






















































































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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Present circuit at Kasarms Probably 244-3:¢ B.C.

and the blockhouse (also
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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
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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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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

e s
[
e

e
(W}

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.




