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1. On November 14, 1999, I first
visited the area of Dorati, north of the
modern village of Soulinari, in the
company of P. Panagopoulos of Der-
veni (near Kiato), who had learned of it
from local residents as the possible site
of a Classical temple. On September
20, 2000, I reported the site to the
Fourth Ephoria of Prehistoric and
Classical Antiquities in Nauplion and
filed a draft of this article with the
ephor at that time, E. Spathari; in
October of 2001 I filed a second draft
with the current ephor, A. Mantis.

I thank them both for their comments.
I would also like to thank N. Bookidis,
M. Boyd, B. Butke, L. Costaki, J.
Herbst, G. J. Lolos, S. G. Miller, G.
Sanders, R. S. Stroud, and I. Tzonou

A NEW BRONZE AGE
SITE IN THE
CORINTHIA

THE ORNEAI OF STRABO AND
HoMER?

ABSTRACT

A newly discovered Bronze Age site is reported at Dorati in the Corinthia,
overlooking the Nemea River. Surface material indicates that this was a large
Mycenaean settlement, with structures potentially well preserved, and that
earlier periods of the Bronze Age are also represented. The location of the
site makes it possible to identify it tentatively as the Corinthian Orneai men-
tioned by Strabo, who implies (contra Pausanias) that this is the site referred
to in the Catalogue of Ships. I suggest that Strabo is correct, and that Dorati
may in fact be Homer’s Orneai. Accepting this identification helps clarify the
logic by which sites in Agamemnon’s realm are listed in the Catalogue.

A previously unknown Mycenaean site overlooking the Nemea River in
the northeastern Peloponnese has recently come to my attention.! It is
large and the surface material copious, diverse, and of high quality, yet no
mention of it has appeared in any scholarly publication.? Therefore I offer

for visiting the site with me; and Lolos,
Miller, Stroud, and Tzonou for reading
earlier drafts of this article. I owe a
special thanks to Herbst for preparing
the accompanying maps. Finally, I am
grateful to the anonymous Hesperia
reviewers for their suggestions.

2.The site has never been excavated
or systematically surveyed. It is approx-
imately 5.5 km north of the summit of
Mt. Apesas, the northern limit of the
region surveyed by Wright et al. (1990)
for the Nemea Valley Archaeological
Project (NVAP), and 14 km northeast
of the New Nemea valley, partially sur-
veyed in conjunction with NVAP
(urban area of Ancient Phlius: Alcock
1988 and 1991) and now being stud-
ied by J. Maran and H.-J. Weisshaar

(Liondi and the adjacent Nemean
plain). It is ca. 11 km northwest of the
area of modern Solomos, the western
extent of the Eastern Korinthia Ar-
chaeological Survey Project, and it is
immediately east of the area included
in Lolos’s topographical survey of the
Sikyonia (Lolos 1998). The site is not
mentioned in Blegen 1920, Gebauer
1939, Alin 1962, Syriopoulos 1964,
Wiseman 1978, or Sakellariou and
Pharaklas 1971. It is not included in
any gazetteer of Mycenaean sites, such
as Hope Simpson and Dickinson
1979, Hope Simpson 1981, and, more
recently, Isthmia VIII, pp. 469~482,
and Mountjoy 1999, pp. 197-242
(Corinthia), which deals only with
sites with published pottery.
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120 JEANNETTE MARCHAND

here an introductory description of the site followed by some observations
about its topographical location and possible identification, in the belief
that it will figure significantly in subsequent discussions of the number,
size, and nature of Bronze Age settlements in the Corinthia.?

LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE

The site is located on top of a bluff on the eastern side of the Nemea River,
overlooking the Sikyonian and Corinthian coastal plains (Fig. 1). This
bluff is the northernmost extension of a ridge of the foothills of Mt. Apesas
that has been eroded away on the west by the Nemea River and on the east
by another large tributary rema, or seasonal riverbed (Fig. 2, labeled Daveli),
so that it now extends as an isolated promontory or finger of land stretch-
ing toward the north. The ridge supports a thick layer of topsoil, covered
with pine trees where it has not been cleared, above a stratum of conglom-
erate rock. Below this thick layer of rock, the ridge consists primarily of
soft marl that has suffered severe erosion on all sides except the south.
Consequently, the unsupported upper conglomerate shelf has broken up
and fallen away at the northern end, and here the ridge now forms a natu-
rally defensible “acropolis,” not unlike that at the similarly sited Aetopetra
farther to the east. The site is located on this natural conglomerate strong-
hold, which at the northern end forms a relatively flat, double-pronged
plateau marked by a Greek Army Survey column at 190 masl (Figs. 2—4).
The modern toponym is Dorati.*

A partially paved road running from north to south gives access to the
ridge and bisects the site; it may correspond to the route of an ancient
road.’ On the eastern side of this road, two vineyards have been planted,
one within the last decades, the other within the last two years (Fig. 2:1
and 2, respectively). Rubble and habitation debris (grinding stones, tripod
legs, fragments of large storage jars) from an ancient settlement have been
cleared from the vineyards and piled high along the road and the northern
edge of the cultivated area, and the vineyards themselves are dense with
pottery fragments.

To the west of the road, a relatively flat field (Fig. 2:3), cleared and
cultivated at some time in the past, is overgrown with weeds, but pottery is
still visible on the surface and continues to the edge of the plateau. In late
July 2000, when a long section a meter wide was plowed along the north-
western edge of the plateau, a large amount of high-quality Mycenaean
pottery in very good condition was turned up. Below the steep walls of the
conglomerate shelf (Fig. 2:4), surface pottery continues down the eroded
slopes of the ridge to both the east and west as far as one can now safely
descend, but all of this material can have been washed or pushed down
from above during clearing of the land: the surface material and the natu-
ral topography suggest that in the north the site was primarily confined to
the top of the two-pronged plateau. Local residents report that pottery
can be found in quantity all the way to the church of Agia Paraskevi to the

3.This paper is based on a number
of visits to the site, alone and in the
company of colleagues. No survey was
conducted. The present discussion is in
no way meant to represent the results
of a systematic field project; its aim is
to bring attention to the site and to
recommend that such a project be con-
ducted in future before more destruc-
tion can occur.

4. Dorati (Ntopdrm) is the toponym
listed on the Greek Army map of the
Corinthia (1:50,000). The locals know
the area by the name Darani (N6
povn), a toponym that appears on the
Greek Army map of 1:5000 and refers
specifically to the promontory at the
northwestern end of the site where
the survey column shown on Fig. 2 is
located.

5. An ancient road in this location
and continuing south along the crest
of the ridge toward Apesas would
parallel the route on the western side
of the Nemea River between Tarsina
and Koutsi via Stimanga, documented
in Lolos 1998, pp. 140-142. A further
indication of the likelihood that this
route can be traced back to antiquity
(although not necessarily all the way
back to the Bronze Age) is the presence
of preserved wheel ruts along the ridge,
further south above the modern village
of Soulinari.
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Figure 1. Dorati and the Corinthian
Gulf plain. J. Herbst

1. vineyard

5. church of Agia Paraskevi
6. stand of holm oak

7. terraces with olive trees
8. modern path

9. olive grove

10. cleared blocks

11. dumped blocks

Figure 2. Sketch plan of Dorati.
J. Herbst
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northwest (Fig. 2:5), on the Soulinari—Vrachati road. I have not been able
to investigate this possibility, but at the church of Agia Paraskevi there is a
natural spring that still provides water year-round. This spring may have
been the primary water source for the settlement during the summer.®

At the southern end of the site, where a narrow marl ledge connects
the conglomerate plateau to the rest of the Apesas ridge, the situation is
slightly different. Here at the highest point of the site the plateau narrows
and the conglomerate shelf comes to an end, so that on the east and west
there are steep slopes rather than a sheer rock face. Most of this area has
not been cultivated and there is a good possibility that portions of the
settlement are preserved here over a large area and to a considerable depth.
To the east of the road, a large stand of thick pournaria, or holm oak,
covers a knoll consisting of a large quantity of rubble that cannot have
been naturally deposited (Fig. 2:6). Where these shrublike trees are pen-
etrable, Bronze Age pottery is visible interspersed densely among the rubble.
Much of this relatively loose material on the surface (presumably debris
from structures of the settlement) was probably pushed and piled into its
present location during the creation of the adjacent road and vineyard,
particularly at the center of the stand of trees where a mound has been
formed.

It appears that there was a good reason why the area was not cleared:
sections of in situ construction of considerable size and depth are visible in
the adjacent scarp to the east, beginning at and just below the current
surface level. Four large walls, parallel to each other and perpendicular to
the slope of the hill, can be clearly seen protruding from the present scarp.
A series of narrow terraces planted with olive trees has been created here
(Fig. 2:7), descending down the slope below the stand of oaks and the
southernmost vineyard; the walls have been exposed between the level of
the top of the slope (elev. 211 m) and the floor of the first terrace (elev.
203 m). From north to south, the first wall is a solid rubble construction
1.90 m in width; it is exposed for a 5-m stretch from just below the top of
the slope down to the level of the terrace (the floor of which obscures its

Figure 3. Dorati from the north.
The site occupies the flat top of the
highest plateau in middle distance.

Mt. Apesas is visible beyond.
Photo author

6. Locals also tell me that there used
to be other springs near the church that
have gone dry only in recent memory,
and so it is possible that there may have
been others closer to the ridge itself at
one time.



Figure 4. Conglomerate shelf of the
western promontory of the site,
viewed from the east. Photo author

Figure 5. Conglomerate blocks of a
large wall protruding from the
southeastern slope, viewed from the
east. Photo author

7. Some of the rubble from the
second wall has been dug out and litters
the terrace at its base; apparently illicit
diggers interpreted the rubble as pos-
sibly belonging to a tomb, but aban-
doned the project after proceeding a
meter or so into the scarp and finding
that the wall still continued as a solid
construction. There are also unmistak-
able signs of illicit digging at the top of
the hill, within the stand of holm oaks.
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possible continuation thereafter). A second rubble wall of similar dimen-
sions and orientation appears in the scarp 3 m to the south, followed by a
third at a similar interval.” Immediately to the south, a wall of heavier
construction protrudes from the scarp, parallel to the rubble walls but at a
slightly higher elevation (Fig. 5). This wall as exposed consists of five large,
roughly shaped conglomerate blocks in two courses and is just under 2 m
in width. The top of the upper blocks is level with the modern ground sur-
face, but unlike the other walls, this construction only continues to a depth
of 1.5-2 m. The impression given by these features is that the thick rubble
walls may have served as foundations for a structure constructed of the
larger blocks above. The present rate of erosion at this end of the site
where the conglomerate stratum is not apparent suggests that the use of
such large foundations was a prudent decision.

In the scarp below the first terrace of olive trees, roughly a meter be-
low the point to which the rubble walls are exposed, another construction



124 JEANNETTE MARCHAND

is preserved, possibly a retaining or foundation wall. Unlike the upper walls,
this construction parallels the scarp and is constructed of medium-sized,
roughly formed conglomerate stones. It is preserved from a point directly
below and to the east of the northernmost rubble wall and continues north
for approximately 6.5 m; several large conglomerate stones scattered over
the terraces nearby probably originate from this wall or the wall of larger
stones above. In the scarps and on the ledges of the terraces below these
preserved walls is a high concentration of pottery, and although there is
much coarse ware, the proportion of fine ware and its quality are very high.
Figure 6 gives an idea of the density and nature of surface pottery on these
terraces, and Figure 7 an idea of its quality.® Thus, on the eastern slope,
structures are potentially preserved to at least 6 m below the current sur-
face level. The tantalizing likelihood that architecture is preserved to such
a depth is increased by the thickness of the walls, the size of some of the
conglomerate building stones, the quantity of the accompanying fine ware,
and also by the discovery of small fragments of painted plaster on the
slopes below.

The pottery littering the terraces and protruding from the scarps be-
low these constructions appears to have washed down from above prior to
the cutting of the terraces. Roughly 70 m below the lowest preserved wall,
the terraces end and the slope of the hillside is interrupted only by a large,
curving access path cut by modern machinery (Fig. 2:8). In this area, con-
fined by two large erosion gullies on the east and west, are several accumu-
lations of stones that are not naturally deposited and cannot be explained
by the forces of erosion.” Most of these accumulations are overgrown, dis-
turbed, or obscured by soil, but in a few cases they are surrounded by con-
centrations of pottery and some of the rubble appears to be still in situ in

8. The photographs accompanying groupings, they also accurately reflect
this article were taken to illustrate the the present state of the site. These
site for the Ephoria. It was not possible photographs do not represent the full
to move sherds from their positions or range of material at Dorati; full
to collect and group sherds by type or analysis and publication of any of the
date. All material was photographed at pottery from the site at this point
its findspot and left at the site; it was would be premature.
necessary to orient sherds to take 9.The area is roughly 67 m from
advantage of the available natural light. east to west, 30 m from north to south,
The result is that although the photo- and 150-164 masl in elevation.

graphs contain somewhat miscellaneous

Figure 6. Artifact density at Dorati:
surface material from two areas on

the eastern slope (sherds have been
slightly arranged but not gathered).

Photos author.

Figure 7. A large fragment of a
stirrup jar. Scale 1:2. Photo author.
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Figure 8. Examples of LH III
painted pottery: designs include a
crested bird (a: center) and whorl

shells (&: lower lef?). Scale 1:2. Photos
author.

some sort of purposeful construction. These continue to the present edge
of the ravine overlooking the Daveli reza and indicate that activity associ-
ated with the settlement probably also occurred in this lower area.

In situ construction can also be seen on the western slope at the south-
ern end of the site. Adjacent to the stand of oak trees but west of the road
a small olive grove has been planted (Fig. 2:9). In the scarp a few meters
below this grove more in situ rubble construction is visible over a horizon-
tal distance of at least 22 m (Fig. 2:12). This construction appears in gen-
eral to be on a smaller scale than that on the east and to consist of stepped
rubble walls of small and medium-sized stones running parallel to the
scarp. That these are also Bronze Age constructions is indicated by the co-
pious Mycenaean pottery in the soil eroding from around the stones and
covering the slopes below.

The nearly complete absence of pottery later than the Bronze Age is
striking. A few sherds may date to the Protogeometric, Geometric, and
perhaps even Early Archaic period, but I have observed nothing on the
surface that is Classical or later. The vast majority of the readily identifi-
able material is Mycenaean, and of this material the later phases (through
LH IIIB) predominate. Material is also present from earlier prehistoric
phases, for example, much EH handmade pottery (and some possibly
Neolithic), MH yellow Minyan, and MH or LH I matt-painted sherds,
but the majority of the identifiable fragments of fine ware are from LH III
Mycenaean kylikes and deep bowls, many of which show well-preserved
designs, including decorative bands, running spirals, whorl shells, rosettes,
and fragmentary figures (Fig. 8).

That this was a settlement site is clear from the large amount of coarse
pottery, such as cups, ladles, and cooking pots, and from the sheer amount
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of loose rubble originating from rough walls and structures. Tripod cook-
ing pot legs and fragments of grinding stones can also be found in particu-
larly large quantities, and I noticed at least ten complete grinding stones
from all areas of the site in addition to ubiquitous fragments. Also indica-
tive of domestic activities or industry are the numerous murex and gaidouro-
pus shells, and large pithos fragments (Figs. 9-10). Other artifacts include
numerous pieces of chert, figurines (Fig. 11), one obsidian blade, and one
steatite spindle whorl.*

At the northeastern end of the plateau, at the edge of one of the vine-
yards, a large pile of cleared material includes a number of carefully worked
blocks (Fig. 2:10). To the north, below the upper plateau, many similar
large, well-worked conglomerate blocks lie low on the side of the ravine
on the east (Fig. 2:11 and Fig. 12). These probably came originally from
the top of the plateau, and most of them do not differ significantly from
those still in situ at the southern end of the site (Fig. 5). Among the con-
glomerate blocks are one or two poros blocks. None of these blocks can be
dated and there is no immediately evident source for the poros stone.

Without excavation, the exact size, nature, and periods of occupation
of the site at Dorati cannot be definitely determined, but the surface indi-
cations suggest that it is potentially among the largest Mycenaean sites yet
located in the Corinthia."* T estimate that the top of the plateau alone
covers approximately 46,595 m2.'2 This is not the total area covered by
surface material and it does not include any of the areas on the slopes, but
it is likely to represent the core of the site. Extending this estimate to the
area covered with surface pottery and artifacts dating to the Bronze Age
yields a minimum figure of 106,000 m2. To my knowledge, only at Korakou
has surface material covering a larger area been reported for a Bronze Age
site in this region.’

10. Identical steatite whorls from conducted to establish the parameters

the Aidonia tombs have been tenta-
tively interpreted as bead weights for
clothing: see Demakopoulou 1996,
pp- 66—67,n. 59, fig. 59.

11. It is virtually impossible to
compare this site accurately with
others that have been partially exca-
vated or identified in survey by the
full extent of surface scatters. The fol-
lowing figures are only rough estimates
meant to provide some basis for dis-
cussion and are not to be taken as a
definitive quantification of the mate-
rial at the site.

12. The surface area was measured
with a handheld GPS unit.

13. Hope Simpson (1981, p. 33)
estimates that the settlement at Kora-
kou covered an area of 225,000 m?. For
most of the largest sites in the Corin-
thia, no extensive surveys have been

of surface material. One exception is
Tsoungiza in the Archaia Nemea
valley, where the size of the Myce-
naean occupation has been estimated
at 75,000 m? by the NVAP team (see
the discussion of Mycenaean Nemea

at http://river.blg.uc.edu/nvap/
MycNVAPhtml). The only published
estimates of size for the major Bronze
Age sites long known and in some cases
partially excavated in the region are
those in Hope Simpson 1981. Many of
his figures are based on observations
made in the late 1950s (the same num-
bers can be found in Hope Simpson
and Dickinson 1979 and to a certain
extent in Hope Simpson 1965), and
the criteria used for the estimates are
not always made explicit (in some cases
they appear to be based on the full ex-
tent of surface material and in others

on the dimensions of the natural
topographical features on which the
sites are located); in all cases the figures
given are only rough estimates. These
figures must therefore be used with
extreme caution, but for the sake of
illustration only, based on Hope Simp-
son 1981, the relative extent of surface
material at major Mycenaean sites in
the wider region can be listed as fol-
lows: Gonia 87,500 m? Kleonai
75,000 m? Melissi 40,000 m?; Perdi-
karia 25,500 m? Vasiliko/Ancient Si-
kyon 24,050 m?; Aetopetra 22,500 m?
Zygouries 15,300 m? Agia Irini
15,000 m?% Mylos Cheliotou 6,375 m?.
See Hope Simpson 1981, pp. 34 (A57,
Gonia; A59, Perdikaria; A56, Aetope-
tra; A55, Mylos Cheliotou), 35 (A62,
Kleonai; A63, Zygouries), 36 (A70,
Vasiliko; A66, Agia Irini), and 37 (A73,
Melissi).



Figure 9. A typical assemblage,
including murex shell and coarse
ware tripod cooking pot leg (lower
lef?). Scale 3:8. Photo author.

Figure 10. Andesite grinding stone
and pithos sherds. Photo author

Figure 11. Figurine fragments:
a) quadruped; b) Phi, back view (on
right). Scale 1:2. Photos author.
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Surface area is, however, not necessarily an accurate indication of this
site’s potential size or significance; more indicative is the particularly large
amount and density of identifiable pottery dating to the Mycenaean pe-
riod. A rough idea of the amount of surface material can be given by the
following observation: on the southeastern terraces alone, I stopped count-
ing the readily recognizable Mycenaean sherds when I reached 2,000, having
only progressed part of the way down the slope (this area is not included in
the estimate of the size of the site given above). In surveys of the north-
eastern Peloponnese, a total of more than 200 sherds represents a signifi-
cant Mycenaean component at a site.'* In many areas of Dorati, more than
200 Mycenaean sherds can be found within an area of a few square meters,
and the density of sherds over the entire top of the plateau where the
surface is visible is consistently high. As noted above, the surface material
clearly indicates that this is a settlement site, and large-scale construction
is at least partially preserved.

No Mycenaean settlement on a scale to compare with the citadels of
the Argolid has yet been located in the Corinthia, and only a few large-
scale Mycenaean settlements have been located or excavated. Although
sites in the region with LH surface pottery are numerous and several

14. Mountjoy (1995, p. 52) reports naean Nemea” on the NVAP Web site

that only 1,241 Mycenaean sherds (all
phases) were recognized in the south-
ern Argolid survey. The largest site (F5)
produced 257 sherds. NVAP reports
twenty-five sites with Mycenaean ma-
terial from their survey (not including
the excavated areas, Tsoungiza and the
Nemean sanctuary), more than half
consisting of fewer than five sherds; the
few largest sites are categorized as con-
sisting of “over 200” sherds. See “Myce-

(above, n. 13). Wells and her colleagues
report from the Berbati-Limnes survey
(Wells 1996, pp. 123-175) one find-
spot (no. 428, p. 126) consisting of 900
Mycenaean sherds contained within an
area of ca. 30 x 30 m, and another (no.
14, esp. pp. 133, 166) extending over
60,000 m? at which 269 artifacts were
collected; they note that this spread is
much larger than any of the others and
that the core of the site should probably

Figure 12. One of the large conglom-
erate blocks at the bottom of the

Daveli rema to the east of the site.
Photo author

be estimated as much smaller than the
total scatter area. The remaining sites
listed are smaller. For an overview of
surveys in the region, see Rutter 1993,
table 1, pp. 748-749, ns. 8-15. The ca-
veat stated in n. 11 above is particularly
relevant here, since only a very rough
sense of the relative size of Dorati can
be obtained by comparing limited on-
site observations with the findings of
formal surveys employing varied meth-
ods of collection and quantification.
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Figure 13. Dorati and other sites in

the northeastern Peloponnese.
J. Herbst

15. Note that none of the sites have
been extensively excavated. At Gonia,
despite the large surface scatter (see
above, n. 13), trial trenches turned up
only eroded traces of the Mycenaean
settlement and a fortification wall:
Blegen 1920, p. 6; Blegen 1930-1931;
Sakellariou and Pharaklas 1971, appen-
dix II, p. 16; Rutter 1974; Hope Simp-
son and Dickinson 1979, p. 63,
no. A57; Hope Simpson 1981, p. 34,
no. A57; Isthmia VIII, p. 474, no. 13.
For Aetopetra, see Hatzepouliou-
Kallire 1984 (most recent excavations);

Saronie Guiy

cemeteries and tombs of the Mycenaean period have been excavated, most
of the Bronze Age sites that have been excavated (such as Gonia, Aetopetra,
Mylos Cheliotou, and Agios Gerasimos) have so far produced more exten-
sive EH or MH components (Fig. 13).” The predominance of Mycenaean
pottery at Dorati is therefore of particular interest. In the wider area, only
Korakou has so far produced evidence for an extensive Mycenaean settle-
ment: foundation walls for numerous small LH III houses, a fortification
wall, indications of larger structures (a massive threshold block and part of

Blegen 1920, pp. 3—4; Corinth 1.1,

p- 108; Syriopoulos 1964, p. 86; Sakel-
lariou and Pharaklas 1971, appendix II,
p- 21; Wiseman 1978, p. 99; Hope
Simpson and Dickinson 1979, p. 62,
no. A54; Hope Simpson 1981, pp. 8
(map A), 10 (fig. 1), 34, no. A56; (but
note that it is incorrectly placed on the
maps as overlooking the Longopota-
mos River: it is actually located further
east. For the correct location see Blegen
1920, pp. 2-3, fig. 1); Isthmia VIII,

p- 470, no. 8. For Mylos Cheliotou, see
Blegen 1920, p. 3; Blegen 1921, p. 116;

Corinth 1.1, p. 108; Corinth X111, p. 6;
Sakellariou and Pharaklas 1971, ap-
pendix II, p. 19; Hope Simpson and
Dickinson 1979, p. 62, no. A53; Hope
Simpson 1981, p. 34, no. A55; Isthmia
VIII, p. 470, no. 10, and p. 471. For
Agios Gerasimos, see Corinth1.1,

p- 109; Alin 1962, p. 57; Sakellariou
and Pharaklas 1971, appendix II,

pp- 20-21; Protonotariou-Deilake
1974; Wiseman 1978, p. 99; Hope
Simpson and Dickinson 1979, p. 63,
no. A55; Hope Simpson 1981, p. 33,
no. A53; Isthmia VIII, p. 469, no. 5.
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a fresco), as well as burials.’ At Zygouries in the Ancient Kleonai valley,
Blegen excavated an impressive two-level LH IIIB:1-2 structure with fres-
coes and an extensive store of pottery as well as a number of burials at a
location nearby; only a portion of the hill was exposed.'” In the adjacent
Ancient Nemea valley, the Mycenaean settlement at Tsoungiza has been
characterized as a small hamlet in the Early Mycenaean period, growing
to more substantial proportions by LH IIIB.*® These are the only sites in
the Corinthia at which a substantial Mycenaean phase has so far been
confirmed by excavation.

In the Phlius valley, the rich tombs excavated at Aidonia suggest that
an important LH settlement should be located nearby, but it has not yet
been discovered.’” Moreover, the number of sites where surface material
indicates a large LH settlement is relatively small. Among these, Perdikaria
(with an impressive stretch of cyclopean wall), Kleonai, and Agia Irini in
the Phlius valley stand out as the largest.?* Traces of Mycenaean occupa-
tion have been found in Ancient Corinth and on the slopes of Acrocorinth,
but as yet no large LH settlement site has been uncovered.?! The situation

16. Blegen 1921; Dickinson 1972;
Rutter 1974; Hope Simpson and
Dickinson 1979, p. 61, no. A50; Hope
Simpson 1981, p. 33, no. A51; Isthmia
VIII, p. 469, no. 6.

17. Blegen 1928; Alin 1962, p- 58;
Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979,
p. 66, no. A67; Hope Simpson 1981,
p- 35, no. A63; Thomas 1988; 1992;
Isthmia VIII, pp. 358-361, 469, no. 2.
Shear (1986) has interpreted the re-
mains as belonging to a number of sep-
arate substantial houses, but it is not
certain that more than one structure is
represented and Thomas (1988; 1992,
esp. 337) has characterized the pottery
as unusual for a domestic context.

18. Hope Simpson and Dickinson
1979, p. 67, no. A70; Hope Simpson
1981, p. 36, no. A65; Wright et al.
1990, pp. 631-638; Wright 1990,

p- 353; Rutter 1989; 1990a; 1990b;
1993; Pullen 1990, p. 333; Thomas
1992; Isthmia VIII, pp. 358-361.

19. Touchais 1979; 1980; 1987;
Rutter 1993, p. 788, n. 179; Krystalle-
Votse 1989; 1996.

20. For size estimates see above,

n. 13. For unpublished new observa-
tions concerning the site of Perdikaria,
originally located by Blegen (1920), see
the field reports for the 1999 season on
the Web site of the Eastern Korinthia
Archaeological Survey Project (http://
eleftheria.stcloudstate.edu/eks). See
also Alin 1962, p- 57; Wiseman 1978,

pp- 64-65; Sakellariou and Pharaklas
1971, appendix II, p. 17; Hope
Simpson and Dickinson 1979, p. 64,
no. A59; Hope Simpson 1981, pp. 34—
35, no. A59; Isthmia VIII, p. 474,

no. 14. For Kleonai see Gebauer 1939,
col. 271; Alin 1962, p. 58; Syriopoulos
1964, p. 87; Sakellariou and Pharaklas
1971, appendix II, pp. 33-34; Hope
Simpson and Dickinson 1979, p. 67,
no. A69; Hope Simpson 1981, p. 35,
no. A62; Isthmia VIII, p. 469, no. 1.
A. Frickenhaus (in Karo 1913,

cols. 114-116) reported finding over
100 Mycenaean figurines near the
church of Agia Triada in the moun-
tains above the valley; they have re-
cently been published in Kilian 1990.
For Agia Irini, see Hope Simpson and
Dickinson 1979, pp. 67-68, no. A71;
Hope Simpson 1981, p. 36, no. A66;
Rutter 1993, p. 781.

21. Blegen 1920, p. 3; Dunbabin
1948; Weinberg 1949, p. 157; Broneer
1951, p. 293; Robinson 1976, p. 211,
n. 25 (one sherd, which he identified as
LH); and Hope Simpson 1981, pp. 33~
34, no. A54. For Acrocorinth, see
Corinth 111.1, p. 28. For the LH ITIIC
structure, grave, and deposit from the
Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore, see
Bookidis and Fisher 1972, pp. 291~
292; 1974, pp. 286-289; Rutter 1979.
For an extensive bibliography, see
Isthmia VIII, pp. 470-471.
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Figure 14. View from the northern
end of the site over the Sikyonian
plain toward the Corinthian Gulf
and Perachora. The course of the

Nemea River is discernible to the
east (right) of the paved road. Sikyon

is located far left in the distance.
Photo author

22.The sheer number of sites in the
Corinthia at which Mycenaean ma-
terial has been found precludes listing
or discussing them all here. Some
notable omissions from the above
discussion are the Isthmian sanctuary,
Kenchreai, Galataki, Kato Almyri,
Athikia, Phlius, Krines, and Moulki
near Sikyon. For complete gazetteers of
Mycenaean sites in the Corinthia, see
the works listed above in n. 2. For two
additional small sites reported in the
Kleonai valley not mentioned in gazet-
teers, see Gauvin and Morin 1997.1
have not included any sites north of the
Isthmus; for the Perachora peninsula, in
addition to the general site gazetteers,
see Fossey 1990. Some as yet unpub-

is the same in and around the Sikyonian plain; surface sherds and burials
suggest a Mycenaean presence at numerous sites (e.g., Vasiliko/Ancient
Sikyon, Melissi), but no substantial settlement site on the order of those
listed above or comparable in surface material to Dorati has been located.?
The size of the site at Dorati, even considering only the top of the plateau,
and the density of the specifically Mycenaean material thereon suggest
that the Mycenaean phase of the site is potentially as large as or larger
than most yet investigated or identified in the area.®

The site’s topographical location is also significant for estimating its
potential importance, in that it commands an impressive view over the
juncture between the Sikyonian and Corinthian plains (Fig. 14).Itisina
position to control significant parts of the coastal plain and access into the
Nemea valley vida the Nemea River.* This setting, on a naturally defen-
sible plateau above a river and along the coastal bluffs, similar to the loca-
tion of a number of other Bronze Age sites along the Corinthian Gulf,
conforms to a preferred type of location for settlements in this area at this
time, and further suggests that other similar areas between the Nemea and
the Longopotamos Rivers deserve closer investigation.”

lished information from NVAP and the

Eastern Korinthia survey can be ob-
tained from their Web sites.

River (and therefore directly past Do-
rati), an important road in the historical
period, was already in use in the Myce-

23.The preceding discussion is not
intended to ignore the probability that
earlier settlement phases are preserved.
I estimate that at least 90 percent of the
material that I have observed at the site
is LH, but the tendency to overestimate
periods more easily identified in the
field and the large amount of total sur-
face material (not to mention the na-
ture of other Bronze Age sites in the
region) suggest that the earlier prehis-
toric phases could also prove to be
substantial.

24. Mountjoy (1999, p. 197) sug-
gests that the route along the Nemea

naean period to provide access between
Mycenae, Tsoungiza, Aidonia, and the
Corinthian Gulf.

25. Morgan (Isthmia VIII, p. 354)
has already made a similar observation
concerning Aetopetra: “The site loca-
tion typifies a local preference for
bluffs, removing settlement from agri-
cultural land while allowing easy access
to it, facilitating defense, and lying
close to an important route of com-
munication.” The site at Agios Pande-
leimon above Kamari in Achaia is
similarly situated: see Anderson and
Anderson 1975,p. 5, pl. 1, fig. 1.
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DORATI AS STRABO’S CORINTHIAN ORNEAI

The specific location of Dorati is particularly significant because it allows
for a tentative identification of the site. The geographer Strabo, in a num-
ber of controversial passages, mentions that there existed a second town
called Orneai, distinct from the town in the Argolid of the same name. He
describes this second Orneai as abandoned in his time, located between
Corinth and Sikyon and next to a river on a height overlooking the Sikyoni-
an plain, but in the neighborhood of Corinth. I propose that Dorati fits
exactly with this topographical description by Strabo. Accepting Dorati as
a viable candidate for this second, “Corinthian,” Orneai not only clarifies
the description of that town by Strabo, but also solves some of the difficul-
ties in locating the Argive town of the same name and in understanding
the internal logic of the arrangement of Agamemnon’s realm in the Homeric
Catalogue of Ships, in which an Orneai is mentioned.

It is not my intention to review all of the arguments already advanced
by other scholars concerning the location of the Argive Orneai, but it is
necessary to preface any discussion of Corinthian Orneai with a relatively
detailed review of the sources for and problem of the two similarly named
towns. An Orneiai is listed in the Catalogue of Ships as belonging to the
“realm of Agamemnon”:

Ot 8¢ Muxfvog elyov, Ebxtinevoy TToAiebpoy,
agveLéy te Kdpvbov ébxtipévog te Khewvdg,
"Opvetdg T Evépovro "Apatbupény T épatetviy

xol Zixudv', 60” &p’ “Adpnotog TpdT EuPaciievey,
ol 0" Yrepnoiny e xal airwewvhy 'ovéeooav
ey T elyov 719° Alytov dpgvépovto
Alytoddy T dva avro xold dpg’ EAixny edpetay,
TRV EXATOV VROV NEYE XPEIWY "AYoUEUVLY
’Atpeidng.

And they that held Mycenae, the well-built citadel, and wealthy
Corinth, and well-built Kleonai, and dwelt in Orneiai and lovely
Araithyrea and Sikyon, wherein at the first Adrastus was king; and
they that held Hyperesia and steep Gonoessa and Pellene, and that
dwelt about Aigion and throughout all Aigialus, and about broad
Helike—of these was the son of Atreus, lord Agamemnon, captain,
with a hundred ships.?

There are a few brief references to an Orneai that indicate that a place
of this name was involved in hostilities with Sikyon at some time during
the Early Archaic period.?”” The first clear reference to an Argive Orneai

26.11. 2.569-577, A.'T. Murray, ing a victory over the Sikyonians. There
trans., Cambridge, Mass., 1924. On the is nothing in either passage to indicate
variant spelling Orneiai, see the passage the date of the victory, but a reasonable
of Eustathius quoted in n. 34 below. setting for the conflict has been found

27. Plut. De Pyth. or. 15 (Mor. 401d); in a war between Sikyon and Argos
Paus. 10.18.5. Both are passing refer- mentioned by Herodotos (5.67-68)

ences to a dedication by the Orneatai to  during the tyranny of Kleisthenes.
the sanctuary at Delphi commemorat- Plutarch (De sera. 7, Mor. 553a-b) also

appears to indicate a border dispute
between Kleonai and Sikyon at this
time. McGregor (1941, pp. 277-278,

n. 49), Kelly (1976, p. 124), Griffin
(1982 p. 38, n. 20, and p. 51), and Lolos
(1998, p. 38, 1. 107, and p. 49) have all
hinted that both Kleonai and Orneal
may have formed an association with



Argos already at this time to wage a
territorial war against their common
and aggressive Sikyonian enemy. See
also n. 67 below.

28. Among the races of the Pelo-
ponnese, Herodotos includes oi 8¢ Kv-
vobplot adtdxBoveg £6vteg doxéovot
pobvor elva "Twveg, éxdedwpieuvton 3¢
U6 e "ApYeiny &pxSpevot xol Tod
Xpdvou, &évrteg ‘Opvetiton xal [ol] mepi-
owxot. On the strength of Strab. 8.6.7
(C 370), Andrewes (1970, p. 109) ex-
plains the Kynouria alluded to here as
an area of the Inachos valley and not
the more familiar border area between
the Argolid and Lakonia.

29. Ar. Av. 399 and scholia and
Paus. 8.27.1 also probably refer to these
events.
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appears in Herodotos 8.73.3, where he refers to the people of an Orneai at
the time of the Persian War as in some way subject to the Argives and
among those who sat apart from the war.® The Orneatai next appear along-
side the Kleonaians as allies of the Argives at the battle of Mantineia in
418 B.c. (Thuc. 5.67.2, 5.72.4, 5.74.3—4). According to Thucydides and
Diodoros, the Lakedaimonians invaded the Argolid the following year
(Thuc. 6.7.1-2, Diod. Sic. 12.81.4-5). After ravaging the countryside, they
settled fugitives from Argos at Orneai, fortified the city, and left it with a
strong garrison. Soon thereafter, the Athenians arrived and together with
the Argives besieged Orneai. According to Diodoros, after taking the city,
the Argives and Athenians put some of the garrison and exiles to death
and expelled others. In Thucydides’ account, the Argives razed Orneai.”
The place apparently continued to exist, however, since Diodoros (16.39.1-
6) mentions it again in reference to hostilities between the Lakedaimonians
and the Megalopolitans in 352/1 B.c.: the Lakedaimonians advance from
Mantineia to the “Argive city of Orneai” and capture it before the Mega-
lopolitans and their allies, including the Argives, can advance from their
position at the headwaters of the Alpheius River. When the Argives sub-
sequently take the field against the Lakedaimonians at Orneai, they are
defeated. The Lakedaimonians eventually make an armistice with the
Megalopolitans, but we do not learn the fate of Orneai, and its capture by
the Lakedaimonians is the last event in its history preserved in our sources.

From these few references it is already indicated that Argive Orneai
lay somewhere within the Argolid in the direction of Mantineia, but the
most important source for the more precise location of this Orneai is
Pausanias 2.25.4-6. He begins with a description of a road (which he later
calls the Klimax) leading from the Deiras ridge of Argos and past Lyrkeia
to Mantineia. He gives an aition for a beacon festival held at Argos, in
which he makes it clear that Lyrkeia and the Larissa are intervisible. Hav-
ing given these clues to the rough location of Lyrkeia, he then continues:

&g uev 3 Tadmy €otiy €€ "Apyoug EEfxovta wdhloTd Tov atadia,
éx 8¢ Avpxeiog Etepa Tooadta €g Opveds. Avpxeiog puév dy
TIOAEWS, BTE NENUWUEWNGS 78N xotd T EAMvwy atpateiay éni
"TAov, 00X érotfoato “Ounpog év xatoAdyw uviuny' "Opvedg 83—
ETL YO p ©*0DVTo—, HoTEP TG TOTY THS 'ApYeing Exevto, 0bTw %ot
&v tolg €meat TPoTépag 7 PAoDVTA Te xal TixudVo xTEAEEEY.
gxahobvto 8¢ amd "Opvéwg Tob Epeyféwg Tod 88 'Opvéwe Av
T0o0UToUL Iletews, ToD 3¢ Meveabelg, 6 Ayauéuvowt petd ’Abnvainy
™y Hptdpov ouyxabetiey dpyny. amod pev 39 todtov 10 Gvopa
€yéveTo TN ToAeL, "Apyeiot 3¢ Botepoy ToOTwy ‘Opvedtog
avéomoay” avaotavreg 8¢ advolxol YeEYGvaoy "Apyeiotg. £oTL 3¢
v taig 'Opveaic ’ApTtéutdog te iepdv xal Edavov 6p00ov xalt Etepog
vaOg Beoig oo € x0OV AveLuévog. To 3¢ Eméxeva 'Opvedv ¥ e
Suvwvia xal | PAtacio Eotiv.

The distance from Argos to Lyrcea is about sixty stades, and the
distance from Lyrcea to Orneae is the same. Homer in the Cata-
logue makes no mention of the city Lyrcea, because at the time of
the Greek expedition against Troy it already lay deserted; Orneae,
however, was inhabited, and in his poem he places it on the list
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before Phlius and Sicyon, which order corresponds to the position
of the towns in the Argive territory. The name is derived from
Orneus, the son of Erechtheus. This Orneus begat Peteos, and
Peteos begat Menestheus, who, with a body of Athenians, helped
Agamemnon to destroy the kingdom of Priam. From him then did
Orneai get its name, and afterwards the Argives removed all its
citizens, who thereupon came to live at Argos. At Orneae are a
sanctuary and an upright wooden image of Artemis; there is besides
a temple devoted to all the gods in common. On the further side of
Orneae are Sicyonia and Phliasia.*

The interpretation of part of this passage is somewhat problematic, and
Pritchett has argued that the translation, quoted above, by W. H. S. Jones
is inaccurate. He argues that Orneai is the implied subject of &xetvro, and
that the sentence must be translated as follows: “But with respect to Orneai
(for it was then inhabited), as it is situated in the country of the Argives, it
is mentioned by the poet before either Phleious or Sikyon.™ In this trans-
lation it is particularly clear that Pausanias places this Orneai within the
Argolid, and also that he identifies this Orneai near Lyrkeia as the Orneai
mentioned in the Catalogue of Ships.

Strabo also refers to this Orneai near Lyrkeia, but in the same passage
he clearly refers to a second place of the same name located between Sikyon
and Corinth:

“Opnpog & adtig odx oldev, 00dE 1O Adpxetov, 00d *Opvedc
x®dpo & giol g 'Apyeiag, 1 uév SpwvLpog @ Spet TQ TtAnaioy, ol
3¢ taig 'Opveais taig petakd Kopivlou xal Zixvdvog idpupévarc.

Homer doesn’t know these [Argive Hysiai and Kenchreai, nor yet
does he know Lyrkeion or Orneai, which are villages in Argeia, the
former bearing the same name as the mountain near it and the latter
the same as the Orneai which is situated between Corinth and
Sikyon.*

At first glance, Strabo’s comment that Homer does not know of Orneai
appears strange, since an Orneai certainly appears in the Homeric Cata-
logue. But Strabo soon turns to a discussion of the realm of Agamemnon,
and it becomes clear that, unlike Pausanias, he believes that this second
Orneai, between Corinth and Sikyon and not a place in the Argolid, is the
Orneai mentioned in the I/iad. He begins his discussion of Mycenae,
Corinth, Kleonai, Orneai, and so on with the preface “but let me speak
next of the places that are named in the Catalogue of Ships as subject to
Mycenae and Menelaus” (Strab. 8.6.19 [C 377]). After quoting Homer
and proceeding to describe the sites in the order listed in the Catalogue, he
reaches Orneai (Strab. 8.6.24 [C 382]):

’Opveal & elaty EMOVLIOL TR TOPOPPEOVTL TTOTOWUED, VOV Uev Epnuot,
TP6TEPOY & oixoduevaL XaADG, lepoy Exovoar Ilptamou TLuduevoY,
o’ v xai 6 t& Iptdmeio Tooog Edppdviog *Opved v xaket TOv
0edv xeivror & OIEP ToD eSOV TOD Lixvwviwy, Ty 8& Yhpov
Eoxov "Apyelot. "ApatBupéa & Eotiv v vOv OAtaaior xahovpév,.

30. Text and translation from Jones
1918, pp. 380-383.

31. Pritchett 1980, p. 22, n. 35.

32. Strab. 8.6.17 (C 376). The text
given here is from Jones [1927] 1954,
p- 182, but it is problematic. Lyrkeion is
an emendation, no doubt based on
Pausanias’s description (2.25.4-5) of
the two Argive towns of Orneai and
Lyrkeia. Andrewes (1970, p. 108)
comments on the passage thus: “008¢
70 Auxodpytov (probably Abpxetov),
o00d 'Opvedg xdpon & eiol g "Ap-
Yelog, | Lev OpwvLog T¢ BPeL 6 . . .
(probably Avpxeic), oi 8¢ Taig Opveaig
Taig petaEd Kopivlou xal Zixvidvog
idpupévauc. Kramer excised all the
words here cited in Greek, believing
that this second Orneai was the inven-
tion of an interpolator. But 6.24, 382 is
clear enough.” Aly (1950, p. 249) also
advocates the emendation: “008¢ 16
AvxobpYLov (?) 008 "Opveds. xdpon &
eiol g 'Apyelag, N wév OudvLpog ¢
Spet 1@ —5—6 B.—ou 3¢ taig 'Opveaig
x7A. Dass Lykurgion falsch und
Lyrkeion gemeint ist, sicht jeder.”



33. Jones [1927] 1954, pp. 204-205.

34. Niese 1877; Giovannini 1969,
p- 8, n. 2. Strabo gives no indication
that he knows the location of Corin-
thian Orneai firsthand. In his descrip-
tion of Kleonai, he states that he saw
the city himself from Acrocorinth; he
makes no such claim for Orneai. Do-
rati, my candidate for Orneai, is dis-
cernible from Acrocorinth, and so it is
possible that its general location was
pointed out to him from that vantage
point, but since he does not say so it
seems likely that he is simply quoting
his sources.

35. Trans. author. Eust. 2.291.7-15
(= Strab. 8.6.24 [C 382]): '0pvetat 8¢ 7
Siya 10D T "Opveai—rodTo Y&Q p&AloTal
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Orneai is named after the river that flows past it. It is deserted now,
although formerly it was well-peopled, and had a temple of Priapus
that was held in honour; and it was from Orneai that the Euphro-
nius who composed the Priapeia calls the god “Priapus the Orne-
atan.” Orneai is situated above the plain of the Sikyonians, but the
country was possessed by the Argives. Araithyrea is the country
which is now called Phliasia.*®

Strabo (13.1.12 [C 587]) mentions this second Orneai in passing in one
last passage, where he calls it merely “near Corinth”:

... EE'Opvedv Ty tepl Kopwvbov . . .
from the Orneai near Corinth

From these three passages it is clear that Strabo believes that there
was a place called Orneai between Sikyon and Corinth, next to a river of
the same name and on a height above the Sikyonian plain but better de-
scribed as near Corinth. It had a temple of Priapus, but it was completely
abandoned by his day. B. Niese has shown that the 2nd-century B.c. com-
mentaries on the I/iad, primarily that of Apollodoros, underlie Strabo’s
discussion of the Homeric Catalogue, and his information on this second
Orneai probably originates entirely from his sources.* Strabo is virtually
the only preserved source for this second Orneai, but Eustathius, using
Strabo and an unabridged version of Stephanus of Byzantium, repeats the
same information but adds the following:

Koeitan 8¢ obtwe i} amd *Opvéwg, viod EpexBéwe, 3 &mo ‘Opvéag
vopng, i 61t &’ Boug xelvrow, 7 OpuwVOUWS ‘Opvéy 16 ToTOUE.

It [the Orneai between Sikyon and Corinth] is named after Orneus,
the son of Erechtheus, or the nymph Ornea, or because it is on a
height, or from the river of the same name.”

Eustathius is primarily repeating information that could have ultimately
derived from Strabo, but his assignment of Orneus to this Orneai (contra

v x0Lvi] YPNoeL xelta—xdun oty Suwwviwy. See van der Valk 1971,

’Apyeiog xorte TV Fewypdpov. Eot 8¢
xol ETépa petaEd KopivBou xal Zuxv-
@vog. Tadmy 8¢ 6 T 'Ebvixa ypadoag
TIOAY AéYEL, 00 xWOUNY. TANBLVTIXGG 88
xoll abTon Aéyovtat, g xol ol Kiew-
voii. yobepovron 3¢ i Supddyyou al
’Opvewal, &g xal Bpuoetai xat Adyetai.
xoheitat 3¢ obtwg 7 amd ‘Opvéwg, viod
Epex0éwe, i amo 'Opvéag voueng, 3 ot
¢’ Boug xeivta, 7 dpwvdpwg ‘Opvéa
6 TTOTOUEE. TODTO OE Xl 6 'ewypdpog
oot Aéywy, 6t 'Opveal EmdvopoL T@
ToPAPEEOVTL TOTAUE. OG ol TaDT&
Qnow, 6 VoV wév Epnuot, Tpdtepoy &
oixobuevon xoAde. ETiudto 8 xel
Tplamog, 60ev xai 'Opved g Exaleito.
xeivron & OmEp T0D Mediov TOD TAY

pp- 448-449.1 do not put particular
empbhasis on the distinction stressed in
this passage between the designation
xdun and wéAg. Strabo does not actu-
ally use either term in reference to Co-
rinthian Orneai, and the Argive Orneai
was not always subject to Argos. Dio-
doros (16.39) specifically calls the
Argive Orneai a oM. Therefore the
apparent discrepancy in terminology
alone does not persuasively argue for
the necessity of a second Orneai to
explain the variance in the sources. The
different terms could relate to a change
in the status of Argive Orneai after its
reduction by Argos in 417/16 B.c.



136 JEANNETTE MARCHAND

Pausanias) and his reference to a nymph Ornea, both of which do not ap-
pear in Strabo’s text, may suggest that he is using additional information
derived from a different source (or one of Strabo’s original sources).*

Starting with the early travelers to Greece, most scholars seeking the
location of Orneai have assumed that Strabo was confused, and that there
was no second, Corinthian, Orneai; all of the information about an Orneai
that Strabo had taken from his sources must refer to one place. This view
was followed most influentially by Frazer in his commentary on Pausanias.”’
But a number of scholars who have looked at the problem in terms of the
5th-century history of Argos or actually looked for Argive Orneai by au-
topsy have begun to argue for the existence of a second, Corinthian, Orneai.
Among their arguments, they point out that there is no place that can fit
all the topographical requirements in the sources for a single Orneai: for
instance, it should be immediately clear that there is no place roughly 120
stades from Argos (the 60 plus 60 of Paus. 2.25.4-5: approximately 24
km) that can also be described as being above the Sikyonian plain or be-
tween Sikyon and Corinth (Strabo).%®

The main difficulty for many scholars in accepting Strabo’s account of
a second Orneai has been that his account has seemed confused and self-
contradictory: how could a site overlooking the Sikyonian plain be both
within Corinthian territory but have belonged to the Argives? It is this
fact, that Strabo himself appears to locate the second Orneai in the Argolid,
that initially led to the assumption that Strabo was relating garbled infor-
mation about the same Orneai as discussed by Pausanias and the other
sources. Meyer helped to create what is still perhaps the common opinion
by stating flatly “Strabons Unterscheidung ist irrig.”* It is of the greatest
importance, however, to recognize that Strabo is basing his description of
this second Orneai, and indeed the entire area, on the realm of Agamemnon
as described in the Catalogue of Ships. He makes it clear that he believes
that the Corinthian Orneai is the one mentioned in Homer. Thus, he both
indicates that the Orneai he has in mind is a place that his sources believed
to have been important in the Mycenaean period, and that it is a# that time
that the land (along with Corinth, Kleonai, and Araithyrea) belonged to
the “Argives.” G.]. Lolos has recently interpreted Strabo’s comments about
Orneai in a similar fashion, with “Argives” meaning the lords of the
Mycenaean citadel, although he does not observe that Strabo indicates
that the Catalogue refers to this second, Corinthian, Orneai:

36. The tradition of the eponymous p- 249. Herter (1932, pp. 251-252,n. 1)

nymph finds support in Diod. Sic. has also argued that a cult of Priapus as
4.72.1-2, where he includes a nymph mentioned by Strabo would fit better
Ornia, along with Kleone, among the with a Corinthian location; this opinion
daughters of the river Asopos. is seconded by Kruse (RE XVIII, 1939,
37. Frazer ([1897] 1965, p. 217) col. 1124, s.v. Orneates). It is worth
places Orneai at Liondi, using infor- noting that Pausanias does not mention
mation from both Strabo and Pau- a cult of Priapus among those at the
sanias. Argive Orneai, and that Strabo men-
38. Pritchett 1980, pp. 22-23; tions the cult in relation to the Corin-

Andrewes 1970, p. 108; Aly 1950, thian Orneai twice (8.6.24 [C 382],

text above, p. 134, and again at 13.1.12
(C 587): Tlpiarog & &0t moALS i
BaddtTy . . . Emdvupog & Eoti ToD
Ipiamov Ttpwuévou o’ adrolg, eit ¢E
’Opvedv tdv Tept KSpvbov petevnvey-
uévou tod iepod, eite T@ Aéyeobot Ato-
vOE0oL xal YOG TOV B0V SpUNTEYTLY
€Tl TO TLUAY aDTOV TRV GvBPdTWY.

39. RE XVIII, 1939, col. 1123, s.v.
Orneai (E. Meyer).



40. Lolos 1998, p. 103, quoting
Wiseman 1978, p. 110. Lacking a
candidate closer to Sikyon, Lolos
presented the possibility that Aeto-
petra could be identified with Orneai.
This site, east of the Longopotamos
River, seems however too far east to
be described as overlooking Sikyonian
land; the historical boundary between
the Corinthia and the Sikyonia was
the Nemea River. It is worth noting
here that there is increasing evidence
that Argos had great influence (as
well as periods of complete political
control) in the historical period in
many of the areas included in the Cata-
logue. Nemea was Argive, at least in
the 4th century, and all the extant an-
cient sources attribute the altar of Zeus
Apesantios atop Mt. Apesas to Nemea
or associate it with Argive heroes as
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The notion of temporary possession of the territory at one time
in history by the Argives is clearly implied. This historical time,
I argue, must be placed in the almost legendary era of Argive
domination over Araithyrea (Phlius), Sikyon, and Corinth to
which I briefly referred in the first chapter [the domain of
Agamemnon as given in the I/iad Catalogue of Ships]. To this
period the geographer assigns the flourishing of Orneai, which
was in ruins in his day.

A candidate site for Orneai along the 15 km. of highland
separating Sikyon from Corinth has yet to be advanced.
Judging from the specification wept Képtvbov, one would be
tempted to place it in the eastern part of the plain, beyond the
Nemea River. Wiseman, who surveyed the Corinthian land, favors
this possibility but says that “no remains of a suitable ancient town
have yet to be found between Corinth and Sikyon.”*

Suitable remains of an ancient town corresponding to Strabo’s ac-
count have now been found at Dorati, and in exactly the location favored
by Lolos and Wiseman. Strabo and his sources clearly relate that there
was a Mycenaean site called Orneai, abandoned at least by the time of
Strabo, near a major river and on a height that overlooked the territory of
Sikyon. It was located not within the Argolid but within the area of the
Corinthia. Dorati has a magnificent view over the Corinthian Gulf, but
because of the relative heights of the bluffs on either side of the site, its
primary view is to the west over the Sikyonian plain (Figs. 14-15). Dorati
is, however, within what was Corinthian territory in the historical period,
since it is just east of the Nemea River,the historical boundary between
Corinth and Sikyon.* The site is lofty, up on a bluff, and there are two
rivers that run past it: the Nemea and the Daveli rema to the east. Ornea(i)

well. Kleonai was politically integrated
into the Argive state at least for a
period of a little less than a hundred
years, and even when independent it
was a very close ally of Argos. Finally,
Xenophon tells us (Hell. 4.4.5-6) that
in the 390s the Argives removed the
boundary stones between their state
and Corinth, bringing Corinthian
territory into their own “city limits.”
Although this was a short-lived phe-
nomenon, it points up that the boun-
daries between Argos and Corinth were
closer than often supposed. Thus it is
not impossible to imagine a time even
in the historical period when the area
of Dorati may have belonged to Argive
territory, and similar arguments could
be advanced for the area further west,
including Sikyon and Pellene (for in-
stance, Pausanias [2.7.1] thought that

Sikyon was once Argive). For Kleonai,
see Piérart and Thalmann 1980,
pp- 261-269, no. 3; Miller 1982; and
Perlman 2000, pp. 131-149. For
Apesas, see RE1 (2), 1894, col. 2699,
s.v. Apesas (G. Hirschfeld); RE 1 (2),
1894, cols. 2698-2699, s.v. Apesantios
(O. Jessen); and in particular Hes.
Theog. 326-332; Paus. 2.15.3; [Plut.]
de Fluviis 18.9; Plin. HN 4.17,; Stat.
Theb. 3.461-462; Steph. Byz., s.v.
’Anéoac. For Nemea, see Miller 1994,
pp- 95-96; Nemea 11, pp. 100, 170, 233.
41. The Nemea River was the
boundary by Strabo’s time, as he
himself comments: Strab. 8.6.25
(C 382); Livy 33.15. Exactly when
the border became fixed at this point
is not known, but it was certainly
already the border by the Classical
period.
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could have been an old name for either.” The surface material indicates
that there was a major Bronze Age settlement here, as Strabo suggests,
and also that it was abandoned well before his day. The location is exactly
between Corinth and Sikyon, the view is primarily in the direction of
Sikyon, but it lies within the borders of historical Corinth. It is hard to
imagine another site that could not only so well fit all of the topographical
indications as given by Strabo, but also explain the seemingly self-contra-
dictory elements in Strabo’s account.®

LOCATION OF ARGIVE ORNEAI

With a strong candidate now proposed for Corinthian Orneai, the loca-
tion of Argive Orneai can be clarified. There is no longer any reason to
locate Argive Orneai near a river or explain how it could have been thought
to overlook the Sikyonian plain, since these details relate to the Corinthian
site. Andrewes, Pritchett, and Pikoulas have all argued persuasively that

42. Strabo’s Omgp 10D Mediov at
8.6.24 (C 382) implies that the site was
on a height, as Eustathius emphasizes.
The Nemea River is conspicuous from
Dorati and presumably the proximity to
the river was one of the reasons for the
location of the settlement (see Fig. 14).
If the site derived its name from one of
the two rivers near it, the Nemea, given
its considerable length and size, seems a
much more likely source than the rema
to the east. The name of the river may
have subsequently changed after Orneai
was abandoned and the sanctuary of
Nemea gained influence. The earliest
designation of a river as Nepedg xopdi-
Spa should in fact indicate that the
name of the river derived from its ori-
gin in the Nemea valley. However, all
the references in which a context is
preserved for this title actually refer to

events that occurred near the Longo-
potamos River to the east (mapé tov
Nepéov motopdv in Diod. Sic. 14.83.2;
Aeschin. 2.168, nept Thv Nepedda
xohovpévny xap&dpa, is ambiguous.
Ephoros, FGrH 70 F82 [Harpokr.]
preserves mAnatov g Neue<dd>og
yopadpag, also in Suid. Phot., s.v. Ne-
uéac yop&dpa, both without context,
although reference is also made to
Aischines in Harpokration). Presum-
ably the term is the result of confused
topography deriving from a misreading
of Xenophon, who while discussing
events in part near the Nemea refers to
the Longopotamos as simply a xxpd-
Spo (Hell. 4.2.15-23). Only Strab.
8.6.25 (C 382) and Livy 33.15 can be
definitely associated with the river
flowing from the Sanctuary of Zeus out
to the Corinthian Gulf past Dorati, and

Figure 15. View from the site to the
east toward Acrocorinth and the
Corinthian plain. Photo author

they both call it simply “the Nemea
River.” Nevertheless, it should be
evident that the name derives from
the valley and the site. It is therefore
not necessary that the name Nemea for
the river predates the period in which
the Nemean sanctuary and games
gained prominence. See RE XVI, 1935,
col. 2322, n. 3, s.v. Nemea (E. Meyer)
and the important observations of
Pritchett (1969, p. 78) and Lolos
(1998, p. 131).

43.1t can also be noted that directly
upon entering the plain, the Nemea
River turns to the east before continu-
ing straight into the gulf; therefore,
although Dorati is on the Corinthian
side of the river, the portion of the
plain directly in front of the site is

“Sikyonian.”



44. Andrewes 1970, p. 107; Tom-
linson 1972, p. 39; Pritchett 1980,
pp- 19-30; Pikoulas 1995, pp. 267-270.

45. Pritchett 1980, pp. 1217,
Pikoulas 1995, pp. 263-265 (full
bibliographies). Papachatzes (1976,
p- 186, n. 1) and others still follow the
early travelers in associating the re-
mains at Kato Belesi with Lyrkeia;
however, Kato Belesi, at over 18 km
from Argos, is too far away to fit Pau-
sanias’s description (although Tomlin-
son [1972, p. 39] has rightly pointed
out that Pausanias’s measurements are
only approximate). Schinochori and
Skala are approximately 12 km from
Argos: this first measurement should be
the more exact, since Pausanias gives a
figure of 60 stades in reference to Lyr-
keia; for Orneai he simply says that it is
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the best candidate for the Argive Orneai is found in the ruins on and near
the hill Paliokastraki at Kato Belesi (which, confusingly, has been renamed
Lyrkeia), located northwest of Argos in the Inachos valley (Fig. 13).%
Certainty is impossible, and the problem is compounded by the circum-
stance that ancient Lyrkeia has also not been definitely located. Pausa-
nias, however, indicates that Lyrkeia should be located approximately
60 stades (ca. 12 km) from Argos on the Klimax road leading from the
Deiras ridge of Argos toward Mantineia, and that it should be intervis-
ible with the Larissa. This description fits a location near Schinochori
and Skala, where appropriate remains have been found.* Argive Or-
neai should be approximately 60 stades further along the same road but
still within the Argolid, corresponding to Paliokastraki of Kato Belesi,
where Pritchett documented impressive remains of a Classical town and
fortification, and which Pikoulas has shown to have been on the Klimax
route to Mantineia.*

Despite what would in other circumstances be considered the secure
identification of Kato Belesi with Argive Orneai, a site in the Gymno
valley is still persistently identified as the 5th-century town. The Gymno
valley gives access from the Argolid into the Phliasian plain via Liondj,
the remains of a Classical watchtower of the 4th century are located at the
entrance to that valley, on a height at Kastro Kourounas. The site was one
of those originally proposed by the early travelers for Argive Orneai, and
was supported by Meyer without autopsy.” There is absolutely no evi-
dence, however, for a Classical town near the site. Pritchett observed that
the tower is situated to permit communication not with the Argolid but to
the north with Phlius, making it uncertain that even the tower was Argive.*
Pritchett has noted that the identification has persisted partly because of
the attempt of scholars to make all of the information about the second
Orneai from Strabo fit with Pausanias’s account of the Argive town, and
the location near Gymno was seen to be more suited than Kato Belesi
to some of Strabo’s topographical indications: it is near a river (the source
of the Inachos) and it lies closer to Sikyon, perhaps leading to Strabo’s

about the same distance beyond
Lyrkeia.

46. Pritchett 1980, pp. 19-31.
Pikoulas (1995, p. 101, pp. 267-270,
290) has confirmed that the Argos—
Orneai-Mantineia route passed directly
by Paliokastraki of Kato Belesi: one of
the stretches of preserved wheel ruts of
the road is immediately north of the
site. See also the earlier observations of
Frickenhaus and Miiller 1911, p. 24.
Papachatzes (1976, p. 187) estimates
that Kato Belesi is 18 km from Argos;
Pritchett (1980, p. 24, n. 41) estimates
that it is farther, and observes also that
the ancient road would have taken a
more circuitous route than the modern
one. Musti (1986, p. 295) also con-
cludes that the identifications of
Schinochori/Skala = Lyrkeia, and Kato

Belesi = Orneai best fit the distances
given by Pausanias.

47. REXVIII, 1939, cols. 1123—
1124, s.v. Orneai (E. Meyer); K/Pauly 4,
1972, p. 346, s.v. Orneai (E. Meyer).
The site is approximately 3 km to
the southeast of the village of Gymno
on the back road from Phlius to Sterna
and Argos. Pritchett (1980, pp. 23—
24, 27-31) reviews the evidence from
the early travelers for remains near
Gymno and demonstrates that they
all appear to refer to this same
watchtower.

48. Pikoulas (1995, p. 73), while
categorically rejecting the identifica-
tion of the tower with Orneai, argues
that despite the limited visibility the
tower may have been Argive.
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description of Orneai as “above Sikyon.”® Such a compromise is not satis-
factory, however, and ultimately Gymno does not fit either the evidence of
Strabo or Pausanias: a location near Gymno cannot be correctly described
as “above Sikyon,” and the location does not fit with the evidence that
places Argive Orneai within the Argolid and on the route to Mantineia.
With the discovery of a candidate for Corinthian Orneai, all of Strabo’s
information can be finally disassociated from Argive Orneai, and the iden-
tification by Andrewes, Pritchett, and Pikoulas of that town with Kato
Belesi can be deemed secure.

There is, however, another significant reason for the staying power of
Gymno as a candidate for Argive Orneai. Hope Simpson and Lazenby
reported finding Mycenaean sherds in the vicinity of the watchtower at
Gymno, which apparently made it appropriate for a site mentioned in the
Iliad. Following Frazer and Meyer, they identified it as the Orneai of the
Homeric Catalogue.* There was no doubt a Mycenaean presence at Kastro
of Gymno, but there are numerous places with Mycenaean material that
are not mentioned in the I/iad, and the site does not fit Pausanias’s descrip-
tion or that of other sources: it may well have been a Mycenaean settle-
ment, but it is very unlikely to have been Classical Argive Orneai. Pritchett
states the case well: “Unable to find any other remains of a site in the upper
Yimnon [Gymno] valley, I cannot accept the identification of a Mycenaean
settlement, having a fourth-century watchtower, oriented toward the north,
as evidence for Orneai, an Argive polis of the Classical period.”*

STRABO’S CORINTHIAN ORNEAI IN THE
CATALOGUE OF SHIPS

It is of some significance that in discussions of the Catalogue of Ships
Gymno is consistently identified with Argive Orneai, despite its clear in-
congruity with the evidence for the 5th-century town. Although some
prehistoric sherds and one worked obsidian blade have been observed at
Kato Belesi, there is as yet no published evidence that there was a LH
presence there.” This has created reluctance—even among scholars who

49. Frazer ([1897] 1965, p. 217)
even placed Orneai further north in the
Phlius valley near the modern village
of Liondi (and thus “closer” to Sikyon;
but even a location as far north as
Liondi cannot by any stretch of the
imagination be described as overlook-
ing the Sikyonian plain). The identifi-
cation can still be found (e.g., Papa-
chatzes 1976, pp. 189-192) although
no modern investigator has yet to re-
port any specific suitable remains in the
area. In any event, this general area is
much too far from Argos to fit Pau-
sanias’s account and, as Andrewes
(1970, p. 107) points out, the area was
certainly in Phliasian and not Argive

connection with the location of
Homeric Orneai, especially if it
should in fact turn out that there are
no prehistoric remains in the [closer]
vicinity of Gymno.” Pikoulas (1995,
p- 227) reported more recently find-
ing at the site only a few unglazed
sherds, one LH kylix base, and no
obsidian.

51. Pritchett 1980, pp. 30-31.

52. For the ceramics at Paliokastraki
of Kato Belesi, see Pritchett 1980,
p- 25; Pikoulas 1995, p. 269. Pritchett
mentions “prehistoric” sherds; Pikoulas
reports, from the prehistoric period,
only Neolithic sherds.

territory in the 5th century; therefore,
any remains that may come to light in
the region of Liondi in future would be
unlikely to represent Argive Orneai.
50. Hope Simpson and Lazenby
1970, pp. 66—67: “Around it [the tower
on Kourounas hill] and extending over
the whole summit and the upper slopes
to the south and east—the northern
slopes are much steeper—we found
a considerable number of Mycenaean
sherds of a ‘provincial’ nature, ranging
from LH II to LH IIIB (mainly the
latter), together with five sherds of
Grey Minyan ware, some obsidian, and
a few pieces of classical pottery. This site
must now clearly be considered in



53. Aly 1950, p. 249. Andrewes does
not give a clear opinion. I know of no
other scholar who has supported Strabo
on this point.

54. Niese 1877, passim; Giovannini
1969, pp. 11-17; Visser 1997, p. 33 and
passim. As with any ancient source,
Strabo must be used with suitable
caution.

55. Pritchett 1980, pp. 21-22.
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do not think that the Catalogue of Ships accurately reflects the Bronze
Age—to identify Kato Belesi as the location of a city mentioned in Homer.
Now that a candidate for Corinthian Orneai has been located, there is no
longer any reason to expect a major Mycenaean site at Argive Orneai,
since Strabo clearly preserves a tradition that it is the Corinthian town
that is mentioned in the Catalogue. Even with no other factors taken into
consideration, once a candidate for the Corinthian town is produced, it
should automatically become as likely a candidate for Homer’s Orneai as
the Argive town, since there are literary traditions preserved for both claims.
It becomes a question of choosing between Pausanias and Strabo, and I
propose that in this case, Strabo’s evidence is to be preferred.

Even without a location for Corinthian Orneai, W. Aly argued that
Strabo’s second Orneai is more likely to be the one mentioned in Homer
simply because Strabo is using 2nd-century B.c. sources, and “Wo Apollodor
vorliegt, kann man mit einer genauen Ortskenntnis rechnen, die uns viel
mehr zwingt zu lernen als zu korrigieren.”* Indeed, for this reason Strabo
is a major source for most modern discussions of the Catalogue of Ships.>*
Pausanias does not mention any source for his discussion of Argive Orneai
and it is likely that he is simply repeating local information. As has been
often noted, Pausanias is a very reliable guide to the topography of places
that he has himself visited, and a faithful reporter of what he sees and what
he is told; whether what is reported to him is true or not is an entirely dif-
ferent matter. Pritchett, following Kalkmann, has argued that in Pausanias’s
description of Argive Orneai, he is consciously arguing against Strabo on
the issue of the Catalogue:

The most detailed treatment is that of A. Kalkmann, Pausanias der
Perieget (Berlin 1886) 158-159, which is summarized by H. Hitzig
and H. Bluemner, Pausaniae Graeciae Descriptio 1.2 (Leipzig 1899)
601: “Da Paus. mit den worten Gomnep 16 1670 Tic "Apyeiog Exewto
seine Ansicht zu motivieren scheint, vermuthet Kalkmann 159 wohl
mit recht, dass er gegen die Meinung Apollodors, der Quelle
Strabos, polemisieren wolle.” Strabo (8.6.17. 376), or Apollodoros,
had decided that the Orneai of the Catalogue was the city between
Corinth and Sikyon, not the Argive Orneai. Pausanias makes it
clear that the city in the Catalogue was the Argive one.”

I see no reason to conclude that Pausanias had Strabo’s text in mind. Pau-
sanias gives no indication here or elsewhere that he knows of any Orneai
other than the one in the Argolid. Corinthian Orneai had ceased to exist
already in Strabo’s day, and probably long before. Pausanias did not visit
the area of Dorati, but he did at least pass the Argive Orneai. Pausanias’s
explanation of Argive Orneai and the Catalogue appears to be his own
attempt to explain a perceived difficulty with the Catalogue of Ships, or
even more likely, an explanation offered by local guides, who may have
been more aware of the “rival” claimant. If they were not, it would have
been even more natural for them to claim Homeric status. Pausanias gives
his explanation of the Catalogue when he is in the neighborhood of Argive
Orneai and Lyrkeia, and thus it is logical that he would give a local ac-
count that interprets Homer as representing it, and not a place in what
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later became Corinthian territory, in the Izad. His comments about Lyrkeia
also seem to fit this apologetic mode.*

Even if we assume that Pausanias was aware of Strabo’s contrary claim,
there is no good reason to think that he had better information than Strabo
(or Apollodoros) on Homer’s meaning. Indeed, his explanation of the Cata-
logue as given above in Pritchett’s translation (p. 134) does not make much
sense per se: he claims that Orneai is mentioned before Phlius and Sikyon
because it is located in the country of the Argives. This explanation does
not explain why Corinth and Kleonai, not “situated in the country of the
Argives” in Pausanias’s day, are mentioned before Orneai. Moreover, here
“Argives” cannot be explained as meaning the lords of the Mycenaean cita-
del, since this explanation would also not make any sense: “Homer” locates
all of the places on the list within the country subject to Mycenae, since
that is precisely the point of the Catalogue. Pausanias seems to recognize
that the order of the Catalogue is topographical, but he cannot success-
fully reconcile the physical location of Argive Orneai with the list; ac-
cepting Jones’s translation of the passage (above, p. 134) does not solve the
problem. Indeed, the difficulties in the sources for Orneai now appear to
arise not from Strabo making two places out of one, but from Pausanias or
his guides, unaware of the Corinthian Orneai, conflating the two separate
places into one Argive town and associating all the myths of Corinthian
Orneai with that Argive place.

Now that a site has appeared that vindicates the consistency of Strabo’s
sources concerning the existence, nature, and location of Corinthian Orneai,
I propose that these sources also had better information concerning the

Catalogue of Ships than Pausanias’s local informants in the Argolid.

DORATI AS HOMERIC ORNEAI?

I do not suggest that the claim of Corinthian Orneai to Homeric status is
superior to that of Argive Orneai because the surface material and com-
manding location of Dorati clearly indicate that it was a much more sig-
nificant Mycenaean settlement than Kato Belesi (or Kastro of Gymno, for
that matter).”” I do propose, however, that accepting Dorati as the Orneai
of the Catalogue can elucidate the logic behind the arrangement of the
names listed in the first half of Agamemnon’s realm. J. P. Crielaard has
recently observed that the debate concerning the historical period, if any,
which the world of the Homeric poems most reflects has been elevated

56. Anderson (1995, p. 181)
makes a similar observation about
Pausanias’s account at Donussa:
“Pausanias was also told that Donussa
had played a part, though a humble
one, in world history, and that ‘lofty
Donoessa’ had been listed in the IZiad
among the cities of Agamemnon’s
kingdom [instead of Gonoessa]. . . .
His Donussan informants may have
shared his historiographical outlook,

and found in the Catalogue of Ships
the best opportunity to immortalize an
otherwise forgotten corner of an
obscure district.” See also his similar
comments on Pausanias’s account of
Chaeronea.

57. Dickinson (1986, p. 31) has
faulted investigators into the Catalogue
for using the presence of Mycenaean
material to argue Homeric status. This,
he says, is to argue what is to be proved,

that the Catalogue is a Mycenaean
document. Although I agree that the
procedure is prejudiced, one does not
need to think that the Catalogue origi-
nated in the Mycenaean period or even
from Mycenaean sources to recognize
that a place with major visible Bronze
Age remains would be more likely to
have accrued a heroic past than one
that could produce little or none.
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to the status of a new Homeric Question.® Within this larger debate,
questions concerning the source and date of composition of the Catalogue
of Ships and the historicity of the political situation described therein pose
a number of problems that cannot be addressed here.** I confine my com-
ments to the nature and order of names in the list, and indeed it can be
argued that the identification of the places listed in the Catalogue should
as much as possible precede any interpretation of the Catalogue’s sources,
date, or meaning.

Quite apart from the difficulties of why Agamemnon was assigned
only part of the Argive plain and a series of places along the Corinthian
Gulf, with Orneai identified as the Argive town it has been difficult to
explain why in addition to Mycenae he is assigned only one other rather
unimportant place in the Argolid. Furthermore, with Orneai as the Ar-
give town, the order in which Agamemnon’s holdings are listed is curious,
as Pausanias clearly noticed, regardless of why or when those particular
places were singled out to comprise his realm. C. Morgan recently de-
scribed the realm as a “rather strange balance of placenames in the Argolid,
the Corinthia, and Achaia.”® Although by no means solving the diffi-
culties in interpreting Agamemnon’s realm, recognizing the Orneai of
the Catalogue as Dorati removes the problem of figuring out why only
Argive Orneai, an unimportant place in the Bronze Age and in all subse-
quent periods, is singled out for mention along with Mycenae, when a
number of important Bronze Age sites in the Argolid are not mentioned
atall.

With Orneai at Dorati, only one place in the Argolid proper is men-
tioned: Mycenae itself. The remaining places in this part of the realm are
then listed in a clear topographical order, and as with the Argolid, only
one place is mentioned in each geographically discrete area. These areas
correspond to the valleys of the three major parallel rivers that flow into
the Corinthian Gulf (the Longopotamos, the Nemea, and the Asopos,
respectively) and the sections into which these rivers divide the gulf plain
(Fig. 13). The routes along these rivers were important for access to the
gulf and the Isthmus from the Argolid in both the prehistoric and the
historical periods; it is not hard to imagine why one place controlling each
valley would be singled out for mention in the list.

Thus, the order of the first part of the list is quite clear and logical:
Mycenae is mentioned first, since it is the seat of Agamemnon’s power and
regarded as the controlling city of the northern half of the Argive plain

58. Crielaard (1995, p. 201, and
passim) provides extensive bibliography
and summary of previous and current
views. See also Sherratt 1990, pp. 822-
824. Crielaard argues that the Homeric
poems reflect a late stage in the Early
Iron Age (8th or 7th century B.c.),
while Sherratt argues that the texts
contain layers of information from a
succession of periods from the
prepalatial to the later 8th century
(representing actively creative periods

in the bardic tradition).

59. There is still little agreement on
any of these issues. For example, in a
single recent volume of essays two
completely different periods for the
world that the Catalogue represents
were presented: Hood 1995 (LH IIIC)
and Anderson 1995 (late 8th century
B.c.). For a full bibliography on all
issues relating to the Catalogue, see
Visser 1997, pp. 750-773.

60. Isthmia VIII, p. 350.
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(the southern half is assigned to Diomedes and Argos).*! The remaining
places are listed in topographical order from east to west, starting with
Corinth: here again only one site is represented as controlling the eastern
gulf and Isthmus. Next in topographical order to the west is Kleonai,
representing access along the Longopotamos River and controlling the
modern Agios Vasilios valley. Next comes Orneai at Dorati, representing
access to the Nemea valley via the Nemea River and control of the cen-
tral portion of the coastal plain. Araithyrea, next, represents control of the
Phlius valley and the source of the Asopos; the exact location of Arai-
thyrea is as yet unknown, but both Strabo (8.6.24 [C 382]) and Pausanias
(2.12.4-5) make Araithyrea the predecessor of Phlius.®? Finally, Sikyon,
standing alone in its own hexameter, represents both control of the coastal
plain west of the Asopos and the beginning of a new section of the realm
in the poem.®®

Strabo (8.6.17 [C 378]) comments that some of the sections of the
Catalogue are listed in topographical order; it is a logical way to organize
a list of place-names and it does not require the hypothesis that an itiner-
ary lay behind the Catalogue (although it also obviously does not rule it
out). Only one place is listed for each discrete region, and these places are
clearly represented as the most important cities in their respective areas
and ones that were in control of surrounding territory: whether this situa-
tion corresponds to the political situation during the Bronze (or Early
Iron) Age is another matter entirely. With Orneai at Dorati, all of the
places in the list do have Mycenaean remains: Ancient Corinth has pro-
duced Mycenaean material and much of the Mycenaean town (if located
in the area of the Roman agora) may have been destroyed by later occu-
pation.* Kleonai had an important Mycenaean settlement,® and I have

61. This division of the plain is the
point that has caused the most contro-
versy and diverse explanations. Ander-
son (1995, p. 185) states the widespread
opinion that it is hard to believe that
“the Mycenae of the shaft graves, the
lion gate or the warrior’s vase” did not
control the entire Argive plain. Jame-
son, Runnels, and van Andel (1994,

p- 59) consider that “the geography of
the northeastern Peloponnesos has
been gerrymandered to assign Aga-
memnon and Diomedes, both impor-
tant figures in the narrative of the J/iad,
home bases in the Argeia,” and Finkel-
berg (1988, p. 39) notes that the terri-
tory of Diomedes and Argos has been
brought into alignment with the lot of
Temenos, and suggests that the Cata-
logue in general represents the interests
of 7th-century Athens, Corinth, Argos,
and Sparta. Others seek to find a his-
torical period other than the palatial in
which such a political situation could

have been a reality: Kirk (1985, p. 181)
suggests the period of decline at the
end of the Late Bronze Age. Vermeule
(1987, p. 133) argues that Agamem-
non’s realm corresponds with elements
in the myth of Adrastos at Sikyon and
that taken together the Catalogue and
the Sikyonian king-list (Paus. 2.5.6)
may represent a consistent Bronze Age
oral tradition predating the palatial
period.

62. See also Steph. Byz., s.v."Apou-
Bupéa, "Apavtia, and ®Aoig; RE 11 (1),
1895, col. 374, s.v. Araithyrea
(G. Hirschfeld).

63. It would be possible to continue
the argument further, but the places
listed after Sikyon have not been pre-
cisely located, and it is also possible that
the section following Sikyon may em-
ploy a different organizational method.

64. See references for Corinth above
inn.21.

65. Zygouries is usually cited as the

most important Mycenaean settlement
in the Kleonai valley. The site, however,
has been partially excavated (and as
part of an important excavation by
Blegen) and Kleonai has not. I have
confirmed by autopsy the observations
in Hope Simpson and Lazenby (1970,
p- 66) that the acropolis of Kleonai was
the center of an important Mycenaean
settlement: “Indeed, to judge from the
sherds we picked up when we visited
the place in 1960, the Mycenaean
phase was the most important in this
area, the settlement apparently extend-
ing for about 300 metres north to south
by about 250 metres east to west.” It is
impossible to determine the relation-
ship between the sites at present: only
Sakellariou and Pharaklas (1971, p. 45)
have subsequently argued that the
actual status relationship between the
two sites in the valley may have been
the reverse of the one usually imagined.



66. Vermeule 1987, pp. 134-135;
Krystalle-Votse 1996, p. 25.

67. Andrewes (1970, p. 108) is
among those who assign the references
to hostilities between an Orneai and
Sikyon in the Early Archaic period to
the Corinthian Orneai (see above,

n. 27): “there seems to be a similar
confusion in Pausanias X.18.5, a ded-
ication at Delphi by "Opvedatau oi v tj
"Apyolid. for the repulse of Sikyonians
who had oppressed them in war (cf.
Plut. De Pyth. or. 15, 401d). All this
would be easier to understand if there
was in fact, or had once been, an Or-
neai in the neighborhood of Sikyon and
Corinth.” (Andrewes interprets the
phrase oi &v 17 ’ApYoA{8t as an addition
by Pausanias, not as a direct quote from
the dedication.) In the association of
this conflict with the Corinthian Orneai
he is followed by Lolos (1998, pp. 49,
102); I plan to explore the issue of the
possible continuation of Corinthian
Orneai into the Early Archaic period
more fully in a future article.

68. Visser 1997, p. 161.

69. See Jameson, Runnels, and van
Andel 1994, and above, n. 61.

70. In this light, see the recent article
by Kolonas (1996-1997) in which he
summarizes the results of research in the
western portion of “Agamemnon’s realm”
over the past fifteen years. He lists many
new sites, including ones in the region
of Atywov and the AiydAeia xdpar, and
concludes (p. 490) that the Mycenaean
presence in the region of Achaia was
“powerful and populous,” and that “this
new evidence has indicated the high
standard of cultural development of the
Mycenaean inhabitants, thus challeng-
ing the prevailing view that Achaea was
only a peripheral and rather backward
region of the Mycenaean world.”
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argued that Dorati represents an impressive Mycenaean town. Araithyrea
has not been located, but Mycenaean material is not lacking in the Phlius
valley and some have associated the cemetery at Aidonia with the name.*

Furthermore, these centers were the most important places in their
respective areas either in myth or fact in the historical period when the
poems were composed in roughly their present form (the 8th or 7th cen-
tury): Mycenae is of course the focus of the Trojan War myth. Corinth was
by that time the major power on the eastern gulf, and Kleonai by then cer-
tainly controlled the Agios Vasilios valley. Orneai at Dorati, even if it had
ceased to exist at this time, was no doubt still visible as an impressive ruin.*’
Visser has argued that the inclusion of Orneai in the Catalogue may have
to do with its importance in myth through association with Orneus. This
is possible but, as seen above, this myth is as likely to belong originally to
Corinthian as to Argive Orneai, and a visible Bronze Age site is more
likely to have accrued such a mythic past.®® Araithyrea was seen as the
predecessor to Phlius, which controlled its valley in the historical period.

Thus, even if the places on the list were never the controlling Bronze
Age settlements in their respective settings or at the same time, they could
have been perceived in a subsequent period to have been powerful cities of
the Bronze Age, or convincingly represented as such in a mytho-history
that was after all set in the heroic past. Dorati therefore makes better sense
of the Catalogue’s description of the realm of Agamemnon, whether one
wishes to interpret it as representing the real political geography of a phase
of the Bronze or Early Iron Age, or whether one chooses to see it as merely
a logically organized description of a “gerrymandered” realm attempting
to reconcile myths and traditions about visible remains with contempo-
rary political conditions.”” The significant point is that with Orneai at
Dorati, the realm is clear, logical, and has a definite topographical order;
the audience of the I/iad would have had no difficulty in believing that it
had existed as a political reality at some unspecified time in the heroic age.
The identification of Dorati as Orneai makes sense of the order of place-
names in the list and provides an explanation for the inclusion of Orneai
in the list that fits with virtually any interpretation of the date and histo-
ricity of the Catalogue.

Even if one does not accept that Dorati can with some confidence be
associated with the Orneai of the Homeric Catalogue and of Strabo, the
site merits attention because of its commanding location and abundant
surface material, and because of the strong possibility that structures are
preserved. The predominance of Mycenaean pottery suggests that Dorati
should prove to have a significant LH settlement phase. Given the dearth
of attested large Mycenaean settlements in the Corinthia and the continu-
ing controversies surrounding the interpretation of the Catalogue of Ships,
future work at this site is to be encouraged and the fact underscored that,
even in our day in areas well traversed, there is still much to discover in the
Greek landscape.”™
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