“HE CLASSICAL FORIIFICATIONS IN THE VALLEY OF SOULL ART
IN IHE ARGOLID.

+0e mo =rn road {rom Nafplion to Enidauros runs, as Frazer

'

tells us, "tnrough uninterssting scenery between low, ba: en

hills of dull, monotono.s aspect"; and the sgme 15 true of the traak

from

Argos, from the time when 1t leaves the 2lain, =1ittle to
the northeast of Katzingrl, to run over the foothills of Mt. Arachn-

aion(l). Even in Frazer's day, nhowever, the little level of

Soulinari ssems to have been exceptlonally fertile, and its
aroductivity has been further inereased by irrigation.

This area forms a triangle, measuring about four or five
kilometers par side, with 1ts a.ices toward the south, morth, and
cast respectively, and 1is watered by two streams, the @eleso and
a tributary, which are never dry even in midsummer. Both theFG

streams descend from Mt. Arachnaion, their courses at first
rea,

r

almost parallel; they unite near the southwest corner of the
and ultimately empty inlo the sea about one kilometer east of

Some idea of the contours of the reglom may be obtuined:

Asine.
from the British Army Map (Sheet K8, Korinthos, sjquares 55-54 X

05-10), and alze from the sketch-map in the Gul 'e Bleu (1247 reprint,

The watersheds of the Geleso and 1ts affluent

following 2372).
are divided by a curving line of rocky hills, which rums out

southward from the saddle over which the Argos road passes, then
join the main runge

turns east and finally north- ortheast, to re

just beyond Yann-ulelka.
s A

£1)» Frazer, CoLs@ntary to—medfili, IR, o5 ScRy



Th uthe 1 Soneh G
€@ soutiiern and southwestern slo es ol this rocxzy divide
gt |

tl wWard h laf <74 4 A & .
oward the Naf-lion-Epidaurass road, while often steep, are never

vertical; but the side that looks over the tributary-strean toward
s Fo ot Wl r

the main mountain zlmost everywhere culminates in sheor, ja ged

elifrs. The ridge is broken through at “the southwest by the bed of

the tributary stream, and between this soint and Yannouleika it

1s at times no more than a gentle mound. Inmediately south of the

tributary-stream, however, and agaln at the northeast end, Just
tefore rejoining the main range, if rises to two peaks of
considerable height(x); the former of these is crowned by the
fortress now known as Kasarma, while the ruins of Kastraki occupy
the northeast end of the latter elevation(é)(ef. Figs. 2-4,),

These two fortresses have often been mentioned by travellers

and topograshers, for quite upart from their excellent state of

preservation, there is little doubt that one or other of them must

to which Pausanias refers as he journeys from

mark the site of Lessa,
and the identification of Legsa has a special

Argos to Epidauros;
interest, since the town stood on or near the Argolid-Epidaureia

But almost all these discussions have been primarily

borier(4).

from a Yistorical point of view; although Kasarma and Kastraki

are among the best preserved anclent forts in the whole

(8). According to the French survey, the peaks are respectively

360 and 430 m. above sea-level.
(3)s K sarma takes 1ts name from the ruins of the furiish barraeks

at the foot of the hill; Kastrakil of course is the diminutive of
"o stro”, and is a common ‘lace-name in modern Greece (ef. Asine).
’

(4), Pausanias, EE, 28, 10.



Pelavann@sos(5), they have never bren adeuately described. There
1s a small ang quite unsatisfactory plan of Kisarma, made by the
Le Bas expedition, but no plan at all exists of Kastraki, so

far as I know; as for the third military structure in the valley,
the little blockhouse at the northern apex of the triangle,

this has never been mentioned éven in recent discussions of the
site of Lessa(6). Yet taken togethier these three forts may go
far toward settling tho location of the frontier between the
Argolid a nd Epidauros; and I shall return to the torograshical

droblem later, after deseribing the fortifications themselves,

KASARMA. (Plans I, IIIa).
The acroiolls of Kasarma stands in the southwest part of the

Soulinari area, at the point where the tribu ary of the Geleso

breaks‘through the rocky ridge from the upper valley, It

occupies a more commanding position than Kastraki, for it not only

rises higher above the floor of the valley(7), but also, owlng to

They are of course smaller than sites such as Samiko in

(5).
Triphylia, and the towers are genera ly poorly preserved; but the
condition of the curtains 1s rather better than usual in anecient

forts, and the plans can be traced almost in their entirety.

(6)« Cf. Reinach-Le Bas, Voyage iArcheologioue en Grece et en Asie

Mineure, Itineraire, pl.3l-2; Frozer, Pausanias, III, p.252-288. with

earlier literature; Lord, AJA, 1959, »p.78ff.; Scranton, Hesperia,

1038, 0p.586-537.
(7). The valley, on both sid s of the ridge, slopes downward toward

the south and east, away from Mt. Arachnalon; thus, although Kasarma
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ortiwest as well as on th north (ef. Fig.7). On tue southwest
hwest,

south and east the &4 wore ¢ gi
S 111 is more acee sible, but even here, although

the slopes are gentle at the bottom, they become juite Steep torard

the top (ef. Figs. £ and 6). As Plan I shows, the defences aps

heaviest and most elaborate on these more vulnerable flanks; and not
a : ;

unnaturally the lower town or village was also built on the side

where the slopes are least steep, i.e. to the south(8). The

following deseristion deals only with the d=fences of the acropolis;
3
if the lower town wi.s ever surrounded by a wall, no trace :f this

how survives(g).
i.e maln approach to the acro olis 1is from the southwest, where

a8 ramp, ru ning parallel to the we tern side of the Iortress, led

up to the main gate at the northwest corner(Gate A on Plan I),

I :m by no means sure, however, that the retaining wall of this
ran, was' originally built for the purpose which it now serves; for
it is constructed of dry-rubble masonry, of juite different

chamcter from the carefully jointed blocks of the fortress-walls

proper (cf. Fig.3). Inis difference in style suggests that the ramp-
Wall may belong to an earlier jerftod than the main fortress, a

1 not as high above seu-level as Kastraki, 1t rises higher above

its immediate surroundings. “
ins of foundations may still be seen on this slde

(8)., Numerous reza

of the hill, cf. Frazer,
o mention of remains of such a wall in the earlier

that the village owed 1ts fortified

usanigs, III, s.2850.

(8), There is n

1iterature, and it is quite likely |
to its position close to the border, ¢f. p o 4O FF




hypothesis which other Teatures -end to supoort Thus at i
bd L] - d. rO nt

"b" on Pl: I 3
Plan I there seems to have been a tower, or at least a
a = 2= 8 ¢

tower-like srojection, which 1is not required by the terrain, ang
= 2

not easily intelligible as part of a ramp, Furthermore the ramp

past the gateway with its flanking
€ cliffs which

appears to have continued on,

tower, and presumzbly right out to the edge of th
descend to the tributary-stream(l0); this also would be rather

unnecessary, if the structure 1s notiing more than a rémp. I am
& .

therefore inclined to regard this stretch of wall as part of an
earlier circuit, which came farther down the hill on the south
side, and was therefore re-used as the retaining-wall of the ramp

In the later fortress., There seem to be some traces of a gate at

the lower end of the ramp ("a" on Plan I); presumably this was
the main gate of the earlier fortress, whiech was thus in more direct
communication with the lower town to the south.

On reaching the gate at the upper end of the ramp, we find on

our left, as we enter(11l), a round tower of large trapez oldal bloeks,

It is difficult at times to distinguish the masonry of the ramp

(10).
from some of the'later, medizeval or modern, rubble work; I cannot

therefore be certain that all sections shown on Plan I are actually

ancient, while there may be some scraspy remains that I have omitted.

when there 1s only one tower flanking a gate, it 1is usually

(21).
The =

placed on the right, 1le, unshielded side of the attacker,
position of this tower is clearly dictated by the desire to provide
a view along the upper half of the ramp; the unshielded side of an

would in any event be exp-sed continuously

enemy ascending the ramp
to the defenders on the southern curtain-wall.,



projecting outward beyond the gate-corridor (1t 4s zctuall
i s - = E a y‘ a

continuation of the line of the northwest wall) for a distanc
s e

of some five meters (Plan IIla and Figs.2-11). It has a diame
i as a @ 2ter

of c. 5..5 m. and a clircumference of c. 14 m.; whore it bonds into
L s

the wall it still stands to a height of about two m=ters and saems
>ters, ael

to have had a solld £411 right up to the level of the allure of

the northwest wall. The tower 13 so placed as to commznd a fleld

of fire along the upbder half of the ramp; on the other hand, 1ts
4

advanced position, almost at the edge of the rock-slopes above the

would enable the defenders easily to frustrute

tributary-stream,

s nortnwest and west slopes of the

any assault on the more ha-ardou
srotection for the gateway; and

hill, It thus forms an admirable

asy to force. The corrlidor,

wide) (ef. Fig.11l), and

From the fact

this in itself would not have been e
jg very narrow (only 1.75 m.
ate(cf. Plan III=)(12)+
e south side of the corridor, I

8,95 m. long,

was barred by a Very heavy g

that there are gateposts only on th

e was single-
s 0,50 m, across the facej at
se is bonded into the wallj;

15 formed by the short leg

The outer gatepost srojects
oresent 1t

assume that the gat leaved.

inward about 020 Die, and 1

{s two blocks high. The jower of the

the upper, which 1s mOT® roughly dressed,

shaped plock built
e of the outer post t

into the wall proper. The distance from

o the outer face of the inner

of an L-
the inner faC
psolutely rectangular on

put only 0.58 m. where

v

The inner post 1s not a

ross the face,

Plan; it measures 0.59 me ac
.___.———""—-
0.90 me apart, there was presumably

there might have been IWO

sost s 0.90 ne

(12). gince the gateuostn are only
hung petween them;

ely be absurd to place them one

a gingle massive gate

Separate gates, put 1t would suf
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the wull of the corridor, while on the qutside 1t

Iroiectea e - & o N TS S D ) 1 -
- Jects 0.8 ey &4 COmMmoared '\'ritil O.-_;_f . on the insirie. It alsO

1s now two blocks high, of +hieh only the usser bonds into the wall
2 % ;

the total prescrved height 1s great®r than that of the suter

gateposts At the outer end

dbout two meters high, but owing to the usward slant of the

entranceway the height at the inner ehd is not much more than 1.50

gateway the wall runs more or less southeast along the

of the corridor the wall now stands

From thLe
flank of the hill for the first six meters, bends slightly to the east

for zbout rnine meters, then bends again and runs almost sixteen

meters to the jJog at point "c" on Plan I. In the first stretech

the top of the wall is now fairly level, but owing to the slope

of the hillside the actual preserved height varies from two to

over three meters. IThe next stretch 1s aluost all mediaeval patch-
work, but the final run befor= the jJog 1s well-preserved ancient

masonry, standing to a height of 2.80-5.60 m., save for one portion,

which has partly collapsed, and 1s only a 11ttle over two meters high.
The thickness of the wall seems to average 2,40-5.,50 m., with

a minimum of £.00-2,10-m. and a maximum of 2,70 m.; here as elsewhere,

however, 1t 1s at times hard to distinguish the inmer fac# of the

wall, owing to the comstructions (of several periods) abutting

against it. It should be noted that all along thls sector the
also to hold up an earth fill iggide;

fortification wall serves
this f111 is probably, in part at least, ancient(13)

\

‘u

lmmediately beh;.nd the other.
ss, I could

). Owing to the heavy growth of bushes inside the fort
but some of the foundations abutting on the

1 seened

(12
not be certain,

to be ancient.
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After the jog, which turns invward for 1l.35 m the wall
‘v ey i

continues slightly south of sast for 16.75 m, (Fig.lZ), then see
L] . b _TAS

to he
O have turned a few degrees north of east ang run for ¢, 11 m

 *oe outhesst Soner” (ECH I). However, only the very beginning

of the turn 1is preserved, and that only just above ground-level:
3

the whole stretch of curtain, together with the westors Batr of

Tower II, has collapsed in a pile of debris. The first streteh

af'ter the jog scems to be c.40-2.50 m. thick as before; the
preserved height varlies from zalittle over two to about three

and a half meters.
The rulnous state of the southeast tower, and the fact that it

Was largely rebuilt in mediaeval times, make an accurate description
out of the question; the tower was certalnly round, however, projecting

Cs 7-7+50 m. from the curtains onh either side, with a eircumference
of about 20 m. around the base of the free-standing portion. The

outer face of the mediaeval tower, at the point of greatest projection,

has a marked batter, but whether this was true of the ancient tower

there i1s no evidence to show.
From the southeast tower the wall turns back uphill, running

in 2 northerly direction for almost &5 m., them more or less east for
C. 14 m.; it then turns north again, the angle being protected by -

Tower III, and runs over 20 m. to the northeast tower (IV on Plan I),
whieh stands on the highest point of the hill(l4). Figs. 18 a nd 186

glve a general view of this section of the fortress.

For about 15 m. north of Tower II the uppermost 1-1.26 m. of

ch is built on the ancient

(14). The square medliaeval tower, whi

Found socle, stands out cl varly in Fl 8,8 and 6.




.

- the curtain is mediaeval (cf. Fig.l3, on the leit), but there is

some three meters of ancient masonry below this; for the next
eters or so, up to the reentr-nt anfle, the ancient

:-.'oint Cs D460 MNe

twenty m
masonry 1s nowhere less than four, and at one
From the way in which the topmost

above the resent ground-level,
steps (cf. Fig. 13, centre),

blocks of the outer face mount upward in long

I think this section must be preserved at its northern end almost’

to the height of the allure(15). The wall here consists almost

entirely of an outer and inner face of masonry, with very little fill
between them, and was evidently not originally intended to |
Support the earth fill which is now banked against its inner face;
the primitive ground-level inside the fortress, at least at the
reentrant angle, is shown with complete certainty by the existence
of the postern-gate, B, at the northern end of the stretch (Fig.14).

The postern, as so often, is comstructed on the corbel-prineciple(16);

it has a maximum width of 1.05 m., and at present is exposed for
two meters below the crown of the vault; origilnally it was about

2450 m. high, for there 1s now almost half a meter of debris at the
~e ©

At some later date, probably not long after the

foot of the wall.
fortress was built, to judge from the style of the blocks, the

(15). The zllure doubtless ascended the slope im steps, as &§ usually -
the case; cf. the northeast coraer of the fortress, where tée Stﬁ?s |
are still ip situ, and similar examples at Messeme, Scranton, Arc%:fg;gzzz.
I1%,1, 1950, p.7, lower right, and Aitolian Chalkis, Noack, A4, 1916,%

(16)s Both corbe
of. the V. century circuit of Oiniadai.,

1 and post-and-lintel types may occur together, as herej
The corbel-type is still in

regular use in the IV, century, e.g. at Messene,



10,

ooenir was wa [
ng was walled up (ef. Fig.14); it was presumably at this time

that the ground-
the ground-level inside the wall was raised to its resent height(17)
In the stretch between the postern and Tower III, the level top

of the wall suggests that %t here stands té its full height, which
= b

is from 5-5.25 m. above the native rock. I had hoped that among

the tumbled blocks on the hillside belowsome might be identified

as belonging to the battlements, but I was unable to discover any

such remalins. The thickness of this stretch of wall 1s 2.30-2.40 m
l...:- - . ,

the greater width being osartly due, I suppose, to the fact that the
wall from the first supported an earth fill inside; this must |

certainly be ancient, for the corbel-vaulted eistern (see below, p.ll)

is built down into it(Fig.12).
Although Tower III is in ruims (ef. Fig.18, centre), its dimensions
can be determined with some accuracy. Like the other towers it is

round; 1t measures 6.40 m. across the base-chord, where it bonds
Its
1

into the adjoining curtains, and has a dlameter of c. 8.5 m.

1 |
ground-storey was solid, being formed by a £111 of earth and small ‘
|

stones within a stone facing 1-1.20 m. thick.
The curtain betw-en Tower III and the northeast tower (IV) is
|

well prescrved, standing 4,50-4,60 m. nigh for half its length
1 |
the northern end, however, it appears much lower,

(‘Cf. Fig.ls) ® TOW{lrf‘j
-reat mass of debris, partly froa the curiain itself,

lying against the foot of the
3,75 m. above the

for there 1s a
‘ut mostly from the northeast tower,

which was later walled up, cf. the east

me Figo a1

wall; thus, although this portion is still ¢.

(17)., For another postern,
. akian Gulf,

Long ¥%all at Karavassaras on the Ambr

h
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snclent ground-level, only the “opermost Z.75 m. 1s visible

@' the northeust tower. This wiole stretech of
with a rubble b 4 @ I8

izmediately south
eurtain consists of an i:ner and outer face

the total thickness being c. 2,50 m. The :round-level inside
AL 9

at least toward the northeast tower, must have been much lowep

in antiquity, for there is a postern-gate, C, immediately south of

Jost-and-lintel system; at re ent the opening is 1.16 m. high,
and 1,05 m. wide st the lowest visible poiﬁt, narrowing to .97 m.
at the level of the lintel. If the original height of the ooening

was two meters, the width at the threshold must have been Ce 1410 m.
The lintel is formed by four great slabs of stone; the outermost of

these 1s still intact, but all the others are eracked.

northesast tower abuts on the stretch of curtain to the

The
right angle; but on the north side the

-~

south at a little less than a
The mediaeval builders,

angle of junction is extremely sharp.
Presumably finding the tower in ruins, filled in this angle, and

constructed a square tower on the anclent round socle; it is this
mediaceval tower which stands o.t so clearly from all parts of the
valley (cf. Fig.aj, and it must be this also, I think, which led

Frazer to say that there were "some sjuare towers" in the ancient

Actually the dimensions of the anclent round tower

fortress(18).
cam still be obtalned; 1t measures 4,10 m. across the base-chord, .

and has a cilrcumference of about 15 m.

We have now reached the highest point of the fortress, and
etches of wall;

have also passed along the most easily accessible st:

(18). Fr'axel'; fﬂW’ III, p.i:.léi.':o



from here back to the N
vO the gate-tower(I), the sheer nortn and northwe
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which the
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absolutely impregnsable.
tower we can ses A

T we can see gquite clearly the system according to

circuilt was planned. The bullders started frou the north cliffs
s

the natural line of defe sid
ielence on that side, and simply enclosed as

much of the hill slopes to the south as they r-juired. They made

1 -
little or no attemot to use naturul outerops of rock for there are
i » = I'

none of these of useful height for some distance down the hillsides:
! = =3

and even the earlier circuit, the line of which 15 preserved im the
present ramn, was too large for thelr liking. On the contrary,
having decided how large an area was needed to house an adejuate
garr;son, they threw around it a high wall, well flanked by massive

towers, wnich would in itself be s.fficlent defence, without much

help from nature. This 1s a ty e of planning which 1s characteristic
of a fairly advanced military science, and should be a warning against

dating the fortress too early.
Resuming our course round the circuit, we find that from the
7.50 m. down to tiie northeast

northeast tower, for a distance of over
to its full helght except

corner of the fortress, the wall stands
steps, by means of which the

for the battlements; seven of the stonme
allure descended the short slope, are still in situ; the lowest of

these serves as a landing, and below it an elghth step descends at
|

g the line of the northern clifis (cf, Fig.18).

right sngles alon
These steps are 1-1.05 m. wide, with risers varylng from 0.,:5-0.50 m.,
The greatest helght of the wall 15 Z.80me,
|

and treads 0,40-0.50 m. deep.
re, since the native rock

J

|

but the effective height 1s much mo
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avay sharoly from its oot. The thickness (outer ung inner faces

I)lus fill) is 1.80 My OF t:’fis, 4SS we h;‘_Ve snen’ the :llluf.‘e occunied

1-1.05 m,, while the remal ing 0.75 m. or so
Here again, although I hug hoped to find some of the

45 taken upby the

battlements.
blocks from the battlements on the hillside below the wall, the

search proved vain.

From the northeast corner back to the main gate the line of the

wall 1s very irregular, since 1t swings in and out along the edge

of the cliff, At times it 1s a genuine wall, with an outer asna

inner face(19), but for the most sart only a vertical faeing,
averaging some 2,50 m, in height; in some spots only a4 par pet

Wwas needed, of which little survives save the beddings and a few

scattered blocks. In general the masonry om this side of the

fortress is smaller in scale and less carefully finished than elze-

where; I do mot think, however, that there can be any juestion of

the whole stretch belonghhg to an earlicr period, and merely re-used

in the later fortifications., If any earlier mssonry survives, it
must be confined to the central sortioms, for-at fts eastern end

the nofth wall bonds into the east wall, while the southwestern
end 1s an integral part of the present gateway(cf. Plan I); and

there 1s in fact & simple explanation for the rougher character

of the masonry in this sector (cf, Below).
Sefanton indeed distingulshes three different types of masonry

at Kasarmas true polygonal, coursed polygomal, and irreguidr

trapezoldal(20); and he suggests that these may belong to two

This 1s the case at the ends, where 1t bonds into the wall

(18) .«
the
descending from the northeast tower, and agaim on the west at

pate-corridor.
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seen that only along the clirf-top can there be any question of

survival of earlier sec.i ns of wu.ll. Throughout the remainder of

the fortress the towers and curtalns bond into each othar in such

to leave no reasonable doubt that the whole circuit was

-

a way as

constructed at a single time.. As for the -tylistic diffe ences
. . i ninn ]

Scranton himself admits that irregular trapezoidal is a transitional

stage between jolygonal and regularly coursed traperoidal me sonry (£1)
g g0)

while coursed ~olygonal would seem to be a compromise between

polygonal and masonry with regular horizontal coursing(:d).

It 1s thus in any event winecessary to assign such closely

related styles to different periods. It is more to the point to

observe that the most maszive masonry is to be found in the gate-

tower (Tower I), and that in general tht masonry is more carefully

finished and beautifully fitted on the more accessible sldes of the

This is natural enough, for it would be these sectors

fortress.
which would bear the brunt of an attack, while in peacetime they

would be, so to speak, the show pleces of the fortress(£4)., Along
the north cliffs, on the other hsnd, smaller blocks and less handsome

finish were permissible, since here no foe could bring his engines

to bear, nor visitor come close enough to disparage.

cf. Scranton, Greek Walls, 5p.16&, 169, 168, under "Lessa",

(20)
(21). Seranton, Q3. €it.; cf. preceding note.
(22), BScranton, ope cit., p.78-79, 188~138.
(23), ©Scranton, Qne cit., P68,
walds should be handsome

cf. Aristotle's statement that elty-
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'.itin t‘:.’) '_ 2 T ’
“€ -orire s of Kasarma there are the ruins of a large
o ~d a4

nunber l ; M 7l ¢
b of buildings. Many of these, hovever, at least in their present

tate re st-classieal; : S
» 8re post-classical; and sinee only excavation could deteruine

thelr dates and recover their plans, I have shown only two of them

on Plan I: the buillding immediately inside the main gate, which

seems to beslong to the original fortress, and the water-clstern

near ITower III, which was of course a vital part of the whole system

From its position I assume the building inside the gate to

have been a guard-house, or something of that nature. As the plan

shows, it occupled the angle foraned by the south wall of the gate-

corridor and the main outer wall of the fortress; to ent'r 1,

one turnes to the right at the inner end of the corridor, and

nassed through a doorway into an L-shaped room, 4,40 x 4,30 x 2.65 m.

The walls, 0.85-1.45 m, thick, are partly at least later reconstruct-
ions, but they seem in part also to bond into the original fortress

vall (I could ot be certain of this, however, since the area 1s

zmuch overgrown with bushes).
The ci:tern(h;) lies just inside the stratch of wall
betwe n Postern B and Tower III (cf., Plan I). It is now c, 1,&6 a,

dees at the west end (the east end is filled with debris), and

seems to have measured C. 7.20 x 2,75 m, at the bottom; since,

the side-walls are construct ¢ on the corbel prineciple,

horever,
and so converge toward the top, the width across the top is ondy

The "mortar" mentioned by Frazer 1is nctually

1.80-2.00 m. (F1g.12).
2, and Scranton's observations,

as well as serviceable, Pol. 1%3la, 1

opeB=-5; 13-15.

Creek Walls,
on the cistorm, cf. Frazer, Pausanlas, III, ».838.

(22).
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“emains of the wats proof Stucco, with which the clstern was

the
sceclelly surprising in the use of the
It

lined, Thepe is othing e
corvel orinciple for the construction of 5 water-eistern
- - L]

1s com:on enough in gates and posterns at least as late as

the IV. century B.C.(26), and is ised In a sort of false sendentive

in the water-cistern at Katzingri (cf. our Fig. 20, and the plan
h N

Ath. #itt., XL, 1915, p.107), which must be very close in date to
the Kasarma fortress. In fact this mode of construction, which

the hallmark of the Bronze Age, clearly

=1

was once regard-d as
survived through most of the classieal period; 1t seems likely,

for instance, that the so-called Mycenaean bridge near Xasarma

(cfe AJA, 1939, pl.IV,C) is actually part of the Nauplia-Eoidauros

road of classical times.,

KASTRAKI., (Plans II, IIIb).
At 1ts northeast end the rocky ridge, which divides the

watersheds of the Geleso and 1ts affluent, rises once more to a

considerable height, then descends s 1ghtly to the sa'dle which
1inks 1t to the main mass of Mt. Arachnalon. This northeast

~levat on, however, is not & single eminence like Kasarma, but

a long ridge with three definite peaks; the fortress stands on
The

the 1ost easterly of these, ilmmeiiately above the saddle.

position, as I have already mentione:, is less lof'ty and commending

than that of Kusarma. The floor of the valley is here a good deal
the cliffs on the north correspondingly lower; the northeast

nigher,
uite high, and between the fortress and the central

saddle 15 g
slevation of the ridge there is only a gentle depression., Only
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steeu slooes. Yet the site is 3 very strategle one; not only

does 1t command the eastern sortisns of the fertile valleys below
0 )

but the Argos road passed over the noptheast 33_._:,.-_119’ A

Nauplia along the southern slopes, and the two united less than a

mile beyond. It i1s therefore not surprising to find this end of

the ridge crowned by an anclent fortress, which, as we shall see
later, must be another Argive outpost ugainst Epidauros; and 1t

must have been the same strategle consicerations that caused the
site, like Kasarma, to be rebuilt in mediaeval times. As the slans
show, this fortress is the smaller of the two; and though there are
some remains of a settlement below to the east, tliese are far less

extensive thamn at Kasarma. Kastraki was primarily a military sost,
not the acropolis of a town or village(x7).

The Kastrakl fortress, as Scranton notes, 1s constructed of

Apart from Messene, the gates in many IV,

(26). Cf. note 16,
century walls in Akarnania are of cor ~l-type, though the up-er

sortion of the openings is cut to the shaje of a round-headed arch

ps the most famous 1s the Avioporta at Palaiomanina, Nouck,

(perha
Baukunst, Fig.129b); the posterns in the walls of Pacstum in South

Italy are also of this tyope.
t from the smaller sizs of the fortress and the almost

Ithink they must have been more

(27). Apar
s 323, p.<.i), the inhabitants

negligible remains outside tine walls (

e in Frazer's day, cf., Pausanias

extensiy
im that they find antiquities far more frequently

of the district cla
arofind the Kasgama acronolis than at Kastraki.
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ry-rubtle masonry with a t-ndency vorard polygonal(28); at times

there 1s s-me attempt to fit the tlocks tog-ther, but never any of

polygonal Jointing that is found at Kasarma, The only

the careful

entrance to the fortress is"a: the southwest corner, and 1s

arproached from the crest of the ridge; there is nothing to show

whether the ) th from below “:cended from the north or sauth'side
s but the former is probably the case, since 1t was on

of the ridge
road sassed, and the ascent

this side that the more imiortant Argos

here 15 less lengthy and fatiguing (ecf. Fig.4). GSave for an

outcroy of rock at the northwest, the interior of the fort 1s
almost level (cf. Fig.2l, a composite photograph taken from Iower

IT of Plan II), thanks to the excensive earth-f1ll that has been
thrown up .gainst the inner face of the circuit-wall. This £111

seems to go back to the time of the original fortress; at least I

could find no evidence to the ec:nirary.
The gate of the Kastraki fortress 1z larger than the main
gate of Kasarma(cf, Plans IITa and IIIb), no doubt because, as

the only means of access, 1t had to carry all the traffie. The
corridor is formed by two overlaonping sections of wall (ef. Fig.id,
a view from outside the gate), a scheme which goes back to the
A;chaic period, but survived, in more elaborate form, as the
standard type of city-gate until well on into the fourth century;
it 4is not until the later fourth century that it 1s superseded by

the Dipylom-type(£8). The ajproach to the corridor is guarded by

Scranton, Greek VYalls, p.l66, B.6.3.

o 2ot
(29). It is of course the sume orineiple of the'"indented trace",
found in the Dema wall of Attika (Scranton, Jialls, pPpeJdff.,

which 1is |
seranton does mot ndmit a continul y of tradition from

146ff,;

'



& round tower on the right, i.e. unshielded side of the attackep

(Figs.22, £8), and the corridop 1tself 1is blocked by an inner znd

outer gate, with a small court between them(cf. Plan IITh ‘s nd Fig.z4)

The curve of the tower begins £.75 m. outside the outer gate;

where 1t r-turns to the curtain is e. 5.75 oM, ;
725 ms, the

from here to the point
the greatest projection irom this base-chord 1is c.

eircunference ¢, 20 m. The outer 20rt . on of the tower is very

ruinous (ef., Fig.22), but near the ba

above the entrance to the corridor, while‘it i

se 1t rises about two meters

s still some four

meters high where 1t bonds into the southeast wall of the fortress

(ef. Fige.25). The rough inner faces of the blocks, togebher with
the remains of the fill of small stones and earth, show that the

ground-storey was solid.

the Dema wall to the Mantinela gates, but such a continulty does
seem to me to exist; attempts to date the Dema wull after the end

of the Archaic )eriod are scarcely convinéing). The type resaches 1ts
highe:t development in the gates of Mantineia (F ucere:, Mantinea,

pl.VIII; detailed plan of Gate D, ibid., Fig.:9), but 1s later super-
seded by the Dipylon-type (Di,ylon Gate =t Athems, Lykourgan; Arkadian
Gate at Mes ene, which Scranton rightly regards as early Hellenintie;
the first occurrence of the nmew type seems to be at Corinth (cf.parsons,

Corinth, III, 2, pp.94 ff.; probably early IV. century)). In tids
._J...’

later type the gate-court extends inwsrd from the 1ine of the wall,
| I think the change

instead of belng formed by overlapping sections.
courts became so wide that the overlasping

probably occurred wien gate-
yroctical., For a similar development in

g
) "
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The widti he gate
idth of the gate-corridor outside the outer gate 13 4,07 m,:
- L . 5

but a short spur-will, projecting inward 0.70 m. from the north wall

of the corridor, narrows the width of the actual gateway to 3.37 m
e a 2] s Lena v vl et a3

thils spur-wall 1s 1,65 m. thick. IThe court between the two gates

st,north, and east sides all measure

is trapezoidal in shape; the we
The inner

Ce 6450 m., the south side c. 4.40 m, (cf. Plan IIIb).
gate 1s placed at the very emd of the corridor, so that the inward

return of the northern spur-wall marks the end of the north wall

of the corridor. TIhis northern spur-wall is 2.10 m. thick, and

orojects southward 1.25 m.; the inward projectisn of the southern
sour-wall 1s c¢. 1.75 m« The gate-posts are aligned with the outer
faces of the spur-walls; theymeasure 0.60 across the face, and
project inward 0,45 m,, meducing the width of the actual opening
The southern post bonds into the spur-wall

from c. Z2.35 to 2,40 m,
Only the lower portion of these posts survives; each

about 0,10 m,
bears a cutting on the back, but these are at different heights from

the ground; no doubt they were connected with the hinging of the

gate, which must have been double-leaved,
Immediately inside the inner gate, on the left as ome emters,

are trsces of a bullding, which I assume fulfilled the same purpose
as the "guardhouse" at Kasarma; its Plan, however, cannot be re-

cov-red without preliminary clearance work, hence it 1s not

s

shown on Plan II.
From the point where Tower I bonds imto the adjoining curtain,

runs more or less in - northeasterly direction for 41most
This streteh is

the wall
50 me, with an average thickness of 2,20-2,40 m.
. s
: V, 47-48
Northeast Gate of the Temenos of Apollo at Delos, Delos, s L



very ruilnous, howe er; though it stands

about four meters high for

the firsc 4,50 m, from the tower (Fig.25),

there follows a stretch

of almost 15 Me, which is no more than & ?lle of debris,

For the
next five meters the preserved hedi

ght is ¢, 4,50 m., but thereafter
the remainder of the streteh 1s in ruins almos

t as far as Tower II
(ef. Fig.z6).

Unlike the cate-tower, Tower II is rectangular, It is 6,15 m,

wide, and projected about seven meters from the adjoining curtains:

ohly about 5.50 m. of the projection is certain, however, for the

outer half of the tower has completely collapsed. The ground storey

was solld; the side walls bond into the curtains on edther slde,

while the upper storey seems to have run right through the thickness
of the wall, which 1s here about 3,50 m,(30).
From Tower II the next curtain rumns northwest for over 26 a.
to the northeast tower (Tower IIIon Plan II). This whole stretech
seens to be about 3,50 m. thick; for the first 20-2Z m. it stands.
four to five meters high, but the coplous mediseval mortar suggests
that a good deal of this may be reconstruction (Fig.t7). To the :
north of this section most of the wall 1s destroyed.
The plan of the northeast tower (III) is completely preserved,
. although the walls do not at any point stand more than two or three

bloeks high. It 1s not quite rectangular, for the south wall
Q .

(20). Cf. Mantinela, where the stone socles of the tower:hdéuf:tt::nd in,
but the mud-brick superstructure seems to have run right thro : Ay unsafe'
thicknesé of the wall, According to later military science, 1 #

to bond the tower imto the curtain, and Hellemistic examples often .

asonry of the
n the wall for their whole height, with the ma y
right throug

curtains abutting on them on either side.



Lhe width ICross the face is

-

abut: on the curtaln ut an reuts angle,

| = (S | 5 . 5 ’
075 m., the projection Irom the curtaln to the south 2,25 m, As
LS ~ -

in the ca.e of Tower II, the ground storey was solid, while the wuosp

storey seems to have run right throucsh the thickness of the wall,

As at Kasarma, the north wall of the sastrakl fortress follows

the line of the north and northwestern cliffs, but in this case

save the debris of the masonry, which once blocked

little survives
sl end of the line of cliffs. From the

the l6-meter gap near the ex
olnt "a® on

hortheast tower to the inner -face of the west wall, at
a distance of some 50-55 meters.

Plan II, is
west slde of the fort, the fir t plece of wall that

On the
survives 1s the stretch of masonry, <.50 m. long, which blocks the
two jutting masses of rock at the northwest corner

gap between
About 6,50 m,

(these rocks ajpear in the photograph, Fig.28).
south of thils gap the main Lortlion of the west wall runs dead

agéiﬁst the south flank of the southern outerop; 1t is comprised

of two legs of masonry, running at first almost due south for ¢, 12,00 m.,

then turning slightly east and running 2.25 m. to the southwest
tower (IV on Plan II). The first of these stretches ran along the
top of a shelf of rock for all but the last 4.50 m. or so at the
south end, and 1is nowhere more than two or three blocks high

(cf. Fig.28); the northern portion of the second stretch has partly

collapsed, but at the south end it still stan s to a helght of
All along the west side of the fortress the thicknesa

2e40-2,70 m.
of the wall seems to be 1.90-2.20 m. |
The southwest tower, like the gate-tower, is round; the qiamaﬁnr

The outer portion of the tower has collapased, so tha%

15 c. 8425 m, | "
: been
the tower had contalned a solid f111, this would have I
It is possible, however,

even if
reat extent washed out down the slope.

to a g




that the tower wa :5 originally hollow, at least for some distance

celow the ground-level of the interior of the fortress; for its
walls are two courses thick, instead of only one, as in the case of
of the blocks ape fairly smooth,

el 501 id

the gate-tower, and the inner 1. ces

features which would both be unusual if there had bzen

111 inside (Fig. £9).
The stretch of wall between the southwest tower and the gate

1s the best-preserved in the whole fortress (ef. Figs.2& and 30),

standing, as the level ton shows, to its full original height;

tnis 1s seldom less than four meters, and at one soint the top of

the wall stands c. 5.50 m. above the ground-level outside, From the

tower the line runs almost due east for 20 meters, them turns
northeast for a lLittle over four meters to reach the outer ga.e,

The thicknecss is uniformly £.15-2.20 m. along the whole stretch,

Having now completed our eircuit of the fort, we can see that
1t was planned on essentially the same principles as the acropolis

The bullders clearly started again from the cliffs

at Kasarma.
on the north and northwest, and enclosed jJust so much ground to the

south as was needed for the garrison, Again there 1s no attempt on

the other three sides to foilow matural lines of defence; the high

-~

massive wall, flanked by four heavy towers, gave all the protection

necessarye.
At the same time there are several differences between the two
me of which we have already noticed. Thus the style

fortresses, 80 8
of masonry at Kastrakl 1s less finished than at Kasarma, which may

indicate that it belongs to an earlier period (cf. the ramp-wall
r merely that 1t was more hastily eonstructed; and

at Kasarma), o
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111l the towers & Adsarma are round, at Kastraki two are

round, the other two TeCtangular. On the other hang 1t 15 possible

hat t S0O1 west W At K= " -
that the southwest tower at Kastraki had a hellow ground-storey; this
1s a relatively late development in the history of Greek fortificat-

ions, and should be s #arning against Separating the construction

of the two fortresses by any great length of time. We shall

return to the chronological problem later, after slancing briefly

at the third military structure in the valley,

THE BLOCKHOUSE.
Ihils stands on & low rocky hill, near the north apex of the valley,

a f'ew hundred meters to the north of the road from Argos. It doss

not command a view over the low pass toward Katzingrl, but is more

easily defended than any site on the pass could be; besidés it
atejuately comman:is and protects the head of the valley, and is

sufficiently isolated to give its defenders time to detect and either
Finally,

report or repulse a surprise raid over the main mountain.
should an attack aiong the main road from Epidauros threaten to cut

off eilther Kastraki or Kszsarma, the blockhouse is ideally plafed for

calling up npinforcements_from across the pass at Katzingri, or for :

covering a retreat to that fortress, if this became necessary.
The term"blockhouse"uccurately describes the character of the
It 1s a single room, measuring 8.40 x 9,50 m., exterior

structure.
The walls themselves are 1.,10-1.,20 m. thick, and

dimensions. S
consist of an inner and an outer course of masonry; there is y

. on s ‘- -

side; since



o
tn

“Scertaln the width of the opening, The orient:tion of the bullding

is almost exact Y north-south znd eust-we ts The

style of masonry

»C Cimes verging on irr

egular trapezoldal; a
rudimentary sort of drafting sti11

survives on the northwest corner

of the structure. Some portions of the walls are standing to a height

of almost two meters; elsewhere they are less well-preserved, and
b 2

scarcely anything is left above the foundations in the east half

of the south wall.

CHRONOLOGICAL ~ND HISIORICAL CONCLUSIONS.

In the auseﬁce of precise excavational evidence for the dating

of the two fortresses and the bloekhouse, we shall perforce have

to begin with internal evidence of a more gemeral nature, namely the
style of masohry employed in the walls, and the relation of these
two fortresses to the developument of Greek military sclence as a
whole., However, I think that this evidence, when considered in the
light of the history of the Argolid, is sufficient to fix the
chronology of the fortifications with some recision.

The styles of masonry have already been dlscussed. From this
point of viasw at least, 1t would scem as though the blockhouse and
the present circuit at Kasarma were contemporary. On the other 4
hand, the dry-rubble masonry of the ramp-wall at Kasarma has led us

to suggest that 1t may be part of an earlier circult, which enclosed

aki
a greater portion of the hilltop. As for the fortress at Kastraki,

the masonry there is typologically intermediate between the ramp- |

wall and the later circuit at Kasarma, but ome cannot base



chronologic: leduot ]
ical deducticns on distinctins between "eareful® and
s are ' an

#¢ shzll see bslow, however, thut the

"more hasty" rubble masonry.
Kant '
Kastraikl for 5 ha ea
t 15 probably earlier, but only slightly earlier, than
(=] 3 ~

that at Kazarma.

ﬁhf‘ p ¢ o aho Byl — ¥

The problem of absolute chronology 13 more difficult, for in

this connection rubble masonry is even les capable of furnishing
useful data; we must therelfore confine ourselves to the present

A d
eircuit at Kasarma and the blockhouse., It can scarcely be accidental

that there are a number of fortresses in the Argolid constructed
in this same technijue; apart from the acropolls at Kasarma and the

bloeckhouse, there are also the fort at Katzinugri, the walls of

Akronauplia, and portions of the circuit-wall at Mycenae. A1l

these walls,on stylistic grounds, would appear to belong somewhere

in the latter half of the fourth century(3l); for there is no datable
the middle of the

example of coursed polygonal work earlier than
e beginning of the Hellemlstic

century, while a date much after th
In addition there Bs some evidence,

period seeas unlikely (32) .
for assigning the coursed polygonal

though by no means conclusive
assive fortifications of Asine to the:

work at Mycenae and the o
Hellenistic period; and since the general character and

very early

cersnton, Greek Walls, p.689, and Iable BS, Pp.185-06C.
great walls of isine show the kind of defemse that was

(31). Cf.
(32). The
developed in

techni jues introduce
upder discussion is definitely

ques are concerned.
1t is again unlicely that Katzingri

.

the Hellenistic perlod to cope with the new slege-

¢ by Philip and Alexander; on the other hand
"pre-nacodanian" as far

the group

as defensive techni

Historically speaking,
veginning of the Hellenistle

and Kasarma can be much later than the




appearances of the walls at Asin
= - as g = d S1z YL o e i 5l e
AS1A€ suggests a rather later date than

those of Katzingri, Kasarma, ang Akrenauplia(ss), 1t is w:likely

thzt the latter group can be as late as the last decades of the
century.

On considering our fortresses from the point of view of

military sclence, we once more come to the conclusion that Kasarma
is at least as late as the middle of tie fourth demtury, bus falrly

certainly no later than the early Hellenistic period. Admittedl:
there 1s not 1 great deal of precise chronologlcal informstion to
be gained from comparing Kasarma and Kastraki with other fortresses

of similar type and function. It has already been mentioned, however,
that small, heavily defended forts and acropoleis, like those under

consideration, ure a relatively late development im the Greek world;
although one can find early examples of strongholds bullt specifically
to guard a frontier, the fortress near Kastelli, between Chalkils and

Eretria in Zuboia(34), shows the kind of thing one might expect in
It is true that nc great innovations were made

the Archalc pericd.
in Greek siege-techniques during most of the LLfth century(45); none

The area is too remote from the main routes to have been

period.
of more than local lhserest; and the third century history. of Argos

herself is too much taken up with internal disputes to have leit
her free to pursue a policy invovling domination of the whole of the

Argolid.
Ys They are more regular snd far more massive, ns well as

(83 T
' 1 gl : eription

howing a more sophisticated finishj cfe our Fige.o2 and the descrip

S nore 8¢

in Fr8din and Persson, Asine, Dps R5FE, 4.5 FF.

(54). EphsArche, 1903, poog3iff and plan, ogp- p131.

-
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the SS 2 ' >
less, the commencement of large-scale militury operati
2 ns

over a wide ar 44 S
.rea, which is a conspicuous feature of the history of

the Pe ) aeti i
ntekontacstia, inevicably led to the expenditure of more time

"'n d i [~ oo
and money on defensive systems(d6). The frults of these efforts

may be seen in the ceériklean circuit at Eleusis(o7), and in the

arly fourth century oorder and coastal forts

late fifth and €
of Attika, at sounion(£8), Ihorikos(59), Rhamnous(40), Pnyle(41)
v »

1is(4z), and Gy phtokastro(4s

e —

Myoup I
Myouso ), which, with their heavy walls
who had a reputat on for skill in siege-craft,

G5). The Athenians,

Mytilene bY starving them out; the

had to reduce Potidaia and
s at carrying Platalal by

Spartans, after a few elementary attempt

sault, had to T

when they had cu

ong and costly Jrocesss

direct as esort to the same
¢ off Athenian food-supplies by

and it was only

+he Athenlan fleet at Al that they could

capturing gOSpotamoi,

pbecome nasters of Athens 1tself.

1t was of course the new sea-power, introduced

eoncept of
Themistokles (Thuc. L. oz .%ff,.), and continued by

t ipnfluential in bringin

Themistokb@s saw, a city which was golng t
and 1ts enemlies,

{n Athens by
which was mos

g about these

pPerikles,
0 concentrate

changes: &5

fleet needed impT land-defences;

on its epnable
orotect their frontiers against the danger

g thelr troops 'O
would need T

In the peloponneslan

needin
g for the defence

o take extra measure
for example,
oct land-assault; put

my in the Corinthian

y S€a,
the power

of attzcks b
War,

of thelr capitale
rotected Cor
a4 to face the powe

of Sparta P inth from fear of dir
when Corinth ha
e of her firs

runton, #alls, pp.Bﬁff.).
rede, w:

Illustrations W

pful Spartan ar
t steps was to puild Long walls like those of

Wwar, on

sthenskels s¢
(67). plan Noack,ﬁlegsgs, pl.II;

el
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systems of two generations before. Of course these nes system

B 2w systems

ﬁ not confined to Attika; in faet the Argolid 1tself can offer
an example 1n the acropolis of Hysiai, which cannot, I think é t
irom much later than the turn of the century(44). It is the;ef:re
clear that the fortresses of Kasarma and Kastraki, though ghe e
could scarcely be dated before the outbreak of thé PplopOnnPs:an

War S h u
s might belong on such general grounds as those adduced ab
a adduced above

to almost any subseiuent period.

pls..7-28, 6d.
To Sounion; illustrations Wrede, op.eit., 71s5.26-27

(38). Plan in Stals,

> 1y A 4= : -
(29)., wrede, Att. Mauern, pl.90, Attika, pl.6; Frazer, Pausanias
3
'1 --46‘,
(40). Chandler, JES, 1926, p.17, Fig.10; Wrede, Att. Mauern, pls.30,88.
(41). ¥rede, AM, 49, 1924, pp.1651 T,
42). Chandler, loc.cit., 0«9, Figse.4-5.
|

Chandler, loc.cit., poe9-12; Wrede, Mauern, phs.83-86; also the

(43)
report, with plan, of the most recent Greek studies at the site in
Pragtika, 1938.
(44), It has often beem 25.umed that the ruins near Achladhokambo
are those.of the fortress destroyed by the Spartans in 417 B.C,
was certainly i
|

plod. Sic., XII, 81); however, the site
The plan of ~ 1

so this 1s not neceséérily the case.
rawn by the French surveyors (cf. Frazer, Pausanias,
asonry employed (polygonal on &
¢ than pre-4l7 B.Ce, |
|

(Thuc.,V, 83,

reoccupled later,

the fortress, &as d
£14) and the style of m
suggest a da
was probably re-fortified b |
t Sparta, following the end Yz
|
J

III, P
trapezolidal socle)

I think that the site
e of thelir activities agains

te pather late
y the Arglves

and
in the cours
of the PeIOponnesian war.




On the other hand, there are & number of individual features

which are more helpful in arriving at a recise dating., In the firsg

place the typological development of Greek clty-gates 11 fairly well

éstablished, and on this basls 1t .1s clear that.the gate at Kastraki

cannot be earlier than the first half of the fourth century.
less elaborate form, but

IThe

main gate at Kasarma, 1t is true, 1s of a

this 1s due to the natural features of the position it occuples(45);

other factord make 1t reasonably cert.in that the Kasarma eircuit

post-dates that of Kastraki.
Actually the earliest form of gate in the two fortresses would

appear to be that at the lower end of the ramp at Kasarma. As we
have seen, the walls at this ooint are very poorly preserved, but

the fragments that remain suggest that there was a gate at the end

of a corridor formed by two overlapping sections of wall, the lower

of which formed a small projecting bastion on the right, i.e.
This type of gate is found on

unshielded, side of the attacker.
a monumental scale in the Lion Gate at Mycenae; in historical times

it 1s one of thé two standard types through the late Archalc period
Usually there is a tower protecting

and most of the fifth century.
the outer end of the bastion; this 1s true of the Late Archaic

gate at Larisa on the Hermos(48), the Ihemistoklean Sacred Cate

at Athens(47), the (probably) Kimonian gate under the inner Propylaia

at Eleusis(48), the Parmenon Gate at Limena on Thasos(49), and the
e outer wall of the acropolis at Abai in Phokis(50), 41l |

gate in th
Ihe tower 1s not essentlal,

of which are earlier than <50 B.C. |
and the nature of the terrain often sermits 1ts omission;

however,
uld
s to have been the case at Kasarma (at any rate I co

and it is true also of the maln eastern

thls seem
£ind né trace of a tower),
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gate at Oiniad: whick {
1, which dates from e. 45y B.C :
«Le, and of the Jea-gate

:And (& I uthl‘ b 4

were ret ' 58
talned in essentially their original form until the time of
0

P _-ri- ..l - - ~ - s t c c t

at Kasarr e he
arma, 1f we have interproted the remains correctly, would
- ’

belong to the fifth century B.C., and is robably not as late
a3 as

the closing decades of the century.
By the end of the Peloponnesian ¥War, however, new developments

in siege operations had mude a more elaborate delensive system

necessary. The old type of gate, set in two overlapping sections
of wall, still survives, but the tower flanking the entrance to

the outsiie is now an essential feature. This can

the corridor on
be seen in the two main gates of the fortress at Cyphtokastro in

in all the major gates in the fourth century circult
Where the

[~ ]

Attika(52),
at Mantineia(53), and in the fortress of Nestane(54).

ground outside the gate gave no help to the defenders, as at

Mantineia, there 1s often a second tower in the curtain on the inner
Furthermore, instead of

side of the entrance to the gate-corridor.

cf. above, p.6 and note 1l.

(45)

(46). Schefold, A4, 1999, 1:i1ff., 1964, 563ff.

(47). Noack, AM, 3=, 1907, pp.lcétf, and pls.X-XIII.

(48). Cf. the plan, Noack, Eleusis, pl.II; this jate and the adjoining
11 go back to the peisistratids, but the gate was "

stretches of wa
retained in the post-Persian circuit.
Baker-Penoyre, Jlig, £9, 1909, ope218ff., Figs.9, 10a-b.
Jus, 16, 1898, ap.291ff., Figs.l-2.
Periklean

(48).
pl.II; it was only when the

(50). Yorke,,

cf. Noack's plan, usis,

(51).
xtended to the southwests

that the sanctuary was e

-~

Telesterion was begun,
e ——

ot
e |



a2 single gate, it became the gBneral practice to have an outep gate

with a second gate al the inner epg,
iey would then

leading into a small court,
allackers penetrate the outer entrance ti
eak through the inner

Should the
be exposed on all sldes while they tried to br
gate (ef. Mantineia and Cyphtokastro cited above),

This ty)e of double gate, which is used at Kastraki, does not

seem to oceur before the begin ing of the Tourth century, and it is

sujerseded in the latter half of the century by the dipylon-type

which we find at Athens and in ths Arka‘lan Gate at Messene(55),

Furthermore the ga.e at Kastraki is one of the most developed examples
of its type, and 1s most closely parallelled by the gates of
Mantineia(56). This would indicate a d.te between c. <80 and 150 B.C.,

and we shall see below that there is other evidence in favour of
this conclusion.

The maiﬁ gate at Kasarma ulso belongs to thils type, but, since
the acropolls seems to have been intended primarily as a frontier-
post, the engineers decided to build a small gate with very heavily
defended approaches, instead of a larger entrance in a more accessible
spot, where elaborate artificial defences would have been required.

In effect the whole length of the ram;, shut in as 1t 1s between
the ramp-wall and the main curtainon the south side of the fortress,
forms a long corridor leading up to the gate; the tower, as we have

¢cf. the plan, Praktika, 1938,

(52)‘ 0ff,
(53). On the gates of Mantineia. of. Fougeres, Mantinee, pp.l5
3). ) : .

d Figs.27-32;3 cf. especlally Gate D, Fig.<8.
an . ne
(54). Latc-rmann, A4, 1916, 409-414, and Abb.6-3.
54). A
(55), Cf. note £9. i

{th our plan, IIIb, of. Fougeres, Mantinee, 88,
w

(56)
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seen, 1s placed in such 4 Way as to command the cliffs below the

gate to the west; and should the attickers be able to reach the

gate-corridor, thelr backs would be exposed to the delenders of the

tower, while they tried to break down the gate. Thus for all its

apparent simolicity, the overall System of defence has been worked

out with a care znd elaboration, which could searcely -ntedate the

advanced military science of the time of Epaminondas and the

Hellenistie kings.

The relatively late date of the Kasarma fortress is further

demonstrated by the existence of the two posterns (B and C on Plan I).
Posteen-gates, it 1s true, are found in many fifth century systems;

but 1t is rare, even in a large circult, to find as many as occur
in the fifth century enceinte of 0iniadai(57). The attitude of the

militéry engineers of that eriod seems to have becn that the fewer
openings there were in the wall, the more secure the defences would

But in the fourth century, and even more in the Hellenistic

be.
period, the employment of larger numbers of men and more advanced

siege-engines required that all possible approaches to the wall be

covered by posterns, whence the defenders mbdght sally forth to take

the main attacking force on the flank, or to break up secondary
assaults on the more remote portions of the circult. It is for this

reason that we find so many gates in the walls of Mantinela, which
Bven at Messene posterns are -

were open to attack fromx any quarter.
laced in the shelter of the towers in the northwest part of the
place

c b ]

N anrE.
(57). Cf. Powell, 4dA, 8, 1904, ppe 1461



it 1s, has six sally-ports in addition o the two main gates(s8),

At Kasarma the north and northwest flanks werse adejuacely protected

the south flank by the ramp wall; but the slopes

by the cliffs,
st towers, though long, are fairly

between the southeast ang northesg
vas felt necessary to have two posterns

easy of aeccess, so that it
that 1t would be im-

They are so placed, however,

in this region.
possible for :n cnemy to enter through them; Postern B 1s in the

reentrant angle, Postern C under the protection of the massive
northeast tower. The ubsence of any such pusterns in the Kastraki

fortress 1s one of the features which suggests that 1t may be

earlier than Kasarma(59).
On examining the towers of the two fortresses, I think we

shall find that these support the conclusions we have drawnm from

The towers used in Greek fortifications

our study of the gates,
at different periods present three main varieties of ground-plang
There seems to be

rectangular, semi-circular, and eireular(60).

no chronological distinction between the first two types; both occur,
It 1s important,

often together, from the Archaic period onmward(Gl).
however, not to confuse the szmi-circular type with the circular,
s

which stands clear of the wall for most of its circumference.

This third type is relatively late in appearing, and, so far as I

(58)., Cf. plan, loc.clt., note 52.
Of course no great -eight can be attached to thls argument;

) but b~
tern gates may easily be em loyed in an earlier fort,
pos

ch later example.
o s rely variants §f the curvilinear

(60). Towers of solygonal plan are me

typess
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peeific sursose than

P

%as Intended to 5 rve a more s
it 1s worth noting that the earliest
), or to the flanking

Can discover,
the cemi-eirculir v riety(éz):
are virtually confined to sallents(6:
urt of a gate(s4),
sueh vital soints(65);

examdles
bastions or tre entrance to the. e The semi
type 1is also frcgucntly used at

his efer & a cun ed
h sreilerence for a curved op poclygonal plan suggests that

Creek engineers believed such towers to afford a better all-

round view and field of fire, for the defenders within the tower
Ihe genesis of the tower with

as well as for those on the roof.
would

curved ground-plan, especially as regards the circulir type,
then be due to the same consideraticns which led to a (theoretical,

at least) preference for curved rather than angulap salients, a.

point which 1is graphically demonstrated by Schramm, in “romayer-Veith,

Heerwesen und Krieéfﬂhrung(?l.lﬁ, Figs.'8-49)., But whatever the

E.gs there are two small semi-circular bastions flanking the

(c1).

gate of the Kastelll fort in Euboia (above, n.34); in the enceinte

Greek Balls, p.l175), rectangular and semi-circular towers are both
istinction as to position and function;

employed, with no particular
and the same is crue in the fourth century circuit of Messene (in

the N.W. part of the circult there are semi-circular towers in the

straight stretch of wall, while ¢he cormer sallent 1s guarded by a

rectangular tawer). . :
(62). It is true that later .n the circular tower may bé usaﬂ.i
positions other than those here emphaslsed, and in the Hellenisc.c
period 1t 1s actually abandoned for a while, evem at suﬂé pé::ts;s
none the less admitting that there was some good reasom why 1t wa

ﬁ |
of Phigaleia, which may perhaps belong to the fifth century (cf, SoranaeR
|

,f'

!
|

.JI



re:as e 1a
reason, the fact remalms that we have no d.tai
ave no d.table example of a eircular

L

CO v ..I' 4&.41‘11 - L - - - -
i (5 2 I Btl CO £ g LJ £ 0 ll'. .E L =g | Circul v Jb

Eleusis: and aga o
; again atc Phyle, in the early fourth century(6¢), the
et B

circular type is used £
Yi s used only at the northeast sallent, while the
southeast angle has a s =
2Xa a

circular tow jefendin
ular tower defendin; a gate would seem to be the Kononian
Eet »1a Gate . : 2(6

ionelg Gate of Peiraieu=z(67); we find it used again in the maln
At Kastrakl also,

gates at Mantinela and in the gate at Kastraki.

as at Phyle, we find one salient guarded by a circular tower, while
mer, w -

the others have péctahgular towers (note that the circular type 1s

used for the weakest sallent, which 1s the case at "hyke too)
nee of the gates, suggest

These comparisons, together with the evid
somewhat earlier than the

that the Kastraki fortress is probably
since it can searcely be much later

middle of the fourth century,
but is probably slightly later

than the eircuit of dantineia,

than the fort at Phyke(68) .
and semi-circular types

subsequent history of the circular

Ihe
save to observe that in the

rn us nere,
fall, temporarily, at lezst, out of
those of Miletos, Priene,

which may

does not conce
;eriod both types

early Hellenistic systems as
kleiz, Ephesos, and pDemetrias,

of tower
Hellenistic

favour; such
the second circuit at flera

to embody the most up-to
e towers exclusively.
e as late as the end

~-date features of Macedonian

be assumed
This would

military science, employ squar

at né}ther Kasarma nor Ka
of the fourth century, & conclusion which w
_—-—--

strakl can

e have already reaached

suggest th
ver the factse

all, the explanation here oifered seems to CO

geveloped at

(63). E.E. Elaul:;iﬂ,
:-Eansmeiao
of Corintiij in Akarnagia and

(64)s Es8¢ peiraieus,
(65) « E.8e UhE ecarly IV. century gates

chyle, Kastrascie



on other grounds th l
£ grounds. On the other fand, since at Kasarma circular

towers occur at all corners as well as at the gate, we ar= once
- -9 = - -

Zore led to conclude that this fort must be somewhat 1a¥brtnan

4 g o -y -
Kastraki -

sldering the towers from the point

Thu: rar we have been con
also can furnish

of view of ground- lan only; but the elevations

us with some useful informatlion, . Here again the history of Greek

fortifieations provides us with a number of variant typesg I
\

sup ;ose that the earliest towers were no more thun grojeéﬁgng bastions,
3

solid like the .curtains, and protected by a breastwork at the helght

of the allure., But the advantage of being able to fire down on the
eneny from above and on the flank must soon have led to the addition

of a second storey to the tower, with an open platfrom on the roof,

where more defendezs could be stationed; it is unusual to find any

of this superstructure in sicu, however, because 1t was bullt by

preference of sun-dried bricks, at least down to the beginning of
The next

the Hellenistie period, at times also during that epoch,
stage of development seems to be the introduction of towers with

a2 hollow ground-storay, which could serve as a shelter for the trpops

Adtolla towers of curved ground-plan are seldom used save in such

positions.
saflund's article, Oguscula Archaeolozica, I, 1955, dess not

(¢8).
secem to me to have upset Wirede's original dating of the fortress.
(67). B.C.H.,Xll, 1888, pl-Xv.

The simplicity of the gate at Phyle can only be partially

' an enemy would

by the fact that, in order tO approach 1t,
sortion of the east wall of the

lese.

(88) .

explained
be compelled to pass along below some
under one of the ToOwers guarding the ang

fort, coming julte close
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= ~ ) ss £ 4 3
“ S2fms falrly certain voat this change

uring inclexent Weather; i
about by the tendenc £ G ke wom -
#& Lenaency of Creek wa are to become mors

Finally cose the inmovations

as brought
and more an wll-year Operation,
introduction of defensive artillery; the housing

©5 the main function of the towers, so

which follow the

of these weaocons soon becom
that we may find only one storey above the level of the allure,
roofed in instead of having sn open olatform on
finally the ground-

toy, then two

roofed storeys, both Carrying artillery, and

storey also provided with openings in the walls and used to house
the heaviest artillery plieces which the delenders possessed,

Chronoclogically these various tyoes of'ten overlap, but 1t
1s possible to make out in a general way the period at which each
first apiears. Thus I taink it unlikely that the first type can
have been very widely employed aftar the end of the Archaic period,

and 1t 1s even probable that the second variety, with a covered

uoper storey and an open platfrom above, had already been introduced,
Wars, The first

certain instance of troo:s being housed within the towers or in

the walls is , to the best of my knowledge, at the ziege of Plataiai,

at least in Asia Minor, by the time of the Persian

in the opening years of the Peloponnesian War(G89); the construction

of the Spartan encircling wall was of course dictated by the fact

lthat this was the only way in which the besiegers could find shelter
during the winter months. It is interesting to note that the first _
two surviving instances oﬁ towers with hollow ground-storeys are

had to be garrisoned all the year round,

¢
S which
also in fortresses 4
. - ]
Attice border-forts of Phyde and Gyphtokastro. I
to house artillery,

namely the %
introduction of roofed two- or three-storey towers,
r

(69), Thuc.,III, Zl.
sl Il— uﬂ- — F .
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towers 0t
owers prior to the be

instance of such

seriod (70).
8 will thus be se .
> seen that the elevations of the towers at Kasarma

and Ka ak [fer s =11g
strakl offer some :slight confirmatory evidence in favour of

dat 28 10§
ating both fortresses in the fourth century, but earlier than the
beginning of the Hellenistic perlod. For it 1s in two fortr

v 283¢
we find the best parallels for

of the early fourth century tnat

the 1solated tower with hollow ground-storey, for which there is

some evidence at the southwest cormer of Kaszraki fortress; and since
all the evidence sugge-ts that the Kasarma circult is later still,

it also must fall in the fourth century. On the other hand there

is no evi ence in either fortress that the towers were used as
artillery-emnlacements, which suguests that they are both pr
Incidentally the existence of a tower with hollow

Hellenistic(71).
ki, in the light of the parallels adduced

ground-storey at Kastira
that this fortress was no more than a

above, confirms our view
fts walls;

ost, with scal cely asny settlement outside

strong border-,
village of some sixze below the acropolls,

where there was a
a number of puildings inside the walls, it was not

sion for the shelter of the garrison.

at Kasarma,

as well as
necessary to make such provi
"he evidencr
led us to the following chronological re-sults:
e
wers on the north side of the foriress
gideﬁtly used only for

ga were e¥
r weapoms; for an

see Krischen's

rovided by the fortifications ¢chemselves has thus

At Gyﬂrtcﬁmsbro the to

proun -gstoreys, but the
re are no orenings fo

(79)»

have hollow

the housing of troo s,

excellent example of the H-llenistie artillery-tower,
e towers at Hepaklela-ad-Latmus, Milet, III, B

restor.tions of th

for the
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first circuit at Kasarms Probably latter fifth century,
Fortre:s at Kastraki First half of fourth century,
probably ¢, 730-:50 BeCa
Present circuit at Kusarma Slightly later than Kastrdki,
and blockhouse (also Katzingri) erhaps seecond third of
fourth cen tury.
i 1 still_remains, however, to Correlate these esults with our

knowledge of the history of the Argolid during the fifth and Ffourth

centuries. Naturally any such correlation ean only be of a tentative

nature, since the historical data are seanty; but with these

reserv.tions in mind I think it is pcssible to narrow down the

dating of our fortresses still further,
#We shall begin with three assumptions: first that the fortresses

both lay in Argive territory, secondly that they were built to
defend the Argos-Epidauros front;er! and thirdly that they were

buidt at a time when the.whole of the Argolid was under Argive control.
Seranton indeed has suggested that Kastrakl was an Epildaurian
fortress, the counterpart of Argive Kasarma(72), and that the border
passed between the two; but I do not think that this caﬁ’he correct,
It is misleading to speak of "the obvious opposition of (Kasarma)

to neighbouring Kastraki", for as a matter of fact the two fortresses
are not opposed to each other; Kastraki, like Kasarma, 1is cleurly
orientated toward Epidauros, and it is ideally placed for breaking

up apn attack from that direction before it could penetrate into
On the otaner hand if Kastrakl were an

the Soullnari valley.
is.not definite evidence, but it 1is suggestive,

(71). Of coursze this

187 05='70
(72). Hesperia, VII, 1878, p
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Epldaurian fortress intended to warg Off an attack from the direction

Ve been placed at the western end of

of Argos, it would surely h
and would have

lomediately above Yannouleika,

the three-peaked ridge,
auros, not on that toward

che side toward Epiad
little doubt that the frontier

had 1ts single gate on
At the same time there can be

}".I'gOS.
after of the two fortresses 1is

lay somewhere nearby; the whole char
er border-posts, in Attika and

-

identical with what we know of oth
elsewhere, Nor 1is it casy té imagine the construction of such heavy
defensive works by the few inhabitants of the district, so that we

{ are justified in assuming both fortresses and the blockhouse to be

f the work of the Argives themselves.
Now 1t is clear, I think, that at no time during the first four

decades of the fifth century did Argos have much time for expansion,
At the beginning. of

or even consolidation, as far afield as this.
the century she had suffered a crushing defeat at the hands of
Kleomenes in the battle of Sepeila(73), and her heavy losses, together
with the ensuing civil strife during and immediately after the period
of the ?ersian jars(74), had reduced her to such straits that even
dependencies as near home as Tiryns and Mycenae were able to tthﬁ
off her sway(75). On recovering her strength, her first efforts
were directed toward reestablishing control of the plain and iZ:
head of the Gulf, by the reduction of Tiryns, and toward securing

. 1(76).
and Kleonal( t Sparta; thus we find her in alllance

her traditional enmity agains 1
4 f. Busolt,
vi. 76ff., VIII, 148; Paus., I1I, 20,8, III, 4,13 ¢
s ¥ :

|

3 |
!

I

e, II, p.50.
Griechisehe Gesehichte
!

(75). Her.,
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with t Tegeans e i i
he Tegezns in thelr dlsastrous campalgn agalnst Sparta ahout

47% BeCe.,y @ she i :
B.C., and she evidently had a large share in the synoecism of

of Mantinela into a city(77); while some years
with Sparta's

again

the five villages

l1ater she entered into the first of several alllances

arch-enemy, Athens(78). It 1s quite 1ikely that she may h-ve
ri valley during this period;
e work of consolidation along

ced in the

extended her sway OVer the Soullna

put it seems to me that any large-scal
the Epidauros frontier would be more reasonably pla

[
succeeding phase of her history, the period of the Thirty Years

451-421 B.C.(78). AL this time pacific, if

Peace with Sparta, Co.

jons with the Peloponnesian League would haye made

not friendly relat
st and North toward

r energles from the We:
s therefore in these year

cropolis at Kasarma(80) .

it oossible to divert he
tern frontler; and 1t 1
truction of the first a

h the material evi

5 that I would

her eas

place the cons
dqence for the building of a

Indeed, althoug
fifth century is rabher

part of the
nat such a

fort here during the latter
nistorical datéd show falrly conclusively ©
whether

tenuous, the
y the year 419 B.Ce,

peen 1in existence b
r at an sarlier period.

structure must have

4t was puilt during the Thirty Years Peace O
b

vi, 89; aristot., 2ol.» 1505a,7.

remained neutral

whibe Argos

'.'1611‘5,
2'7;-«’:-‘77, DbOdO, XI’ 65’

(74) « Her.,

They poth fought in the Persian

(75).
(76) Kleonal, Pauser 1, 29,7; Mycenae, straba W
Pause VII, 25,00
(77). Tegeds Here, IX, S5} dantineia, gtrabes 57e
1, 102.
r its end in 4ue/l B.Ce

(73). ThuCe

(79). ThuCe
(80) ©OF course b

v, 14 and x8; the truce was nea
en an earlier fort, of which no

here may nave be



L results of the Argive alliance with Athens, which
%as a Joint Athenian-

One of the firs

was promoted by Alkibiades in 4<u/189 B.C.(81),

Argive :ttack uoon Euidauros; this was no mere raild, but actually

led to the investment of Epildauros tself, It is true that the

during the negotiations st dantineia,

Argive troons were recalled
in 418 B.C., all Athenian-Argive

and after the Battle of lantineia,

positions in Epidaurian territory were abandoned(8£); none the less,

assume that this activity along the

it 1s surely reasonable to
unless the Argives

Epidaurian border could not have been undertaken,
‘ere sure of their defences, and had a well-fortified site close to

the frontier to serve as their base of operations.
After the close of the Pelo)onnesizn War, however, the high-

handed policy of victorious Sparts once more diverted the attention
of Argos from her eastern frontier. In 395 B.C. she Joined with

Athens, Corinth and Thefes against the Spartans(83), and this allianee
Thereafter we

lasted until the Peade of sntalkidas in 587 B.C.(84).
know alnost nothing of her history until &570 B.C., when she is once
more at war with Sparta, and willingly sides with Epaminondas 4in

In the following year hostilities with Epidauros are

569(83) «
resumed by a mew Argive attack upon Epidaurian territory(86).

(31). Thuce., V, 42-47. 3
J

(8,‘;). fhuc., V! 80.

sic., XIV, 8Z.
(83). Diodor. SicCe, :
on the part of Argos in the wars of the following years, ¢

(84). On the conclusion of the

ey ;; —
Hell £9=04.
cr. Xen. el e v’ l,d
peace of Antalklidas, > W

' £3; vy XV B
485) Xen., Hell., VI, :”16 'g: “ty DiOd I} » i~

(86) L ] XEBD s Hellt » VII’ 1,13.
Sy z b . . - =5 -_-_ _ am .
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Yresum:bly the friendship of Argos with Thebes considerably

strengthened the former's position in the ‘eloponnesos in the period

between the Battle of Leuktra ang the death of Epaminondss at Hantineia;

and although she suffered a setback in 352 B.C., when the Spartans

defeated an Argive army at Orneai(B?), she must have more than recouped

her losses under the aegis of Philip of Macerdon, whose cause she

espoused in 544 B.C.(88), and who rewarded her, after 8he Battle of
Chaironela, with the territory of Thyreatis(sg).
This was her last flourishing neriod, however; she abandoned

Macedon after Philip's death, and suffered accordingly at the hands

of Alexander(80)while for her part in the Lamian War(81), she was
Thereafter Argos declined steadily;

finally conguered by Kassander(9z).
althéugh Antigonos I, and later Demetrios, gave her a few moments

of freedom(93), she was too involved in her intrigues against Sparta,
Pyrrhos and Antigonos Gomatas(94), to play any declsive role in the
history of the earlier third century, while the latter half of the
century 1s largely taken up by the efforts of a number of tyrants |

to sieze control of the city, and of Aratos and the Achaian League |
to depose them(25). '
|

(87)
pemoss., VI, 9, 19 & 26, XVIII, 295, XIX, 26l.
: I

3 (88).
(38). Polyb., XVIII, 14,7; cf. Paus., 1I} 20,1.
(90). Diod., XVII, 5; Arrian, Iz 17,8.
(91), Paus., I, £5,4. {
(92)., Diod., XIX, B4 | . i o SR

6o "lut., Deuetro’ &ady ey )
(93) L] DiOd Ly XIX’ J.' ll
(94). Cf. Pluts., Pyrrhosge.

s bre II 59.
(95). Cfs primarily Plut., Arates, and Polyb., II,
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If these conclusions are sound, I think we may draw
them a nunber of inference.:

-

from

as to the course of the border-dispute

between Argos und Epidauros. We have already seen that the border

must be sought somewhere in this region, and 1t cannot have been

4s far East as Ligourio, since Scranton!s excavations in the

Jyramid there furnished some evidence that the strueture lay in

Epidaurian territory. The border then must be sought further
westward, and elther Kasarma or Kastraki must be the ancient
Lessa, the frontier-town mentioned by Pausanias(96). I think
Scranton 1s correct in choosing Kasarma as the site of Lessa, for,
as wé have seen, there amw far less extensive traces of Habitations
below K-straki, 1.e. Kasarma was the chief settlement of the

valley(27); but I have stated above the reasons .against accepting
ﬁis identification of Kastraki as an Epildaurian fort(98). In any
case I find it inconceivable that two Greek states could ever have
acqulesced for long in a settlement, which assigned to each half
of the fertile valley of Soulinari. Such a settlement might
indeed have been imposed by the Roman governors of Aichala, and

have been actually in force in Pausanias' day; none the less,

the rival
¢ long struggle between

the reglon was one

the history of

(96)., Hesperia, VII, 1938, 0D« 536-537.

(97). Cf. the stories o

(98). Above, pp.40-41.

.11 !
of the inhabitants of the region, above n.ﬁ?, D



states for the control of these few acres of farmland

Now we haye seen that after the victory of Kleomenes at Sepela
in the early f£ifth century, Argos was SO wéakened that even Myc;nae
and Tiryns slipped from her grasp; in view of this she could scarcely
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Ligourio, i.e. they won undisputed control of the valley, and
confirmed this position by building thé new fort of Kastraki;

while 4 generaztion or so later they }trengthened their hold still

further by remodelling the o0ld acropolis at Kasarma and constructing

the blockhouse at the end of the valley. ’
But frontier-struggles of this nature are seldom ended save

by the destruction of one of the antagonists or the subjection of

both to a third power. The decline of Argos in the Hellenistic
well have led the Epidaurienw to open hostillitli=:s once

period may
sz continusd down te the tige of

again, and the bickering doubtle

The later history of the struggle, however,

the Roman domination.

14es outside the scope of this paper.
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PLAN III.

lA. GATE AT KASARMA: Scale 1 cm. = 1.25 m.
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Fig; S

View from Kastraki toward

Kasarma.

View from Kasarma toward

Kastraki.



Fig. 4.

Fig. 5.

View from Kasarma toward

the Argos pass.

Kastrakl from the West.

Kasarma from the Eﬂst.
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Fig.8. Kasarma, the Ramp Wall

from below.
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Fig.9. Kasarma, the Gateway from below.



Fig.ll. Kasarma, the Gateway from

inside the Fortress.

Fig.l2. Kasarma, the S.W. Curtain.



Fig.1l3., Kasarma, S.E. 8ector of the

Fortress.

Fig.1l4. -Kasarms, Postern B.

Fig.15. Kasarma, detail of S.E. curtain



Fig.16. HKasarma, Tower III and the

Adjoining Curtains.,

Fig.l7. Kasarmag, Postern C.

Fig.18. Kasarma, Stepped Allure at

N.E. Corner.
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Fig.19. Kasarma, View of the Water
Cistern.
L |
Fig.:,(). Water Cistern at
Katzingri.
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Fig.<l. View of the Interior of the Fort at Kastraki.



Fig.22. Kastraki, View of the Gateway

from outside.

Kasteaki, Entrance to the
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Gate-Corridor.

Fig.<4, Kastraki, View of Gateway

from inside the Fortress.



Fig.<5. Kastraki, Bonding of Curtain

and Gate lower.

Fig.26. Kastraki, Ruined S.E. Curtain.

Fig.27. Kastraki, the N.E. Curtain.
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Fig.28. Kastraki, N.W. Corner of

the Fortress.

Fig.20. Kastrakl, the Curtain between

ITower IV and Gateway.



Karavassaras, Akarnania.




