

willing and able to excavate on the island, the Cretan State was unable to support them financially. With 

Hatzidakis, we can understand through letters available in the Stefanos Dragoumis Archives that 

individuals like Xanthoudides, Petroulakis, Vourdoumpakis, and Valakis were frustrated with the 

archaeological direction of the island after the turn of the century since Italian and British archaeologists 

were considered for work that Cretans wanted for themselves (i.e. Lyktos). Dragoumis served as the 

Governor-General of Crete during the Balkan Wars, and the island was in its last phases of unification 

with Greece—yet, foreign archaeologists still had a pervasive role on the island despite the Great Powers 

losing administrative control. 
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EPILOGUE 
 
Circular from the Ministry of Education and Religious Affairs 
Draft of Cretan Archaeological Law 
Archive of Stefanos Xanthoudides 
A/A 744 | 19.4, E.K.I.M.©, p. 1-2 
Reference: Appendix 9 
 
Crete [at a very ancient time] was the first civilization. Here the first powerful Greek State was founded by King Minos and 
his descendants, and here developed the ancient civilization from which our modern culture of today originated. Here is 
where art and literature were first cultivated, and the first wise laws were created. Evidence of this acme of ancient splendor 
and glory are the antiquities which—until today and after many thousand years—are found in the soil of Crete. [The 
antiquities are witnesses of the past that, to all of modern Cretans, it is their holy duty (ιερά κειμήλια) to respect and take care 
of them…and the antiquities found at Knossos (Makrytoixos). Crete, until a while ago, was under slavery…]. 
 
Let us remember the laws that were found at Gortyn and the antiquities of Knossos. The patriotic duty of every good citizen 
is to respect and to keep these antiquities as if they were holy relics. When excavations are conducted and all their finds are 
gathered, the glorious history of our ancestors will be better understood, a history which is now so inadequate and obscure. 
These antiquities will be the honor and glory of our nation and that of all Greeks. They will also be a source of wealth for the 
island for the following reason. In order to uncover the ruins, several and costly excavations will be conducted by the savant 
societies of Europe. Foreign travelers and scientists will be coming in great numbers to see them and study them.  
 
The long servitude to which our country was subjected until recently has caused the loss and destruction of the most ancient 
antiquities of Crete. Anybody was free to destroy and conceal the antiquities; else they traded them and sold them to 
antiquities-traders who transported them to the ends of the earth. Nobody profited from this: neither science, nor our 
country. 
 
But since, thanks to the grace of God, our country has been made free, one of the first acts of the leader and the government 
has been to care for and protect our ancestral relics. For this reason, a law was made and published about antiquities. Under 
[this law], antiquities are protected from destruction and abuse. 
 
 And the government has done its duty towards the ancestral relics. But this is not enough. Every citizen must understand 
their importance…1 
________________________________________________________ 
 

Archaeology connects the past and present through physical means, and the tangible material 

uncovered through excavations can be touched, seen, and experienced in a way that written words from 

the past, mediated through a manuscript tradition, cannot. But the archaeological record only started to 

                                                
1 Translated from the Original Greek Manuscript. For a full copy of this document, see Appendix 9: A/A 744 | 19.4, E.K.I.M., 
Αρχείο του Στεφάνου Ξανθουδίδη, Κωδικός αρχείου 6, Δωρεά Ανδροκλή Ξανθουδίδου εκ Καταλοίπων Στέφανου Ξανθουδίδου, σ. 
1-5; An additional reference to this document and partial copy can be found through Varouchakis 2015: 151-152 & fn 163, 
234 (fig. 29), & Subchapter 6.8. 
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emerge as an essential contributor to Cretan cultural heritage during the late-nineteenth century and 

thereafter. Archival documents complement the material record by giving insight into the excavations 

before they even began, and by revealing the dialogue and interplay between excavators—acting as a 

vehicle to the past. It was after the Greek War of Independence that Crete—then under Ottoman rule—

started taking active strides towards eradicating its current administration and unifying with Greece. 

The correspondence between Cretan and foreign intellectuals—both official and private—indicates the 

political, social, and economic influence that the Cretan intelligentsia wielded on matters related to 

archaeology.  

In addition to offering a framework for considering archaeology through the lens of conflict, I 

contextualized the development of Cretan archaeology in the writings of early travelers on the island 

and how their topographic and chorographic descriptions facilitated excavations during the late-

nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries (e.g. Buondelmonti, Sieber, Pashley, Tournefort, Thenon and 

Spratt). Moreover, my dissertation critiques the dominant view that Cretan archaeology was the 

byproduct of European colonialism. I argue, rather, that archaeology was rooted in the greater historical 

milieu of cultural heritage management, and that Cretans had more control over their excavations under 

Ottoman governance than is generally acknowledged in modern scholarship. What sets Crete apart 

from Greece is that archaeology emerged under the constraints of the Ottoman administration only 

after the Pact of Halepa took effect in 1878, whereas it began decades earlier in Greece after the 

formation of the Kingdom of Greece [1832], once liberated from foreign control.  

The Pact of Halepa transformed Cretan policy—socially and politically—by legalizing groups 

like the local educational group of Iraklio, referred to as the Filekpaideftikos Syllogos. Because of these 

institutional changes (Article XV), literary societies, newspapers, the printing press, and archaeological 
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excavations became a standard part of the social and political Cretan landscape. Additionally, the 

Governor-General of Crete could be a Christian under the Ottoman Empire and given the title of Pasha, 

denoting an individual serving the Ottoman Empire in either a political, civic, or military capacity of 

high ranking. Because of the conflicts between political factions (i.e. liberals and conservatives), the Pact 

was rescinded in 1889 under Sultan Abdul Hamid II—imposing a form of dictatorship, which rescinded 

privileges once afforded by the Pact and, additionally, limited the Syllogos. I argue that, throughout these 

periods of resistance, members of the Syllogos who involved themselves in Cretan archaeology actively 

solicited the assistance of foreign excavators for their own political gain. Moreover, the Cretans’ appeal 

to a common Western heritage was, in part, responsible for why the Syllogos (and then later the 

Archaeological Service of Crete) was ambivalent toward non-Greek western archaeologists prior to 

Crete’s unilineal unification with Greece. 

In the archives of Stefanos Xanthoudides at the Society of Cretan Historical Studies (SCHS) a 

document exists that was submitted to the Ministry of Education and Religious Affairs, which would 

have been circulated among educators and intellects of the island as a “manual” on how to approach 

antiquities and Crete’s history with the public once Crete was acknowledged an autonomous polity. In 

the opening statement of this document—which was an earlier draft for the Cretan Law of Antiquities 

established in 1899—there was an urgency to declare Crete as the center of a strong civilization and the 

first powerful State under King Minos. In this circular, it was suggested that every citizen—not only the 

Cretan elite—had a patriotic responsibility to regard antiquities like holy relics (ιερά κειμήλια). Ancient 

antiquities—despite being inanimate objects—were given a “voice” that resonated loudly throughout 

the latter years of Ottoman governance and permeated through the unification with Greece in 1913. 

Local Cretans were at the forefront of communicating their ancient past to a wider population—local 
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and transnational. It was their tireless efforts, which sometimes conflicted with one another, that gave 

agency to antiquity and motivated governmental change. 

This dissertation was motivated primarily by two inquiries about Cretan archaeology. First, how 

Cretan archaeology developed within the parameters and constraints of the Ottoman authorities during 

its beginning stages. Second, how Cretan excavators and foreign archaeologists mitigated these 

restrictions prior to the establishment of the Cretan State [1898-1908], and how their political 

connectivity with one another changed once Cretans moved more forcefully towards a unified status 

with Greece [1908-1913]. I argue that archaeology continued to play a role in the geopolitical arena 

regarding Crete’s political future and whether to unify with Greece (i.e. full autonomy, autonomy under 

the Great Powers, autonomy under the authority of Greece, autonomy tolerated under Ottoman 

control, or a legal unification with Greece).  

To address these issues, I advance three principal arguments: first, that Cretan archaeology was 

used as a strategy of resistance between 1878-1898 to eradicate the Ottoman administration—both by 

indigenous Cretans and foreign archaeologists; second, that while previous histories of Greek 

archaeology operated in a colonial framework, the involvement of Cretan intellectuals and their political 

alliance with foreign excavators in the early development of the discipline means that accusations of 

“crypto-colonialism” are not entirely accurate; and third, that because of the Cretans’ claim to be the 

start of “western civilization,” European archaeologists eagerly pursued archaeological expeditions and 

were invited initially by members of the Syllogos to come to Crete and excavate. After Crete’s unilineal 

unification with Greece in 1908 and the subsequent departure of the Great Powers’ military, the internal 

dynamic of Crete’s archaeological politics began to change (e.g. Xanthoudides, Valakis, and Petroulakis 

wrote to the Governor-General that foreign excavators were given opportunities to excavate over them). 
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I argue, therefore, that because of Crete’s dynamic history of resistance and the Cretan intelligentsia’s 

involvement with foreign intellectuals, the disciplinary history of Cretan archaeology does not conform 

to mainland narratives. 

The construction of archaeological knowledge in the late-nineteenth and early-

twentieth century Crete was contingent upon a number of factors (i.e. personnel involved, political 

motivations and limitations, use of already-existing networks); all of these factors must be taken into 

consideration when studying the creation of archaeology as a discipline and its politics. Politics and 

archaeology were interconnected in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century Crete, as 

demonstrated by the construction of the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio. Aside from having the 

financial support to fund continuous excavations—either private (hidden) or institutional (official)—a 

site director was expected to engage with the scientific community through publications that promoted 

Cretan archaeology on an international level. This could only be accomplished through the right 

connections to universities, well-renowned newspaper periodicals, and academic journals. The ranks of 

Cretan archaeology were benefitted from the collective efforts of both foreign and local excavators but 

there was one individual who undoubtedly stood out among them all—Iosif A. Hatzidakis.  

The history of Cretan archaeology and the formation of archaeological practices are not always 

about archaeology directly, as I argue in Chapter 1. Although Hatzidakis’ insurgency at Archanes is 

adjacently related to archaeology, his altercation with Eleftherios Venizelos—as the acting president of 

the Assembly—belongs to a broader, geopolitical narrative. Hatzidakis is a pivotal figure when 

discussing the role of archaeology in the context of Cretan modernity because he advocated for the 

preservation of Crete’s material record during this formative period and was responsible for the 
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direction and development of archaeology on Crete under Ottoman rule, spanning through the 

unification with Greece in 1913. 

Hatzidakis’ intellectual efforts helped to protect Cretan heritage. Therefore, his politics cannot 

be divorced from the executive decisions he made regarding archaeological affairs as the president of the 

Filekpaideftikos Syllogos and then later as the Ephor of Antiquities for Iraklio and Lasithi, as well as the 

Director of the Archaeological Museum of Iraklio. This dissertation developed the narrative of Cretan 

archaeology through the lens of conflict and the biographical profiles of its actors because the individuals 

who developed the field are the lineaments of its history (i.e. Minos Kalokairinos as the first excavator 

of Kefala Hill, or Stefanos Xanthoudides as one of the earliest Cretan excavators). Additionally, failed 

attempts at archaeological excavations (e.g. Heinrich Schliemann’s Knossos) are as revealing as the 

successful expeditions of foreign archaeologists (e.g. Sir Arthur Evans’ Knossos and Federico Halbherr’s 

Gortyn). We can trace in the archival documents the communications between local Cretan and foreign 

excavators regarding the practicalities of excavations that ultimately reveal the fragility of politics at the 

time. Reception studies and the history of Cretan archaeology go beyond fieldwork and, within the 

stratigraphy of resistance, the interplay between those leading the field of archaeology and their conflict 

with politicians is every much as part of the narrative. 

My study shows how archives are the residual trace of “science in the making” and, therefore, the 

contextualization of knowledge production specifically in the case of Cretan archaeology warrants our 

attention.2 For example, knowing about the development of the archaeological museum in Iraklio 

                                                
2 In the context of the history of archaeology, Schlanger (2004: 166) says directly that: “To reach the science in the making 
as much as the applauded result, to grasp the quotidian as much as the extraordinary, historians of archaeology need to turn 
to another essential resource, namely the archives of the discipline. These are the various papers, correspondence, 
manuscripts, drafts, internal documents, field-notes, inventories, sketches, illustrations, prints, etc. produced as part of the 



 

 - 384 - 

beginning in the 1880s is a fundamental part of the larger narrative about archaeological practices on 

Crete. Archival material related to artifact assemblages and the history of their curatorial management 

offer insight into the wider narrative of local collectors, random discoveries, fieldwork, and site 

acquisition. The second general premise is that, on an ontological level, the complexity and material 

incompleteness of archival sources complements the archaeological record—as opposed to completing 

it. As argued, archival material related to Cretan archaeology and its “ecology of practices” connects us 

to a wider understanding of the field, but its materiality should not be viewed as a means to accessing a 

grand historical narrative about archaeology in general.  

I take a non-linear approach to the events related to Cretan archaeology as opposed to a strictly 

diachronic, linear account. What I offer, instead, is a political, historical, and social context to explain 

the development of Cretan archaeology under Ottoman rule, an account that has been long overdue in 

the field. Archives are somewhat liminal in terms of both history and archaeology, which is often a 

problem of the incomplete record being of the past in our present. The medium of archival records 

contains its own affordances (i.e. limitations) and, therefore, connects—not completes—the 

archaeological record. By viewing archaeology as an ecology in Crete, we can define what archaeology is 

by what archaeologists do (e.g. how they engage in political situations, what dictates and influences their 

practice, and how they disseminate information).  

                                                
archaeological enterprise and accumulated since at least the seventeenth century in museums, libraries, archaeological 
services, and archival repositories.” 
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INTRODUCTION: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS 
(EXCLUDING NEWSPAPERS AND JOURNALS, OR ARCHIVES BY WAY OF SECONDARY REFERENCE AND PUBLICATION | KEY: X = INCLUDED) 

American School of Classical Studies at Athens (ASCSA) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation  
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image  Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Johannes 
Gennadius Archives 

Series V: Greek 
Communities Outside 
Greece | 13.3 

Copy of Johannes Gennadius’ 
(1897) “Cretan Struggles for 
Liberty,” in The Contemporary 
Review 

x x   0.2 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Johannes 
Gennadius Archives 

Series V: Greek 
Communities Outside 
Greece | 13.3 

“The Situation in Crete,” in the 
Cologne Gazette 

x  x  0.2 

S.C.H.S. © | Historical 
Archive | Stamp: IMK, 
Archive D.M.  

A/A 423 | 126.5 I. Hatzidakis’ Account -Archanes 
1897, undated 

x x   0.2 

Archive Register Book 8 Letter from F. Halbherr to I. 
Hatzidakis, 26.04.1895 

x x   0.3 

Archive of Titus 
Georgiadis  

Private Collection Letter from I. Hatzidakis to the 
Chief Justice of the Ministry of 
Economics, 18.01.1922   

x    0.4 

Archive of Titus 
Georgiadis 

Private Collection Letter from I. Hatzidakis to the 
Chief Justice of the Ministry of 
Economics, 12.10.1931 

x    0.4 
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CHAPTER 1: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS  
(EXCLUDING NEWSPAPERS AND JOURNALS, OR ARCHIVES BY WAY OF SECONDARY REFERENCE AND PUBLICATION | KEY: X = INCLUDED) 

American School of Classical Studies at Athens (ASCSA) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation  
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image  Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
Skouloudis Papers 

Newspaper Scrapbook of 
Stefanos Skouloudis | 
Volume 3 – 1897 

The Times, 05.05.1897 x  x  1.1 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
Skouloudis Papers 

Newspaper Scrapbook of 
Stefanos Skouloudis | 
Volume 3 – 1897 

The Times, 03.05.1897 x  x  1.1 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Marie 
Karadja Johnston 
Papers - Letters of 
Demetrios Vikelas 

Letter 3 Letter from D. Vikelas to Mme 
Karadja Johnston, 19.02.1898 

x x  x 1.4 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Marie 
Karadja Johnston 
Papers - Letters of 
Demetrios Vikelas 

Letter 9 Letter from D. Vikelas to Mme 
Karadja Johnston and Aikaterini 
Johnston (?), 9/21.12.1898 
 

x x  x 1.4 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Marie 
Karadja Johnston 
Papers - Letters of 
Demetrios Vikelas 

Letter 13 Letter from D. Vikelas to Mme 
Karadja Johnston, undated 

x x  x 1.4 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Marie 
Karadja Johnston 
Papers - Letters of 
Demetrios Vikelas 

Letter 16 Letter from D. Vikelas to Mme 
Karadja Johnston, 18.10.1898 

x x  x 1.4 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Marie 
Karadja Johnston 
Papers - Letters of 
Demetrios Vikelas 

Letter 19 Letter from D. Vikelas to Mme 
Karadja Johnston, 7/19.12.1898 

x x  x 1.4 
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CHAPTER 1: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS 
CONTINUED 

Benaki Museum (BM) & Benaki Historical Archives (BMW) 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation 

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image  Location in Dissertation  

(chpt./sec.) 
Eleftherios Venizelos 
Archive 

Envelope 264 Longhand originals of Venizelos’ 
unpublished papers, regarding 
Archanes 

x    1.0 
(Citation by reference of 
L. Macrakis 2006: 82) 

Eleftherios Venizelos 
Archive 

Envelope 310, Document 
38 

Letter from I. Hatzidakis to E. 
Venizelos, 26.08.1911 

x x  x 1.3 

 
Chicago History Museum Archives (CMS) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation  
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image  Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Clifford W. Barnes 
Papers 

“Barnes, Reminiscences 
and articles” | 1898-1944, 
Box 1 (76:62) | Call 
number: MSS Lot B; 
Provenance: Gift - 
M1972.0065; 
M1974.0062 

“Impressions of Venizelos” - 
Manuscript 

x  x  1.1 

 
Historical Museum of Crete (IMK) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation  
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image  Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

S.C.H.S. © Historical 
Archive | Stamp: IMK, 
Archive D.M. 

A/A 424 | 126.6 Venizelos’ Holographic Account 
– Archanes 1897, undated 

x x  x 1.3, Appendix 2 

S.C.H.S. © Historical 
Archive | Stamp: IMK, 
Archive D.M. 

A/A 425 | 126.7 I. Kalogridakis’ Account – 
Archanes, 28.08.1897 

x x  x 1.3, Appendix 3 

S.C.H.S. © Historical 
Archive | Stamp: IMK, 
Archive D.M.  

A/A 423 | 126.5 I. Hatzidakis’ Account -
Archanes 1897, undated 

x x  x 1.3, Appendix 4 
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(EXCLUDING NEWSPAPERS AND JOURNALS, OR ARCHIVES BY WAY OF SECONDARY REFERENCE AND PUBLICATION | KEY: X = INCLUDED) 

American School of Classical Studies at Athens (ASCSA) 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation 

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image  Location in Dissertation 

(chpt./sec.)  
Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.64 Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. 
Dragoumis, 26.06.1909 

x    2.1 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Heinrich 
Schliemann Papers 

104.3.215 Letter from I. Hatzidakis to H. 
Schliemann, 15.05.1899 

x x  x 2.1 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.74 Letter from S. Dragoumis to I. 
Hatzidakis, 18.02.1913 

x x  x 2.2 

 
Benaki Museum (BM) & Benaki Historical Archives (BMW) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation 
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image  Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.)  

Exhibit: Travels in 
Greece (15th-19th 
cent.): Benaki 
Museum-The E. 
Finopoulos Collection 

Display: Breydenbach 
and Early Travel 
Accounts | Museum of 
Greek Culture: From 
07.03.2018 to 06.05.2018 

Copy of: Reise ins Heilige Land 
on 21.06.1486 “Ο Breydenbach 
και οι Πρώιμης Περιηγητικής 
Μαρτυρία” 

x    2.1 

Exhibit: Travels in 
Greece (15th-19th 
cent.): Benaki 
Museum-The E. 
Finopoulos Collection 

Display: Breydenbach 
and Early Travel 
Accounts | Museum of 
Greek Culture: From 
07.03.2018 to 06.05.2018 

Copper engraving of the siege of 
Chania by the Turks [1645] 
from Matthäus Merian’s (ed. 
1651, vol. 5) journal Theatrum 
Europaeum 

x    2.1 

 
Heraklion Archaeological Museum (AMH) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation 
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image  Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.)  

Archive Register Book 8 Letter from I. Svoronos to I. 
Hatzidakis, 10.05.1895 

x    2.1 

Archive Register Book 8 Letter from I. Svoronos to I. 
Hatzidakis, 01.12.1895 

x    2.1 
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American School of Classical Studies at Athens (ASCSA) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation 
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image 
Included 

Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Johannes 
Gennadius Archives 

13.3 Copy of Johannes Gennadius’ 
“Cretan Struggles for Liberty,” 
in The Contemporary Review, 
1897 

x    3.1 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Heinrich 
Schliemann Papers 

Series BB, Original 
Letters: 4.2 (b): 68 

Letter from Heinrich 
Schliemann to Friedrich Max 
Müller 22.05.1886 

x  x x 3.1, 3.2 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Johannes 
Gennadius Archives 

13.3 Papers of the Greek Committee, 
Crete and Greece. New Series, 
1897. No. 1. 

x  x  3.2 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Heinrich 
Schliemann Papers 

Series B: Correspondence 
| 96.4.249 

Letter from I. Fotiadis to H. 
Schliemann, 22.04.1885 

x x  x 3.2 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Heinrich 
Schliemann Papers 

Series B: Correspondence 
| 70.3.126 

1 Letter from H. Schliemann to 
I. Fotiadis and the Response, 
1/13.04.1885 

x   x 3.2 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Heinrich 
Schliemann Papers 

Series B: Correspondence 
| 98.6.303 

Letter from I. Hatzidakis to H. 
Schliemann, 14.06.1886 

x   x 3.2 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Heinrich 
Schliemann Papers 

Series B: Correspondence 
| 99.4.565 

Letter from I. Hatzidakis to H. 
Schliemann, 25.10.1886 

x x  x 3.2 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Heinrich 
Schliemann Papers 

Series BBB, Copybooks of 
Letters | 41/232 

Letter from H. Schliemann to F. 
Calvert, 12.02.1889 

x    3.2 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Heinrich 
Schliemann Papers 

Series BBB, Copybooks of 
Letters | 41/259 

Letter from H. Schliemann to F. 
Calvert, 16.03.1889 

x    3.2 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Heinrich 
Schliemann Papers 

Series B: Correspondence 
| 99.6.688 

Letter from I. Hatzidakis to H. 
Schliemann, undated 

x    3.2 
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American School of Classical Studies at Athens (ASCSA) 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation 

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image 

Included 
Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Gennadius Library Legislation of King 
Minos of Crete on 
Impropriety in this 
Constitution, 
Dissertation by Minos A. 
Kalokairinos, Number: 
P165.1, Code: 72811 

M. Kalokairinos’ Law School 
Dissertation, 27.05.1901 

x   x 3.3 

 
Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation 
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image 
Included 

Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

The Sir Arthur Evans 
Archive, Non-
personal letters 

No. 89 Lawsuit by M. Kalokairinos 
against A. J. Evans, 30.06.1907 

x x  x 3.3, Appendix 6 

 
British Museum 

        

British Museum 
Collection 

Object reference number: 
GAA8306 | Registration 
number 1867,0212.1 | 
Location: G22/dc4 

Marble Statuette | Woman 
Wearing High-girdled Chiton 
and Himation | Exposed Breast 
| Sculpture 2077 | Acquisition 
Date – 1867 | 200 BCE-100 
BCE | Findspot: Lyktos? 

x    3.1 

 
British School at Athens (BSA) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation 
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image 
Included 

Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

The British School at 
Athens Archives 

BSA Corporate Records, 
London, Inventory-
MISC, Box 11, Knossos 
(uncatalogued) 

Deed 645, Land Purchase of 
Knossos, 17.11.1891 

x x  x  
3.3, Appendix 7.1.1-4 

The British School at 
Athens Archives 

BSA Corporate Records, 
London, Inventory-
MISC, Box 11, Knossos 
(uncatalogued) 

Deed 1795, Land Purchase of 
Knossos, 19.11.1892  

x x  x 3.3, Appendix 7.2.1-2 
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CHAPTER 3: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS 

CONTINUED 
Heraklion Archaeological Museum (AMH)  

Source Collection Document Citation Translation 
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image Copy 
Included 

Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Archive Register Book 7 Kalokairinos’ Unpublished 
Manuscript 

x x  x 3.1, 3.2, Appendix 5 

Box 1 | Archive 1900-
1910 & 1911 
(Incoming from 1899-
1910 | Incoming-
Outgoing from 1900-
1911) 

Incoming 1900 Letter from the Councilor on 
Public Education and Religion to 
I. Hatzidakis, 31.03.1900 

x x  x 3.2 

Box 1 | Archive 1900-
1910 & 1911 
(Incoming from 1899-
1910 | Incoming-
Outgoing from 1900-
1911) 

Incoming 1901 M. Kalokairinos to Superior 
Administration of Public 
Education and Religion, 
11/24.10.1900 

x x  x 3.3 

Box 1 | Archive 1900-
1910 & 1911 
(Incoming from 1899-
1910 | Incoming-
Outgoing from 1900-
1911) 

Incoming 1901 Letter from M. Kalokairinos to 
the Ephor of Antiquities 
(Regarding Antiquities and the 
Krassakis Family’s Land), 
13/25.12.1900 

x x  x 3.3 
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CHAPTER 4: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS  
(EXCLUDING NEWSPAPERS AND JOURNALS, OR ARCHIVES BY WAY OF SECONDARY REFERENCE AND PUBLICATION | KEY: X = INCLUDED) 

American School of Classical Studies at Athens (ASCSA) 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation 

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image Copy 

Included 
Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

Series B: Correspondence 
| 93.3.70 

Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. 
Dragoumis, 19.01.1913 

x x  x 4.1 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Heinrich 
Schliemann Papers 

Series B: Correspondence 
| 70.3.126 

Letter from I. Fotiadis to H. 
Schliemann, 1/13.04.1885 

x    4.2 

 
Heraklion Archaeological Museum (AMH) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation 
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image Copy 
Included 

Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Archive Register Book 5 Letter Template from the Greek 
Syllogos of Candia about Casts 
Sent to Museums, Universities, 
Academies, Institutes of 
Archaeology and of their 
Scientific Bodies, 01.06.1895 

x   x 4.3 

Archive Register Book 5 Letter Template from the Greek 
Syllogos of Candia Sent to 
Museums, Universities, 
Academies, Institutes of 
Archaeology and of their 
Scientific Bodies, 24.12.1893 

x  x x 4.3 

Archive Register Book 8 Letter from F. Halbherr to I. 
Hatzidakis, 26.04.1895 

x x  x 4.3 

Archive Register Book 8 Letter from F. Halbherr to I. 
Hatzidakis, 18.05.1895 

x x  x 4.3 
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CHAPTER 5: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS  
(EXCLUDING NEWSPAPERS AND JOURNALS, OR ARCHIVES BY WAY OF SECONDARY REFERENCE AND PUBLICATION | KEY: X = INCLUDED) 

American School of Classical Studies at Athens (ASCSA) 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation 

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image Copy 

Included 
Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos N. 
Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.79  Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. 
Dragoumis, 06.12.1912 

x    5.0 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos N. 
Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.79b Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. 
Dragoumis, 06.12.1912 

x x  x 5.1 

 
Heraklion Archaeological Museum Crete Archives (AMH) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation 
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image Copy 
Included 

Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Heraklion 
Archaeological 
Museum | Archive 
Register 
 

Book 3  Memorandum on the Venetian 
Loggia, no date (No. 183/556) 

x x  x 5.0 & 5.1 

Archive Register 
 

Book 3 Hatzidakis’ “Memorandum on 
Cretan Antiquities,” 28.04.1914 

x x  x 5.1 

Archive Register 
 

Book 3  G. Giamalakis’ “Order of 
Appointment: Iraklio 
Antiquities,” 23.06.1899 (No. 7) 

x x  x 5.1 

Box 1 | Archive 1900-
1910 & 1911 
(Incoming from 1899-
1910 | Incoming-
Outgoing from 1900-
1911) 

Incoming 1901 Letter from M. Kalokairinos to 
the office of the Public 
Education and Religious Affairs, 
11/24.10.1900 

x    5.1 

Archive Register 
 

Book 3 Letter from I. Hatzidakis to the 
Committee, 12.11.1899 

x x  x 5.1 

Archive Register Book 29 Letter from S. Xanthoudides to 
the Higher Directorate of 
Education, 2?.05.1912, Iraklio 
(462/327) 

x    5.1 
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CHAPTER 6: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS  
(EXCLUDING NEWSPAPERS AND JOURNALS, OR ARCHIVES BY WAY OF SECONDARY REFERENCE AND PUBLICATION | KEY: X = INCLUDED) 

American School of Classical Studies at Athens (ASCSA) 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation 

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image Copy 

Included 
Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.71 Letter from S. Xanthoudides to S. 
Dragoumis, 19.01.1913 

x x  x 6.0, 6.2, 6.4 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.65 Letter from I. Hatzidakis to the 
Respectable Superior 
Administration of Education, 
Antonios Giannaris, 25.06.1906 

x    6.3 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.76 Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. 
Dragoumis, 28.05.1913 

x x x  6.3 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.70 Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. 
Dragoumis, 19.01.1913 

x    6.3 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.81 Letter from E. Petroulakis to S. 
Dragoumis, 10.02.1913 

x x  x 6.4 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.68 Letter from S. Xanthoudides to S. 
Dragoumis, 06.12.1912 

x x  x 6.4 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.69 Record of the Archaeological 
Commission to S. Dragoumis, 
28.12.1912 

x x  x 6.4 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.72 P.A. Valakis to S. Dragoumis, 
23.01.1913 

x x  x 6.4 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.73 Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. 
Dragoumis, 15.02.1913 

x x  x 6.4 

Gennadius Library 
Archives | Stephanos 
N. Dragoumis Papers 

93.3.74 Letter from S. Dragoumis to I. 
Hatzidakis, 18.02.1913 

x x   6.4 
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CHAPTER 6: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS 
CONTINUED 

Ashmolean Museum 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation 

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image Copy 

Included 
Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

The Sir Arthur Evans 
Archive 

Non- personal letters, 
No. 71 

Letter from F. Halbherr to A. J. 
Evans, 10.02.1899 

x  x  6.1 

The Sir Arthur Evans 
Archive 

Non- personal letters, 
No. 71 

Letter from F. Halbherr to A. J. 
Evans, 04.02.1899 

x    6.1 

The Sir Arthur Evans 
Archive 

Non- personal letters, 
No. 71 

Letter from F. Halbherr to A. J. 
Evans, 16.07.1899 

x x   6.1 

 
British School at Athens (BSA) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation 
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image Copy 
Included 

Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

BSA Corporate 
Records, London-
Letter Book 1  

Nov 1897 – Aug 1900 Letter from W. Loring to D.G. 
Hogarth, 20.01.1899 

x  x  6.1 

BSA Corporate 
Records, London-
Letters Received 1912-
1913 (London Chest 3, 
April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. 
Acc. #1.16 
(uncatalogued) 

Folder: “H”  Letter from I. Hatzidakis 
regarding the Cretan 
Government and Lyktos, 
15.02.1913 

x x  x 6.4 

BSA Corporate 
Records, London-
Letters Received 1912-
1913 (London Chest 3, 
April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. 
Acc. #1.16 
(uncatalogued) 

Folder: Dawkins Letter from R. M. Dawkins to 
J.B. Penoyre, 21.01.1913 

x  x  6.4 

BSA Corporate 
Records, London-
Letters Received 1912-
1913 (London Chest 3, 
April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. 
Acc. #1.16 
(uncatalogued) 

Folder: Dawkins Letter from R.M. Dawkins to 
J.B. Penoyre, 05.02.1913 

x  x  6.4 
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CHAPTER 6: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS  
CONTINUED 

British School at Athens (BSA), continued. 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation 

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image Copy 

Included 
Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

BSA Corporate 
Records, London-
Letters Received 1912-
1913 (London Chest 3, 
April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. 
Acc. #1.16 
(uncatalogued) 

Folder: Dawkins Telegram from R.M. Dawkins 
to J.B. Penoyre, 10.02.1913 

x  x  6.4 

BSA Corporate 
Records, London-
Letters Received 1912-
1913 (London Chest 3, 
April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. 
Acc. #1.16 
(uncatalogued) 

Folder: Dawkins Letter from R.M. Dawkins to 
J.B. Penoyre, 09.02.1913 

x  x  6.4 

BSA Corporate 
Records, London-
Letters Received 1912-
1913 (London Chest 3, 
April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. 
Acc. #1.16 
(uncatalogued) 

Folder: Dawkins Letter from R.M. Dawkins to 
J.B. Penoyre, 18.02.1913 

x  x  6.4 

BSA Corporate 
Records, London-
Letters Received 1912-
1913 (London Chest 3, 
April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M. Hasluck: Inv. 
Acc. #1.16 
(uncatalogued) 

Folder: Dawkins Letter from R.M. Dawkins to 
J.B. Penoyre, 14.03.1913 

x  x  6.4 

BSA Corporate 
Records, London-
Letters Received 1912-
1913 (London Chest 3, 
April 2003, Wooden 
Chest-M Hasluck: #16 
(uncatalogued) 

Folder: Dawkins Letter from R.M. Dawkins to 
J.B. Penoyre, 17.03.1913 

x  x  6.4 
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CHAPTER 6: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS 
CONTINUED 

British School at Athens (BSA), continued. 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation 

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image Copy 

Included 
Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

BSA Corporate 
Records, London-
Letters Received 1912-
1913 (London Chest 
3, April 2003, 
Wooden Chest-M. 
Hasluck: Inv. Acc. 
#1.16 (uncatalogued) 

Folder: Dawkins R.M. Dawkins to J.B. Penoyre, 
05.04.1913 

x  x  6.5 

Heraklion Archaeological Museum (AMH) 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation 

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image Copy 

Included 
Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

Archive Register Book 8 Letter from F. Halbherr to I. 
Hatzidakis, 18.05.1895 

x x   6.1 

Archive Register Book 3 Letter from I. Hatzidakis to S. 
Dragoumis, 12.12.191[2?] (Αριθ. 
140/492) 

x x  x 6.4 

 
Historical Museum of Crete (IMK) 

Source Collection Document Citation Translation 
(full or partial) 

Transcription Image Copy 
Included 

Location in Dissertation 
(chpt./sec.) 

S.C.H.S. © | Historical 
Archive | Stamp: IMK, 
Archive D.M. 

A/A 423 | 126.5 I. Hatzidakis’ Account -Archanes 
1897 (undated) 

x    6.2, Appendix 4 
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EPILOGUE: ARCHIVE | DOCUMENT CITATIONS 
(EXCLUDING NEWSPAPERS AND JOURNALS, OR ARCHIVES BY WAY OF SECONDARY REFERENCE AND PUBLICATION | KEY: X = INCLUDED) 

Historical Museum of Crete (IMK) 
Source Collection Document Citation Translation  

(full or partial) 
Transcription Image  Location in Dissertation 

S.C.H.S.© A/A 744 | 19.4 
Archival Code: 6 

Circular from the Director - 
Ministry of Public Education and 
Religion | Draft of Cretan 
Antiquities Law – S. 
Xanthoudides 

x x  x Epilogue, Appendix 9 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 2 | UNDATED LETTER FROM E. VENIZELOS TO THE CENTRAL 
COMMITTEE AT ATHENS – E.K.I.M.© A/A 424 | 126.6 

 



 

 - 401 - 

 

 
Appendix 2.1. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

1). 
 
 
 



 

 - 402 - 

 
 
 
 

 
Appendix 2.2. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

2). 



 

 - 403 - 

 
Appendix 2.3. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

3). 



 

 - 404 - 

  

 
Appendix 2.4. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

4). 



 

 - 405 - 

 

 
Appendix 2.5. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©,  A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

5). 



 

 - 406 - 

 
Appendix 2.6. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

6). 



 

 - 407 - 

 
Appendix 2.7. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©,  A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

7). 



 

 - 408 - 

 
Appendix 2.8. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

8). 



 

 - 409 - 

 
Appendix 2.9. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

9). 



 

 - 410 - 

 
Appendix 2.10. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

10). 



 

 - 411 - 

 
Appendix 2.11. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

11). 



 

 - 412 - 

 
Appendix 2.12. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

12). 



 

 - 413 - 

 
Appendix 2.13. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

13). 



 

 - 414 - 

 
Appendix 2.14. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

14). 



 

 - 415 - 

 
Appendix 2.15. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

15). 



 

 - 416 - 

 
Appendix 2.16. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 424 | 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

16). 



 

 - 417 - 

 

Appendix 2.17. Page missing between 16-17; E.K.I.M.©, Ιστορικό Αρχείο, A/A 424 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον 
Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 18). 

 



 

 - 418 - 

 

 
Appendix 2.18. E.K.I.M.©, Ιστορικό Αρχείο,  A/A 424 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., 

σ. 19). 
  
 



 

 - 419 - 

 
 

 
Appendix 2.19. E.K.I.M.©, Ιστορικό Αρχείο, A/A 424 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

20). 
 



 

 - 420 - 

 
Appendix 2.20. E.K.I.M.©, Ιστορικό Αρχείο, A/A 424 426.6, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (χ.χ., σ. 

21). 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 3 | LETTER FROM I. KALOGRIDAKIS, 28.08.1897 - E.K.I.M.© A/A 
425 | 126.7 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 - 422 - 

 
 
 

 
Appendix 3.1. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 425 | 126.7, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. 

(28.08.1897, σ. 1). 
 



 

 - 423 - 

 

 
Appendix 3.2. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 425 | 126.7, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. 

(28.08.1897, σ. 2). 



 

 - 424 - 

 
 

 
Appendix 3.3. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 425 | 126.7, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. 

(28.08.1897, σ. 3). 
 



 

 - 425 - 

 
Appendix 3.4. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©,  A/A 425 | 126.7, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. 

(28.08.1897, σ. 4). 
 

 



 

 - 426 - 

 
Appendix 3.5. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 425 | 126.7, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. 

(28.08.1897, σ. 5). 



 

 - 427 - 

 
Appendix 3.6. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 425 | 126.7, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. 

(28.08.1897, σ. 6). 



 

 - 428 - 

 
Appendix 3.7. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 425 | 126.7, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. 

(28.08.1897, σ. 7). 
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Appendix 3.8. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©,  A/A 425 | 126.7, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. 

(28.08.1897, σ. 8). 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 4 | UNDATED LETTER FROM I. HATZIDAKIS - E.K.I.M.© A/A 
423 | 126.5 



 

 - 431 - 

 

 
Appendix 4.1. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (σ. 1). 



 

 - 432 - 

 

 
Appendix 4.2. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 423 |126.5,  Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (σ. 2-3). 

 



 

 - 433 - 

 
Appendix 4.3. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©,  A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ (σ. 4). 

 



 

 - 434 - 

 
Appendix 4.4. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©,  A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ (σ. 5). 
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Appendix 4.5. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©,  A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (σ. 6-7). 

 



 

 - 436 - 

 
Appendix 4.6. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (σ. 8). 
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Appendix 4.7. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (σ. 9). 
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Appendix 4.8. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©,  A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (σ. 10-

11). 
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Appendix 4.9. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ. (σ. 12). 
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Appendix 4.10. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©,  A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ (σ. 13). 
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Appendix 4.11. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, A/A 423 |126.5, Σφραγίδα: Ιστορικόν Μουσείον Κρήτης, Αρχείον Δ.Μ (σ. 14-

15). 
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Appendix 5.1. ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1900), βιβλίο 7. Manuscript Draft. 
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Appendix 5.2. ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1900), βιβλίο 7. Manuscript Draft. 
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Appendix 5.3 ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1900), βιβλίο 7. Manuscript Draft. 



 

 - 446 - 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Appendix 5.4. ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1900), βιβλίο 7. Manuscript Draft. 
 



 

 - 447 - 

 

 
Appendix 5.5. ΑΜΗ, Μίνως Καλοκαιρινός (1900), βιβλίο 7. Manuscript Draft.



 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
APPENDIX 6 | LAWSUIT SUBMISSION BY M. KALOKAIRINOS AGAINST A.J. 

EVANS, 30.06.1907 – THE SIR ARTHUR EVANS ARCHIVE 
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Appendix 6.1. The Sir Arthur Evans Archive, Non-personal letters, No. 89, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford: 

Lawsuit by M. Kalokairinos against A. J. Evans (30.06.1907, p. 1).  
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Appendix 6.2. The Sir Arthur Evans Archive, Non-personal letters, No. 89, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford: 

Lawsuit by M. Kalokairinos against A. J. Evans (30.06.1907, p. 2).  
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Appendix 6.3. The Sir Arthur Evans Archive, Non-personal letters, No. 89, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford: 

Lawsuit by M. Kalokairinos against A. J. Evans (30.06.1907, p. 3).  
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Appendix 6.4. The Sir Arthur Evans Archive, Non-personal letters, No. 89, Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford: 

Lawsuit by M. Kalokairinos against A. J. Evans (30.06.1907, p. 4). 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 7 | DEED 645 (17.11.1891) & DEED 1795 (19.11.1892): LAND 
PURCHASE OF KNOSSOS– BRITISH SCHOOL AT ATHENS ARCHIVES, 
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Appendix 7.1.1. BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London, Inventory-MISC, Box 11, Knossos - Deed 645, Land 

Purchase of Knossos (17.11.1891, σ. 1); uncatalogued. 
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Appendix 7.1.2. BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London, Inventory-MISC, Box 11, Knossos - Deed 645, Land 

Purchase of Knossos (17.11.1891, σ. 2); uncatalogued. 
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Appendix 7.1.3. BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London, Inventory-MISC, Box 11, Knossos - Deed 645, Land 

Purchase of Knossos (17.11.1891, σ. 3); uncatalogued. 
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Appendix 7.1.4. Translation of BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London, Inventory-MISC, Box 11, Knossos - Deed 
645, Land Purchase of Knossos (17.11.1891); uncatalogued. 

Arith. 645 
 
Today on Sunday, the 17th of November 1891, in Iraklio, Crete, at my public office, at the house of Anne 
Argyraki, that is located at the quarter Tefthedar Tzamisi of this city, in front of me, stands Emmanouil Z. 
Miliaras, of whom I am a notary and is an inhabitant of Iraklio. And I have here my business seat and in front 
of the witnesses Aristidis Stergiadis, a lawyer, and Georgios Vourexakis, a broker/realtor, both of them 
inhabitants of Iraklio, known to me and not excluded legally, appeared to me willingly and those witnesses—
having no previous connection with the other parts—Haki Veis Kanli Tapiagasaki (Χακή Βέη Κανλή 
Ταπιαγασάκη), landowner, and Minos A. Kalokairinos (Μίνως Α. Καλοκαιρινός), merchant-landowner, both 
of them inhabitants of Iraklio, and they requested the writing of this document and have both agreed to the 
following buying and selling of this transaction. And Minos A. Kalokairinos declared that he owned according 
to my petition (κατακυρωτική έκθεση)—which is a report conducted by a notary about a good field, house or 
other assets that the buyer bought at an auction or a sale—by the number 644 as the highest bidder a field of 
about 12 mouzouria that is in the district of Makri Teichos at the location of Ellinika, that has 54 big olive 
trees and borders on the estate of Noussouret Efendi Alibabadaki (Νουσουρέτ Εφένδη Αλημπαμπαδάκη), also 
borders on a public street and  a rural road. Today, half of his estate is free of any burden and the 
aforementioned Minos A. Kalokairinos sold and gave it to Haki Veh Kanli Tapiagasaki (Χακή Βέη Κανλή 
Ταπιαγασάκη) for 5,800 grosia, which, according to his account, he received in cash from the buyer. Haki Veh 
Kanli Tapiagasaki (Χακή Βέης Κανλή Ταπιαγασάκης) accepted the || purchase of half of this undistributed 
estate mentioned above along with the olive trees. He paid the price and took over in his possession half of the 
aforementioned undistributed field. I reminded the conveyance of the one mentioned here to the contracting 
parties. Finally, the contracting parties agreed that Minos A. Kalokairinos bought this field at an auction in 
command of the buyer Haki Veh Kanli Tapiagasaki (Χακή Βέη Κανλή Ταπιαγασάκη), so that he would transfer 
half of this undistributed field to him, which he does by this contract, and he would have no responsibility in 
case of prevalence towards the buyer. To validate all these, this contract was conducted and read distinctly and 
loudly at a hearing distance of the people present mentioned above and signed by them and me.  
 
The witnesses                                                                        The seller 
Aristideis Stergiadis                                                Minos A. Kalokairinos 
Georgios Vourexakis                                                        The buyer  
                                                                              Haki Vehs Kanli Tapiagasakis 
                                                 The notary  
                                         T.S. Emm. Miliaras 
                                                    Exact copy 
                                                  At Iraklio  
                                               On the same day 
                                         The notary of Iraklio 
                                                 Emm. Miliaras 
 
It was transcribed on the leaves of the transcriptions of the municipality of Archanes Temenous at the 8th 

volume and number 1.640. Epano Archanes, on the 19th of November of 1891. 
                       The Land registrar of Temenous  
                                  N. Christinidis   
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Appendix 7.2.1. BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London, Inventory-MISC, Box 11, Knossos - Deed 1795, Land 

Purchase of Knossos (19.11.1892, σ. 1); uncatalogued. 
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Appendix 7.2.2. Translation of BSA Archives, BSA Corporate Records, London, Inventory-MISC, Box 11, Knossos - Deed 
1795, Land Purchase of Knossos (19.11.1892); uncatalogued. 

 
No. 1795 
 
The year chiori 1314 and on the 11th of the month Tzamazie Eveli (Τζεμάζιε Έβέλη),* and in 1892 on the 19th 

of November, day of the week Thursday, were presented to me, Serif Efendi Oglou Etem (Σερίφ Εφέντη Ογλού 
Ετέμ),  at my office at Iraklio, in the Deftertar area, and at the street Pachia Papoussi (Παχειά Παπουσί). On 
the one hand, Moustafas, son of Risvan Tsilegeraki, a grocer, inhabitant of Iraklio, and, on the other hand, the 
buyer Emm. Savakis, son of Nikolaos, land-owner, inhabitant of Makry Toichos Temenous, and, according to 
the law, the witnesses Evangelos Vasileiadis, a clerk of the telegraph office, inhabitant of Hrakleio, and 
Kentsakis Etem Efendis, a former lawyer, inhabitant of Hrakleio. The aforementioned seller Moustafa 
Tsilegerakis declared, in the presence of the buyer Emm. Savakis and the witnesses, that he sells together with 
all its rights and without any engagement. An estate of mine at the village Inadie and at the  location Elli ika 
Tsiflikia, part of it coming from a purchase from Ali Babazaden Nousret Baba (Αλή Μπαμπαζαντέν Νουσρέτ 
Μπαμπά) and a part from my inheritance from my father Tsilegeraki Risvan, at the borders on the estate of 
Mavragoudaki Imbrahm (Μαυραγουδάκη Ιμβραήμ) and on the olive trees  field of Skalaniotaki Tzafer Efendi 
(Σκαλανιωτάκη Τζαφέρ Εφέντη), a wife of Kiamile Hanoumis (Κιαμιλέ Χανούμης) and borders also on a public 
street and on olive trees of Kanli Aga Zade Haki Beh (Κανλί Αγά Χακί Μπέη) and Minoa Kalokairinou and 
on the estate of Nikolaos Kalaitzakis and Charalambos Stara ( Νικολάου Καλαϊτζάκη και Χαραλάμπους Σταρά), 
an estate of mine of about seven mouzouria with a big olive tree, for the price of seven thousand grosia (7,000). 
He was paid in cash one thousand grosia (1,000) and the rest of it with the mortgage of the sold estate by a 
new contract and so it is considered that the whole || amount is paid. These were accepted by the buyer, 
without being necessary for him to present different credentials/registrations that the estate sold to them is 
free of any burden and so he buys it and this contract was conducted and was read at a hearing distance to the 
witnesses and to the contracted parties and was signed by everyone but the contracted parties, who declared 
unable to write/ illiterate/ unlettered.  
 
Also, it was reminded to them that this contract will be transcribed at the Land Registry of Archanes 
Temenous.  
 
The witnesses  
Evang. Vasileiadis 
Kenstakis Etem Efendis 
The transcription of this document was done on the 24th of November of 1892 at the Land Registry of 
Archanes.  
 
The Land Registrar of Archanes 
 
*Note: The notary writes the date both ways using the Islamic and western calendar. For the calculation of Ottoman years 
(in this example, chiori 1314), start with the year 622 CE which is when the Islamic calendar begins. In order to calculate 
the western year, the number listed must be divided by 3% and then added to the number 622 (ex. 1314 - 3% + 622 = X). 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
APPENDIX 8 | SELECTED LETTERS REGARDING ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
AFFAIRS FROM THE STEFANOS DRAGOUMIS PAPERS (1906-1916) – 

ASCSA, GENNADIUS LIBRARY ARCHIVES 
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              Appendix 8. Table of Selected Letters Regarding Archaeological Affairs from the Stefanos N. Dragoumis Papers at the Gennadius Library Archives  
(Αμερικανική Σχολή Κλασικών Σπουδών στην Αθήνα, Γεννάδειος Βιβλιοθήκη, Αρχείο Στέφανου Ν. Δραγούμη)* 

Category  Box – Folder - 
Number 

Date Location From To 

1907-1913 93.3.63  27.07.1907 Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif Respectable Superior Administration of Education 
[Giannaris, Antonios] 

1907-1913 93.3.64 (incomplete?) 26.06.1909  Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif Respectable Superior Administration of Education  
[Pitychaki, Minos ]** 

1907-1913 93.3.65  25.06.1906 Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif  Respectable Superior Administration of Education 
[Giannaris, Antonios] 

1907-1913 93.3.66 14.04.1912 Chania Valakis, Pavlos A. Respectable Superior Administration of Education 
[Pitychaki, Minos] 

1907-1913 93.3.67        [Inside of 93.3.66; follows document 293/197 of 1912] 
1907-1913 93.3.68 6.12.1912 Iraklio Xanthoudides, Stefanos Governor-General of Crete 
1907-1913 93.3.69  28.12.1912/ 

04.01.1913 
Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif; Xanthoudides, 

Stefanos; Petroulakis, Eustathios; 
Vourdoumpakis, Andreas 

  

1907-1913 93.3.70 19.01.1913 Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif  Governor-General of Crete 
1907-1913 93.3.71  19.01.1913 Iraklio Xanthoudides, Stefanos Governor-General of Crete 
1907-1913 93.3.72  23.01.1913 Chania Valakis, Pavlos A. Governor-General of Crete 
1907-1913 93.3.73  15.02.1913 Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif  Governor-General of Crete 
1907-1913 93.3.74 18.02.1913 Chania Dragoumis, Stefanos (General 

Administrator) 
Hatzidakis, Iosif - Ephor of Antiquities Iraklio 

1907-1913 93.3.75  15.05.1913 Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif  Governor-General of Crete (School of Education) 
1907-1913 93.3.75a  17.05.1913 Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif  Governor-General of Crete (School of Education) 
1907-1913 93.3.76  28.05.1913 Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif  Governor-General of Crete (School of Education) 
1907-1913 93.3.77  01.07.1913 Iraklio Xanthoudides, Stefanos Governor-General of Crete 
1907-1913 93.3.78 02.07.1913 Chania Hatzidakis, Iosif  Governor-General of Crete (School of Education) 
      
Letters 93.3.79 06.12.1912 Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif  Governor-General of Crete 
Letters 93.3.79a  06.12.1912 Iraklio    [Parcel Confirmation] 
Letters 93.3.79b  06.12.1912 Iraklio Hatzidakis, Iosif Governor-General of Crete 
Letters 93.3.80  08.02.1913 Iraklio Xanthoudides, Stefanos Respectable Mr. President 
Letters 93.3.81  10.02.1913 Rethymno Petroulakis, Eustathios  Governor-General of Crete 
Letters 93.3.82  14.02.1916 Athens Xanthoudides, Stefanos Respectable Mr. President 

                 Notes:   *This table is a selected catalog of twenty-three documents reviewed from the Stefanos N. Dragoumis (1842-1923) Papers at the Gennadius  
                                   Library Archives (Box 93, Folder 3, Numbers 63-82). This folder contains documents spanning from 1906-1916, with letters received  
                                   from multiple individuals associated with Cretan antiquities. 
                                     **Variations of Minos Pitychaki’s name can be found as “Minos Pitixaki” [Μίν. Πιτυχάκη]. 
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Appendix 9.1. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, Σχέδιο Νόμου περί αρχαιοτήτων- Σ. Ξανθουδίδη, Αρχείο του Στεφάνου Ξανθουδίδη 

(σ. 1). 
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Appendix 9.2. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, Σχέδιο Νόμου περί αρχαιοτήτων- Σ. Ξανθουδίδη, Αρχείο του Στεφάνου Ξανθουδίδη 

(σ. 2). 
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Appendix 9.3. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, Σχέδιο Νόμου περί αρχαιοτήτων- Σ. Ξανθουδίδη, Αρχείο του Στεφάνου Ξανθουδίδη 

(σ. 3). 
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Appendix 9.4. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, Σχέδιο Νόμου περί αρχαιοτήτων- Σ. Ξανθουδίδη, Αρχείο του Στεφάνου Ξανθουδίδη 

(σ. 4). 
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Appendix 9.5. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, Σχέδιο Νόμου περί αρχαιοτήτων- Σ. Ξανθουδίδη, Αρχείο του Στεφάνου Ξανθουδίδη 

(σ. 5). 
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Appendix 9.6. Ιστορικό Αρχείο, Ε.Κ.Ι.Μ.©, Σχέδιο Νόμου περί αρχαιοτήτων- Σ. Ξανθουδίδη, Αρχείο του Στεφάνου Ξανθουδίδη 

(σ. 6). 
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(Ηράκλειο, 29 Αυγ. - 3 Σεπτ. 1976), ΙΙ. Διοργανωτής: ΕΚΙΜ, Πρόεδρος, Μανόλης Χατζηδάκης; 
Γενικός Γραμματέας: Νικόλαος Παναγιωτάκης, 69-106. Iraklio: Πανεπιστημιακές Εκδόσεις 
Κρήτης, Πεπραγμένα.  

 
------. 1997. “Literacy and Unredeemed Peasants: Late-Nineteenth-Century Rural Crete Faces  

Education.” Greek Society in the Making, 1863-1913: Realities, Symbols and Visions. Ed. by 
Philip Carabott, 115-130. Brookfield, VT: Ashgate Publishing Company. 

 
Kallivretakis, Leonidas. 2006. “A Century of Revolutions: The Cretan Question Between European  

and Near Eastern Politics.” Eleftherios Venizelos: The Trials of Statesmanship. Ed. by Paschalis 
Kitromilides, 11-36. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 

 
Kalokairinos, Minos A. 1893. Μίνως Α. Καλοκαιρινός. ᾽Ἀξός, ἂκος τῆς φθειριώσης μπέλου (Κ. Κόπακα, 

Καλοκαιρινός, Χειρόγραφες Σημειώσεις 1). 
 



 

 - 490 - 

------. 1901. Νομοθεσία τοῦ Βασιλέως τῆς Κρήτης Μίνωος περί ἀκοσμίας έν τῷ Συντάγματι / ἐναίσιμος  
διατριβή Μίνωος Α. Καλοκαιρινού ἐπί διδακτορική ἀναγορεύσει. Athens: ᾽Εθνικόν καὶ 
Καποδιστριακόν Πανεπιστήμιον ᾽Αθηνών. Νομική Σχολή, Τυπογραφείον ῾Εστία. 

 
------. 1900. Rapport: Les Fouilles Faites [sic: sur] à Cnossos Par Minos A. Calochairinos 1877.  

Rapport origine non publié. [Transcription and notes can be found through: Κατερίνα Κόπακα. 
Μίνωος Καλοκαιρινοῦ, Ἀνασκαφὲς στὴν Κνωσὸ (Εἰσαγωγὴ - Ἐπιμέλεια: Κατερίνα Κόπακα]. 
Παλίμψηστον, Τεῦχος 9/10, Δεκέμβριος 1989 / Ἰούνιος 1990: 5-69. 

 
------. 1904. ῾Ὁδηγός διά τήν ᾽Ἀρχαίαν πόλιν Κνωσσόν. Φυλλάδιον 2ον (Κ. Κόπακα, Καλοκαιρινός,  

Χειρόγραφες Σημειώσεις 2).  
 
------. 1906. “Εἰσηγήσεις ανασκαφών.” Κρητική ᾽Αρχαιολογική ᾽Εφημερίς 15.10.1906: Ι, 19-24. 
 
------. 1906-1907. (εκδ.) Κρητική ᾽Αρχαιολογική ᾽Εφημερίς, Σεπτέμβριος 1906–Μάιος 1907. Iraklio  

and Chania. 
 
Kalokairinos, Odysseus M. 1939. Οδυσσέας Μ. Καλοκαιρινός. Τουριστικόν: ῾Ἡ Μινωïκή Κλείς ἢ  

τ’ ᾽Ἀνάκτορα τοῦ Νομοθέτου Μίνωος τῆς Κνωσσοῦ: ῾Ηρωδιάς, ἡ κλεἰς τοῦ μινωϊκού ἡμερολογίου. 
Athens:῾Ἡ Μινωïκή Κλείς (δευτέρα έκδοσις [χ.ε.]:  1936). 
 

Kalpaxis, Thanasis E. 1990. Θανάσης Ε. Καλπαξής. Αρχαιολογία και πολιτική: Σμιακά αρχαιολογικά  
1850-1914. Rethymno: Πανεπιστημιακές Εκδόσεις Κρήτης. 
 

------. 1993. Αρχαιολογία και πολιτική: Η ανασκαφή του ναού της Αρτέμιδος: Κέρκυρα, 1911. Rethymno: 
Πανεπιστημιακές Εκδόσεις Κρήτης. 

 
Kamínková, Eva. 1978. Katalog odlitků antické plastiky ze sbírky Univerzity Karlovy. Praha: Univerzita 

Karlova. 
 
Kanonismos. 1879. Κανονισμός τοῦ ἐν Χανίοις τῆς Κρήτης: ῾Ελληνικού Φιλεκπαιδευτικοῦ Συλλόγου. 

“ΜΙΝΩΣ,” ’Εκ τοῦ Τυπογραφείου Κρήτη. ῾Ιστορικό ᾽Αρχείο Κρήτης, Ι.Α.Κ.: X4/78, ἀριθμός 
εἰσαγωγής K-980: 1-8. 
 

------. 1879. Κανονισμός τοῦ ἐν ῾Ηράκλείῷ Κρήτης: Φιλεκπαιδευτικοῦ Συλλόγου. ’Εκ τοῦ  
Τυπογραφείου Κρήτη: ῾Ιστορικό ᾽Αρχεῖο Κρήτης, Ι.Α.Κ.: X4/77; Γενικά Αρχεία Κράτους, Γ.Α.Κ, 
N1/59: 1-7. 

 
Karadimas, Nektarios. 2015a. “The Unknown Past of Minoan Archaeology: From the Renaissance 

Until the Arrival of Sir Arthur Evans in Crete.” Minoan Archaeology: Perspectives for the 21st 
Century. Ed. by Sarah Cappel, Ute Günkel-Maschek & Diamantis Panagiotopoulos, 3-15. 
Louvain-la-Neuve: Presses Universitaires de Louvain. 

 



 

 - 491 - 

------. 2015b. Νεκτάριος Καραδήµας (Διδάκτορας Παν/µίου Bristol – “Αιγεύς. Εταιρεία Αιγαιακής  
Προϊστορίας”). “Αναζητώντας το χαμένο ανάκτορο του Μίνωα. Από τον Cristoforo Buondelmonti 
στον Arthur Evans (1415-1900).” Χειμερινός κύκλος σεμιναρίων με θέμα τον Μινωικό Πολιτισμό 
στη Βικελαία. Τετάρτη 25-11-2015, 8:00µµ, Πολιτιστικό Κέντρο, Μικρό θέατρο. Iraklio. 

 
Katopi, Sophia. 2010. Σοφία Κατόπη.  “Από τη Λότζια του Χάνδακα στο Δημαρχείο Ηρακλείου.”  

Αρχαιολογικό έργο Κρήτης 1, Πρακτικά 1ης Επιστημονικής συνάντησης (Ρέθυμνο 28-30.11.2008), 
432-441.  Rethymno: Εκδόσεις Φιλοσοφικής Σχολής Πανεπιστημίου Κρήτης. 

 
------. 2013. “Venetian Monuments in Crete: A Reinvented Heritage (Section 6: World Heritage:  

Cultural Identity and the War against Works of Art/Weltkulturerbe: Kulturelle Identität und 
der Krieg gegen Kunstwerke; Redefinition and the Re-writing of History).” The Challenge of 
the Object: Proceedings of the 33rd Congress of the International Committee of the History of 
Art, Die Herausforderung des Objekts. Akten des 33. Internationalen 
Kunsthistorikerkongresses, 4 Bde., hg. v. G. Ulrich Großmann/Petra Krutisch, 487-491. 
Nürnberg: Redaktion, Almuth Klein. 

 
Kayalı, Hasan. 1997. Arabs and Young Turks: Ottomanism, Arabism, and Islamism in the Ottoman  

Empire, 1908-1918. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
 
Kennel, Stefanie A. H. 2007. “Schliemann and His Papers: A Tale from the Gennadeion Archives.”  

Hesperia 76.4: 785-817. 
 
Kiely, Thomas (ed.). 2009a. Ancient Cyprus in the British Museum: Essays in Honour of Veronica  

Tatton-Brown. London: British Museum Research Papers, 180.  
 
------. 2009b. “The Kourion Notebook in the British Museum. Excavating and Old Excavation.” 

Ancient Cyprus in the British Museum: Essays in honour of Veronica. Ed. by Thomas Kiely, 
63–100. London: British Museum Research Papers, 180. 

 
------. 2010. “Charles Newton and the Archaeology of Cyprus.” Cahiers du Centre d’Études 

Chypriotes  40: 231-251.  
 
Kiely, Thomas and Anja Ulbrich. 2012. “Britain and the Archaeology of Cyprus: I. The Long 19th
 Century.” Cahiers du Centre d’Études Chypriotes 42: 305-356. 
  
Kitchell, Kenneth Francis. 1977. Topographica Cretica: Topoi of Classical Crete with Testimonia.  

Loyola University Chicago Dissertations. Paper 1708.  
 
Kitromilides, Paschalis M. (ed.). 2006a. Eleftherios Venizelos: The Trials of Statesmanship. Edinburgh:   

Edinburgh University Press. 
 



 

 - 492 - 

------. 2006b. “Venizelos’ Intellectual Projects and Cultural Interests.” Eleftherios Venizelos: The 
Trials of Statesmanship. Ed. by Paschalis Kitromilides, 377-388. Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
University Press. 

 
Knorr-Cetina, Karin D. 1981.The Manufacture of Knowledge: An Essay on the Constructivist and  

Contextual Nature of Science. Oxford: Pergamon Press. 

------. 1993. “Strong Constructivism - from a Sociologist’s Point of View: A Personal Addendum to 
Sismondo’s Paper.” Social Studies of Science 23.3: 555-563.  

Kofos, Evangelis. 1977. Ευάγγελος Κωφός. Κρήτη: Η σύμβαση της Χαλέπας, Ιστορία του Ελληνικού  
´Έθνους. Athens: Εκδοτική Αθηνών, τομ. ΙΓ. 
 

------. 1984. “Attempts at Mending the Greek-Bulgarian Ecclesiastical Schism (1875-1902).” Balkan 
Studies 25: 347-368. 

 
Kokologianni, Maria. 2013. Μαρία Κοκολογιάννη. “Κρητική ᾽Αρχαιολογική ᾽Εφημερίς (Αρχειακά).” Το  

Βήμα, 21.12.2003. 
 
Kokkou, Angeliki. 1977. Αγγελική Κόκκου. Η μέριμνα για τις αρχαιότητες στην Ελλάδα και τα πρώτα 

μουσεία. Athens: Ερμής. 
 
Koliopoulous, John S. and Thanos M. Veremis. 2002. Greece: The Modern Sequel From 1821 to  

the Present. New York: New York University Press. 
 
Kopaka, Katerina. 1989/1990. Κατερίνα Κόπακα. “Μίνωος Καλοκαιρινοῦ, Ἀνασκαφὲς στὴν Κνωσὸ ( 

Εἰσαγωγὴ - Ἐπιμέλεια: Κατερίνα Κόπακα).” Παλίμψηστον Τεῦχος 9/10, Δεκέμβριος 1989 | Ἰούνιος 
1990: 5-69. 
 

------. 1992. “Nouvelle e ́vidence sur la fouille Kalokairinos à Knossos, en Mykenai ̈ka.”Actes du IXe  
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