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A VOTE OF THANKS TO LEUVEN
UNIVERSITY PRESS - AND TO
IBAM-CNR-ITALY

EDITORIAL PREFACE

Jeroen Poblome, Daniele Malfitana and John Lund
UNIVERSITY OF LEUVEN, IBAM-CNR-ITALY, AND THE NATIONAL MUSEUM
OF DENMARK

Anyone involved in the academic editing of scholarly output in any form
or shape will readily admit to be subject to a mild dose of masochism to get
the job done. Authors often consider deadlines as open for interpretation,
and very much the same goes for editorial guidelines. Still - as far as the
three of us are concerned - such grievances fade when we are confronted
with the dedication of our authors to share the vision we had, when we cre-
ated HEROM as a medium for material culture studies of the Hellenistic and
Roman antiquity.

We are grateful to all of those who have contributed to the journal, but, truth
be told, nothing of the past seven years of publishing HEROM would have
been possible without the staunch support and commitment of the team of
Leuven University Press (LUP). They made HEROM a professional enter-
prise in every conceivable way, and both the journal and its editors have
become better at it, as a result. We are confident that each of our authors will
also testify to LUP’s grounded approach to the task, driven by an undefined
love for the end-product.

So, here is to you, Leuven University Press, for having taken the initiative to
launch HEROM and for having been with us these past years! We are most
delighted to offer you our most sincere gratitude. Yet, as things sometimes
go in life, initial shared interests can grow into different directions, and this
is what has happened with HEROM. This need not be a negative experience,

HEROM. Journal on Hellenistic and Roman Material Culture, 7.1&2, 2018, 7-8
© Jeroen Poblome, Daniele Malfitana, John Lund and Leuven University Press.
https://doi.org/10.11116/HEROM.7.1&2.0



8 JEROEN POBLOME, DANIELE MALFITANA AND JOHN LUND

and in the present case it led to a pledge by the “Istituto per i Beni Archeologici
e Monumentali of the Italian Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche” (IBAM), to
continue and develop further the trajectory of HEROM. An efficient transi-
tion between the two parties was discussed, and each step executed to the
benefit of all involved, especially HEROM itself. As a result, the journal will
be continued under the aegis of IBAM, beginning with volume 8 in 2019.

The three of us will, however, never forget that it all started with Leuven
University Press, and the dedicated followers of the journal can rest assured
that, as archaeologists, we are good at safeguarding values from the past. In
this sense the transition to IBAM makes perfect sense, and we are — naturally
— also most grateful to this institution for taking on the task.

The best way of showing our gratitude for what HEROM has been so far is to
offer as the first article in this edition of the journal a piece of what we think
we are good at: a paper on past material culture, on nothing less than ancient
pottery for that matter, straight from the heart.



REFLECTIONS ON HOW TO MOST
EFFICIENTLY PROCESS AND
PUBLISH CERAMIC MATERIAL

John Lund, Jeroen Poblome and Daniele Malfitana
THE NATIONAL MUSEUM OF DENMARK, UNIVERSITY OF LEUVEN, AND IBAM-
CNR-ITALY

The last decades have witnessed a surge in the number of scholarly publi-
cations dealing with archaeological theory, but there has not been a corre-
sponding increase in literature on methodology. The two are of course closely
linked," but the topic of this paper is probably more related to methodology
than to theory.

Like most other professionals, archaeologists are constantly confronted with
the dilemma of how to get the most out of the available, often scarce economic
resources allocated to their research. This essay focuses on one aspect of this
issue: namely how to most efficiently record, study and publish ceramic mate-
rial from archaeological fieldwork in the 21st century.

No meaningful study of the overarching questions of pottery production,
circulation and consumption can be attempted unless we are able to catego-
rize, quantify and publish ceramic material, and one of the basic problems in
attempting to do this is how to address the so-called non-diagnostic pottery.

Definition of “diagnostic” and “non-diagnostic”

How to define the term “diagnostic”? The Oxford English Dictionary on line,
which describes itself as “the definitive record of the English language” offers
two definitions, of which the first is: “concerned with the diagnosis of illness
or other problems ... The second definition is obviously more relevant to

Johnson 2010, 2. However, see Olsen 2003, 15. Ceci and Valenzano 2016.
Poblome et al. 2006 addresses some of the same issues as the present contribution, but
from a more theoretical perspective. See also Poblome and Bes 2018.

HEROM. Journal on Hellenistic and Roman Material Culture, 7.1&2, 2018, 9-23
© John Lund, Jeroen Poblome, Daniele Malfitana and Leuven University Press.
https://doi.org/10.11116/HEROM.7.1&2.1
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10 JOHN LUND, JEROEN POBLOME AND DANIELE MALFITANA

us: “characteristic of a particular species, genus, or phenomenon”? For some
pottery specialists, “diagnostic” is a synonym for “rims, handles and bases”,
but this is hardly satisfactory, since no one would presumably refer to a body
sherd of an Attic Black figure amphora by Exekias as “non-diagnostic” To
most pottery experts “diagnostic” probably implies that we can at a minimum
determine: 1) which ceramic ware we are dealing with; 2) where and 3) when
it was produced? Obviously, some archaeologists might wish to add further
questions to this shortlist, but to keep matters simple we wish to stick with
the three issues. By implication, pottery characterized as “non-diagnostic”, a
word that incidentally cannot be looked up in the Oxford English Dictionary
on line, is ceramics for which these three questions cannot be answered.

It is necessary to stress the human factor in all of this. Much depends on the
knowledge and experience of the specialist, who is processing the sherds in
question, but even the very best are sometimes baftled, and identifications
are not always 100% certain, as noted by John W. Hayes: “What in fact you
normally receive is a degree of probability — though this is rarely specified.
An analogy would be a faunal report claiming that a bone (or a skeleton) of
that well-known animal the “sheep-goat” is 70 per cent sheep, 30 per cent
goat — which end of the animal is which and did it have a beard”. Hayes went
on to say “Repeat the experiment, in the correct scientific manner, with a
new ceramic expert, whose knowledge is of course based on finds from dif-
ferent places, and rather different results will be encountered - our sheep-
goat suddenly becomes 50 per cent, and not 30 per cent goat, as it were, and
the so-called “science” in the experiment becomes questionable”+

Someone starting out on a career as a pottery specialist — or working in an
unfamiliar geographical area — will naturally be more prone to get things
wrong than someone like John Hayes. Our newcomer is bound to classify far
more sherds as non-diagnostic than him, which again illustrates how flexible
the meaning of the words “diagnostic” and “non-diagnostic” are.

Is the term non-diagnostic meaningful?

One may question whether “non-diagnostic” is a meaningful term at all
from a ceramic point of view, seeing that it is always possible to say some-
thing about any given sherd. We are, for instance, surely dealing with either

http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/diagnostic, accessed on the 3rd of
October 2018.
Hayes 2000, 105-106.
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a fragment of a body, a base, a rim or a handle, and the sherd has a definite
size, colour, thickness and fabric. True, such descriptions do not answer the
overarching questions we are primarily interested in, but they are relevant to
other issues of interest.

The size of a sherd can, for instance, tell us something about “afterlife” of
pottery such as residuality or intrusiveness, as Theodore Pefia suggested in
1998: “a systematic correlation between a particular pottery class or form and
either a low degree of vessel completeness or a high degree of vessel broken-
ness may be taken as strong evidence that the given pottery class or form is
residual’s

It should not be forgotten either that it is possible to subject any sherd to thin
section or other kinds of scientific clay analyses such as XRD or NAA, which
has the potential of revealing its geographical source, and thermolumines-
cence analysis, which might give an indication of when it was made - even if
the latter method is unlikely to produce a precise date for the periods we are
concerned with in HEROM.

The fact that such scientific clay analyses might inform us about the approxi-
mate date and possibly also the geographical source of nearly all sherds (in
addition to the information that may be derived from their size, weathering
etc.), demonstrates once more the elusiveness of the two terms. If we dis-
posed of enough time and money to carry out scientific analysis of every-
thing, well-nigh every “non-diagnostic” sherd could be made “diagnostic’,
but in the real world this is, of course, not a realistic option.

Un-diagnosing diagnostic ceramic material

“Diagnostic” pottery is not without problems of its own, at least if it is defined
as pottery for which we know the answer to all three questions posed at the
outset of this essay. Because it is not really helpful to know which ceramic
ware (and shape) we are dealing with, unless we also have knowledge of
approximately where and when it was produced.

Pefia 1998, 12. See also Poblome in press: “In general, the most distinctive feature of sherds
reused in a terracing or construction fill may be their small size. This may have been
caused by removing and thus reworking deposits from elsewhere”.
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To take a concrete example, it is fairly straightforward to identify a rim or
base as Eastern Sigillata A Ware (ESA) of Hayes form 4 A.° But we have
no certain knowledge of the geographical source of this ware because the
kilns producing it have not yet been discovered. True, scientific clay anal-
yses and traditional archaeological methods combine to suggest that they
were situated somewhere in North Western Syria or Smooth Cilicia, but this
still leaves the door open to several possible locations, such as the areas of
Antioch, Seleucia ad Pieria, Rhosos or Tarsus — or perhaps a combination of
two or more of these?” As a matter of fact, we only have certain knowledge
of the precise geographical location of few of the kilns that produced the
sigillata wares of the Eastern Mediterranean: those at Pergamon, Candarli
and Sagalassos.® It is no less difficult to pinpoint the geographical source of
many other wares, for instance the most popular transport amphorae of Late
Antiquity, of the type Late Roman 1, which was produced in a wide geo-
graphical region that comprised much of the southern coast of Turkey as well
as Southern Cyprus. A certain distinction between Late Roman 1 amphorae
produced in Cyprus and those of Asia Minor can only be made through clay
analyses.

Dating the so-called “diagnostic” ceramics is just as tricky. Based on the best
available evidence, John Hayes dated ESA form 4 A between about the late
second century BC and 10-20 AD. But it is not entirely clear precisely what is
implied by this range of years? The period of manufacture? Marketing? Use
(in the widest sense of this word) or discard? This is a million-dollar ques-
tion which could easily be the topic of several conferences by itself, but we
subscribe to the view that as long as the chronology of a given artefact type
is based on its occurrences in independently dated contexts of use and/or
discard (as is nearly always the case), then we cannot date anything but the
use and/or discard of the artefact in question - not its production as such.®

Even if we leave this issue aside, the date range suggested by Hayes for ESA
form 4 A still leaves us with a time span of more than 100 years within
which the plate in question could have been produced, acquired and used.
But things are complicated further by the “life cycle” of Roman pottery, a
model launched in 2007 by Theodore Pefia, who identified the following
phases in the “life” of a pot: its Manufacture, Distribution, Prime Use, Reuse,

Hayes 1985, 15-16.

Lund et al. 2006, 2008 [2009].
Loeschcke 1912; Poblome et al. 2001.
Lund 2010.
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Maintenance, Recycling, Discard and Reclamation.” It is necessary to distin-
guish between these phases when attempting to date ceramic vessels found
in any context. But this is often very difficult to do, except in the certain
special cases, for instance those which involved a physical modification of
the vessels.

This leads us to agree with Martin Millett’s observation that “pottery chro-
nologies are neither absolute nor precise but are the result of a process of
generalization and interpretation which make them inherently fuzzy”, and
we think that the same applies to our identification of wares and their geo-
graphical sources.” Considering the role pottery often plays in reconstruct-
ing the general chronology of excavated sites and surveyed regions, it is
important to stress that the dates pottery specialists propose are more often
than not of a relative chronological value only, as in having no reference to
an external chronological framework and not displaying equal units of mea-
surement of time.

Rounding up the unusual suspects

A possible way out of some of these dilemmas was recently proposed by
Kristina Winther Jacobsen in her analysis of the pottery from the Hellenistic,
Roman and Late Antique periods found by the “Troodos Archaeological
and Environmental Survey project in Cyprus”. She noted that “Instead of
the traditional separation of Cypriote pottery into fine, plain and coarse
wares ... pottery was sorted according to a functional typology. The bulk
of survey material is an enormous amount of so-called un-diagnostic plain
and coarse ware body sherds, a group of pottery relatively little known”. The
functional typology applied to the material from the Hellenistic, Roman and
Late Antique periods comprises six categories: “architectural fragments ...,
cooking wares ..., light and heavy utility wares ..., transport amphorae ...
and table wares”, and Winther-Jacobsen notes that “any sherd that does not
belong to any of the more easily recognizable functions is registered as “util-
ity wares” ... and is divided into two categories: light and heavy utility. ....
The distinction between sherds of light and heavy utility is arbitrary: a fixed
wall thickness of 8 mm”.* To illustrate how the system works, a comparison is
made between what is called “the ceramic profile’, i.e. the relative proportions
of each of these categories, at four Late Antique sites in Cyprus. It is easy to

10. Pefia 2007; Lawall and Lund 2011.

11.
12.

Millett 2000, 54.
Winther-Jacobsen 2009; Winther-Jacobsen 2010.
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see that there are considerable variations between these sites, which presum-
ably correspond to functional differentiation. There is no reason to repeat
Winther-Jacobsen’s detailed conclusions, but this brief presentation of her
approach hopefully gives an idea of its potential. It is not supposed to super-
sede the traditional classification methods as feared by some observers,* but
to supplement them.

Yet, the Troodos survey was not the first archaeological project to attempt to
determine the functionality of a site from a scrutiny of its ceramic spectrum.
As cases in point, we may mention T.M. Whitelaw’s work in Keos, Franziska
Langs work on survey material from Western Greece,** and the approach
applied by the ceramic specialists to the Tanagra Project. They divided the
ceramic material into “six different functional categories: 1. Agricultural pro-
duction, containing the local and regional line of amphora production and
local products such as beehives, 2.-3. Beverage and food consumption rep-
resented by respectively drinking cups, and bowls and dishes forming part
of a tableware assemblage, 4. Food processing containing all types of cook-
ing ware, 5. Storage with mainly jugs, jars and containers, and 6. Transport,
represented by the types of amphorae imported into Tanagra”* Some of these
categories correspond with those of the Troodos project, others not, and the
distinction between some of them may be open to discussion, but the point is
that the “ceramic profile” varies from one place to the other in the survey area.

Old answers to old questions

Before looking for other new approaches we might do well to remind our-
selves of some old ones, which are, however, fairly seldom implemented even
today. Several are described in the five volumes of the so-called “Populus
Project’, particularly the one called “Extracting Meaning from Ploughsoil
Assemblages”, which came out in 2000.

The first concerns the need to combine surveys with excavations,® which
ought to provide us with a typological and chronological framework for
the pottery finds scattered on the surface of the ground - and thus reduce
the number of un-identified sherds. To combine excavations and surveys
is also important from another point of view, because it appears - as first

Nys 2008, 74.

Whitlaw 1998; 2000; Lang 2003; Lang et al. 2007.

Poblome et al. 2004-2005 [2007].

Hayes 2000, 107: “we must then integrate excavation with survey”.
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hypothesized by Anthony Snodgrass and John Bintliff - that surface finds
are generally of a more recent date than those found in the earth.” Such inte-
grated approaches are still relatively rare for the Eastern Mediterranean in
the periods under consideration here,”® but the hypothesis put forward by
Bintliff and Snodgrass has apparently been confirmed in Cyprus, at the site of
Kopetra,” and also in other parts of the ancient world. It remains to be seen,
however, whether this is a global phenomenon or one that is dependent on
certain soil types.

A second approach which we should like to advocate is the need for regional
studies, preferably over an extended period of time, which is incidentally also
the best way to ensure that the involved pottery specialists become famil-
iar with the ceramic wares circulating in the study area. The Boeotia survey
and the Sagalassos Project are excellent large-scale examples of this, but the
these and other survey projects show that much can be achieved with smaller
resources.*

What about new answers? First of all, we wish to stress that archaeologists
should focus on managing resources better in the future when recording and
publishing ceramic material than has perhaps been done in the past.

Pottery processing in the field

The degree of precision with which we are able to identify and study our
pottery is directly related to the economic resources at hand. Surveys and
excavations are apt to produce many thousands of sherds and other kinds
of finds, and to process these is an expensive and time-consuming business.
Assuming that we are dealing with a project yielding - say - 10.000 sherds,
and that a pottery expert on average spends three minutes on each, then it
would take her or him 62 days (working eight hours a day without free week-
ends) to process everything. In reality, three minutes is probably a minimum,
since one should not only think about the time it takes to examine a sherd,
note its fabric and Munsell colour, identify - if possible - its form, and to
enter this information into a computer, perhaps draw it and then put it back

Snodgrass and Bintliff 1991.

Lund 1993, 457-458,471-472; Rautman 2002, 208 fig. 7; Wriedt-Serensen 2006, 46-51;
Lund 2007.

Cf. for Cyprus, Marcus Rautmann’s work at Kopetra in Cyprus, and the Danish project in
the Akamas, Lund 2007, and at Aradippou, Methenitis 2006. For a comparison involving
two Bronze Age sites in Cyprus, see Swiny 2004, 61.

For instance, Meyer and Gregory 2003; Lund 2015 and Bintliff et al. 2017.
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into its box and store it, before a new box crammed with pottery can be
brought out.

The greatest assistance one could render a pottery expert would be to pro-
vide her or him with tools to help automate and speed up the work. Most
pottery experts can be likened to highly skilled doctors, who are expected to
perform complex operations with surgical instruments and other apparatus
from the early 20" century. Natural scientists, architects and other members
of archaeological projects frequently have sophisticated gear and computer
programmes at their disposal, but pottery experts are in many cases left at
their own devices.

Alternatively, projects might consider to invest in making the team larger,
providing helping hands to the pottery specialists, or to balance better the
generation of new finds through excavation or survey in the field with the
time it takes to process the material. Building on experience, one week of
fieldwork at Sagalassos, for instance, generates three weeks of work process-
ing the finds resulting in basic graphic and photographic documentation and
a quick scan of the pottery materials in order to help build the chronologi-
cal framework of the surveyed area or the excavated stratigraphy and crude
information on provenance and functionalities.” Providing the ‘real’ answers
to the standard archaeological questions takes at least as much time as it does
on other sites and for other projects, after which the publishing process still
needs to start. Project directors and stakeholding authorities are not neces-
sarily aware of these proportions, and if they can rarely fully cater to these
genuine needs.

It was certainly a big step forward when the Munsell colour codes came
into use as a standardised way of describing clay colours by archaeologists
working in the Mediterranean in the mid 1970%.>> But different people per-
ceive colours differently,”® which frankly speaking often render the seem-
ingly objective Munsell colour determinations extremely difficult. It would
be helpful, for instance, if colour determination of ceramic fabrics could be
done automatically by means of an electronic sensor instead of using the
naked eye. Such devises already exist, but they are hardly in general use. An

Poblome and Bes 2018.

Spennemann et al. 1986. The use of the Munsell soil colour charts by John W. Hayes and
John A. Riley in their preliminary publication of pottery from the University of Michigan
excavations in Carthage in 1975 (Hayes and Riley 1976) seems to have introduced the
system to the Mediterranean and definitely contributed to its rapid spread there.

Cf,, for instance, Frankel 1980 and Tomber and Dore 1998, 6: “The consistent application
of the Munsell charts has frequently been called into question”
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automated approach would have the additional benefit of eliminating uncer-
tainties caused by the fact that different people perceive colours differently.>
Other recurring criteria to classify fabrics include hardness, for instance,
which is another measurement prone to take time when done properly, or
with a very relative outcome when done on the go.

Another much needed device, which is not commonly used in the
Mediterranean East, is a standard tool for drawing accurate profiles of pots
and sherds, ideally combined with a program that could help identify the
type of pottery in question using Artificial Intelligence.® This may in fact
already be happening, since a method for automated pottery identification
using hand-held smart device technology is currently being tested for scan-
ning and classifying archaeological artefacts.” If it can truly identify the
ceramics involved, it adds a further dimension to the enterprise. But it seems
that this device works best — or solely — with wholly preserved pots, which
is somewhat unfortunate, since nearly all ceramic material from excavations
and surveys in settlements and sanctuaries is made up of sherds.

Further related to basic documentation, aiding classification in the field,
why are there not more publications or apps around of the nature of Roberta
Tomber and John Dore’s “National Roman Fabric Reference Collection” or
Raymond Brulet, Fabienne Vilvorder and Richard Delage’s “La céramique
romaine en Gaule du Nord. Dictionnaire des céramiques?”” Why does the
international scholarly community not get its head round this issue, why do
national managing authorities not create the frameworks for this to happen,
and why would this be the first research project proposal to be rejected by
funding agencies?®® Is the elementary not good enough, or do we, as pot-
tery specialists, manage insufficiently to explain why such investments would
make a world of difference, not only to ourselves?

A further little explored avenue to increase the efficiency of research time
as well as the potential of usefully sharing and co-creating information as
a community, is the embracing of existing platforms aimed at standardiza-

Ferguson 2014.

Many such instruments have been developed by individuals for their private use, but no
company has to my knowledge developed a standard package of software and gadgets to
assist the pottery expert. The reason is presumably that they perceive that there is hardly
any commercial market for these sorts of things.

Tyukin et al. 2018. See also Piccoli et al. 2015.

Tomber and Dore 1998; Brulet et al. 2010.

For a project of this nature that is in the process of succeeding against the odds, see
Gattiglia 2018 and http://www.archaide.eu/home.
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tion of information. CIDOC CRM,* for instance, is an international plat-
form, conforming to ISO standards, providing an ontology for concepts and
information relevant in the cultural heritage sector, with specific attention
to, amongst others, the space-time dimensions and material things. All of a
sudden we could be starting to talk the same language when describing our
painstakingly sorted and classified study materials.

How to assist the publication process

Another point we wish to make concerns new ways of publishing the ceramic
material more effectively than was often done in the past. Here again, the time
has come to move from the “one man show” to a new level of international
collaboration aimed at reducing the time involved - and hence the costs.

Most of us thus feel obliged to follow a certain traditional scheme when pub-
lishing pottery, which involves giving a lot of repetitive information about
each ware, including a brief history of research, a general discussion of its
fabric, date and source etc. Most of this might just as well be done by refer-
ring to a commonly agreed scheme, preferably one available on the internet.
An example of this is the Southampton Roman amphora website,** which is
an excellent frame of reference for the most common Roman amphora types.
Something similar should be established for the other Roman wares, perhaps
— as far as the fine wares of the Roman East are concerned - by the Levantine
Ceramics Project (LCP),” or more generally, by the Rei Cretariae Romanae
Fautores, as a highly respected learned society with a very wide international
audience and dealing with the very matter. But this is only a first step.

In the future, one might envisage the establishment of websites covering the
total spectrum of pottery circulating in specific geographical regions — for
instance in Cyprus. It would include templates, to be accessed by the pot-
tery expert directly over the internet, and filled in “in situ” to create a living
and developing record of the finds, as they come in. This might serve as an
instant “publication” of the raw data, which other researchers could tap into,
when given access by the project doing the work. Such a system would leave
the pottery expert time to ponder the interpretation of the finds - instead of
preparing endless and repetitive printed publications. But which institution

http://www.cidoc-crm.org, accessed on the 3rd of October 2018.
http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/amphora_ahrb_2005/index.cfm,
accessed on the 3rd of October 2018.

https://www.levantineceramics.org, accessed on the 3rd of October 2018.
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would finance - and which could manage - such a scheme? And would the
different national archaeological authorities ever accept such a system?

Conclusions

To conclude, it seems to us that the terms “diagnostic” and “non-diagnostic”
are so flexible as to be meaningless. Hardly any sherd is truly “non-diagnos-
tic”, and aspects of the identification of the so-called “diagnostic” sherds are
more open to discussion than is commonly recognized. Indeed, the term
“non-diagnostic” implies that it is inherently impossible to say anything
meaningful about an object so labelled, which is why it might be preferable
to use instead the word “un-identified”, which leaves open a possibility of
later identification.

The new approaches developed by the Troodos Archaeological project and
the Tanagra project hold the promise of getting around such quandaries.
Their most obvious limitation is that they will work best on one- or two-
period sites with only one primary function. It is hard to envisage such meth-
odologies used in connection with sites with a long history of occupation and
use, and with complex and variable functions. Other than that, we should not
forget the old answers, which have still not been generally applied, such as
the need for combining surveys with excavations and to look at matters from
a regional perspective.

We urge that efforts be focused on providing practical assistance to the pot-
tery experts by developing tools that might help automate the recording of
the finds and also simplify and speed up the publication process. But such
initiatives would call for a hitherto unseen international collaboration, and
for the allocation of substantial economic funds, and we cannot see that hap-
pening anytime soon.

There is a growing realization among archaeologists that “Big Data” can pro-
vide answers to many of our research questions concerning ancient societies.
And ceramic material is well placed to provide such “Big Data’, precisely
because potsherds are ubiquitous in archaeological excavations and because
they encapsulate a wealth of information. But in the case of ceramics, the
data is almost too big — unless we can develop new ways of coping with the
thousands and thousands of sherds. To achieve this, it would be necessary
to launch a multifaceted project aimed at developing the tools required for
automating the recording of the finds - and also simplify and speed up and
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simplify the publication process. Cheaper and easier scientific clay analyses
are but one element in such a project — but an important one. The project,
we have in mind should ideally be developed in international collaboration
between archaeologists, natural scientists, experts in Artificial Intelligence
and computer programming etc.

But in the end, we must also recognize the limits of the information pro-
vided by ceramic finds. Ceramic material can only in rare cases provide us
with specific information about short-term developments or about specific
individuals, and we don’t think that we can do anything to change this basic
condition in the future. However, we remain convinced that ancient pottery
is a unique source for elucidating developments over time, and for inform-
ing us about all sorts of relations between people — which is after all no mean
feat at all.
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Introduzione

Questo contributo si propone di ricostruire, per la Sicilia occidentale, un
quadro aggiornato delle importazioni ceramiche dall'Ttalia centro-tirrenica
costiera’ fra il IV ed il III sec. a.C. Verranno quindi prese in esame delle
ceramiche prodotte sostanzialmente in quell'area che dopo la deduzione
colonaria dell'ager Falernus nel 340 a.C. e la stipulazione del foedus aequum
con Neapolis nel 326 a.C. entrava nella sfera d'influenza di Roma*. Riprendo
qui una ricerca pubblicata dieci anni fa® che ora ¢ possibile puntualizzare
grazie soprattutto allanalisi di ca. 190 frammenti di anfore quasi tutte di
tipo greco-italico. Oltre ad una revisione della bibliografia archeologica,
ho potuto utilizzare dati ceramici, in parte ancora inediti, relativi alle classi
delle anfore commerciali (vedi anche GRAF. 1) e/o della vernice nera (vedi

Questa ricerca ¢ stata finanziata dall’Austrian Science Fund (FWF: P 25046-G19). Il mio
ringraziamento va a T. Arena (Castellammare del Golfo) e M. de Cesare (Palermo) per la
lettura critica del testo italiano e a R. Lampl (Vienna) per la digitalizzazione dei disegni a
matita e la composizione delle fig. 1-13.

Intendo qui l'ampia fascia, sostanzialmente costiera, compresa fra I'Etruria meridionale a
Nord ed il Cilento a Sud con Elea come propaggine pitt meridionale, e quindi parti delle
attuali regioni Lazio e Campania.

Per una dettagliata discussione del panorama storico si vedano van der Mersch 2001, pp.
189-190; Olcese 2010, pp. 293, 301-303.

Bechtold 2007b. Per una sintesi del quadro storico della Sicilia occidentale punica fra IV
e I1I sec. a.C. vedi Bechtold 2015b, pp. 68-69.

HEROM. Journal on Hellenistic and Roman Material Culture, 7.1&2, 2018, 25-61
© Babette Bechtold and Leuven University Press.
https://doi.org/10.11116/HEROM.7.1&2.2
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anche GRAF. 6) dei seguenti siti: Selinunte (tempio B, tempio R)*, Palermo
(necropoli ed abitato)s, Lilybaion (necropoli), Pizzo Cannita nella bassa valle
dell’Eleuterio (ricognizione)’, Segesta (Porta di Valle, necropoli ellenistica,
ricognizione)®, Pantelleria (acropoli e ricognizione)® e Malta (sito rurale di
Zejtun e ricognizione)®. Tratterd in prima linea ceramiche esaminate autop-
ticamente i cui impasti suggeriscono una provenienza centro-tirrenica. La
maggior parte dei frammenti anforici presi in considerazione ¢ stata docu-
mentata secondo i metodi standardizzati di FACEM che prevedono l'analisi
di ciascun campione osservato al microscopio binoculare e la sua fotografia
in frattura fresca in triplice ingrandimento (x8, x16, x25). Per 'identificazione
della provenienza delle anfore mi sono basata su confronti al microscopio
e per mezzo delle microfoto con i materiali campani e lucani gia editi nella
banca dati di FACEM®™. Ad integrazione dello studio dei fabrics archeologici,

Scavi della New York University (IFA) negli anni 2007-2012 sotto la direzione di C.
Marconi che ringrazio per avermi affidato lo studio delle anfore commerciali e della
ceramica ellenistica, per il tempio B vedi Bechtold c.s. a.

Scavi della Soprintendenza BB.CC.AA. di Palermo negli anni 2011 e 2015 sotto la
direzione di C. Aleo Nero, M. Chiovaro e S. Vassallo nell'area della necropoli, tra Crs.
Calatafimi (civ. 133-137, CAL e Pal. Orlando, PORL) e Pz. Indipendenza (Pal. D’Orléans,
PIO) e dell’abitato (Pz. Bologni, PB; Steri/Sala delle Verifiche, STV, e Via del Celso, FRC).
Sono estremamente grata agli amici della Soprintendenza della possibilita di studio di
ca. 140 frammenti di anfore di produzione tirrenica. Per delle relazioni preliminari degli
scavi in Pz. Bologni vedi Aleo Nero and Chiovaro 2017; Aleo Nero et al. 2018; per le
indagini nelle necropoli cf. Aleo Nero et al. 2012.

Dati relativi alla vernice nera e a due anfore tirreniche tratti da Bechtold 1999.

Materiale inedito, raccolto da S. Muratore per la sua tesi di laurea della quale un riassunto
¢ stato pubblicato in Muratore 2015. Ringrazio l'autore per la gentile concessione di studio
di questi frammenti.

I dati della ceramica a vernice nera dallo scavo a Porta di Valle sono tratti da Bechtold
2008a. La ceramica a vernice nera rinvenuta nella necropoli ellenistica dell’area 15000
¢ sostanzialmente inedita. Per una relazione preliminare vedi Bechtold 2001 con
bibliografia precedente. La ceramica a vernice nera raccolta nella ricognizione del
territorio di Segesta ¢ stata studiata da chi scrive, ma ¢ rimasta inedita. Per il survey si
veda Cambi 2003 con bibliografia precedente.

Scavi dell'Universita di Tiibingen (2000-2014) sullacropoli sotto la direzione di Th.
Schifer e ricognizione suburbana di M. Almonte (2003-2008). Dati anforici in parte editi
in Bechtold 2013a ed in parte in corso di studio da parte di chi scrive. Prime indicazioni
sui dati relativi alla vernice nera dal survey si trovano in Ferrandes et al. 2013, pp. 386,
389; la vernice nera proveniente dall’area sacra sullacropoli (oltre 1100 frammenti) ¢ in
corso di studio da parte di chi scrive.

Dati preliminari sullo scavo alla “villa romana” di Zejtun in Vella ef al. 2018. Ringrazio i
direttori di tali lavori N.C. Vella e A. Bonanno per avermi affidato il materiale ceramico
delle area B, C, D e G, tuttora in corso di studio. Per un frammento dal Malta Survey
Project 2008 si veda precedentemente Docter et al. 2012.

Gassner and Trapichler 2011 (Poseidonia); Gassner and Sauer 2015 (Elea); Gassner and
Sauer 2016 (Campania).
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35 campioni rappresentativi degli assemblaggi meglio attestati sono stati sot-
toposti ad analisi petrografiche®.

“Classificare e datare con estrema precisione unanfora greco italica basan-
dosi solo sulla morfologia di un orlo risulta sempre unoperazione perico-
losa, dal momento che solo I'insieme di pitt dettagli (...) permette un buon
margine di sicurezza nell'individuazione del tipo specifico.”* Ciononostante,
per I'inquadramento tipologico delle anfore greco-italiche qui analizzate ho
privilegiato la recente classificazione di V. Gassner, basata proprio sullo stu-
dio dei soli orli rinvenuti negli scavi stratigrafici condotti a Velia™ che meglio
si adattava al mio materiale in genere molto frammentato. I periodi di cir-
colazione dei tipi indicati nel testo riprendono, quindi, le datazioni proposte
dalla Gassner che sembrano armonizzare bene, del resto, con le cronologie
dei nostri contesti siciliani.

1. Ceramiche centro-tirreniche documentate nella Sicilia
occidentale

1.1. ] PRECURSORI: LE IMPORTAZIONI CENTRO-TIRRENICHE DI V SEC. A.C.

Al momento, la documentazione di ceramiche centro-tirreniche di V sec.
a.C. ¢ molto rara: ad unanfora elea (F1G. 1,4) del tipo Gassner 4 da Pantelleria
(F1G. 1,1) della seconda meta del secolo si aggiungono due frammenti di pro-
duzione paestana (F1G. 1,5) della stessa forma rinvenuti durante le ricogni-
zioni su Pizzo Cannita, nella bassa valle dell’Eleuterio (F1G. 1,2-3).

Bechtold et al. 2018. Per una sintesi di questi dati archeometrici si veda anche la tab. 1 in
fondo al presente contributo.

Premessa alla nuova classificazione di F Cibecchini fondata sul riesame di anfore greco-
italiche integre da una serie di relitti, cf. Cibecchini and Capelli 2013, p. 433 ed utilizzata anche
da L. Pugliese (2014). Per la pili recente sintesi della storia degli studi di analisi tipologiche
della classe, vedi Cibecchini and Capelli 2013, pp. 423-424; Pugliese 2014, pp. 25-29.
Gassner and Sauer 2015, pp. 1-2 tipologia proposta per la sola produzione di Elea, ma valida,
tuttavia, anche per le serie anforiche del Golfo di Napoli (vedi nota 9) con riferimento
ad una seconda pubblicazione in corso di stampa che riproporra la nuova classificazione
estesa anche alle produzioni di Poseidonia e Neapolis. Grosso modo, i nuovi tipi di V.
Gassner trovano le seguenti equivalenze tra la tipologia di E Cibecchini: “Randform” 8 =
Gr.-Ita. ITI; “Randform” 10 = Gr.-Ita. Va; “Randformen” 11-12 = Gr.-Ita. Vb/c.
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F1G.1. Anfore centro-tirreniche di V sec. a.C., Gassner “Randform” 4 (1.-3.). Fabrics

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.
20.

21.

22.

anforici (ad ingrandimento x8). Elea (4.). Poseidonia (5.).

Vanno ricordate, inoltre, alcune anfore etrusche della forma Py 4 da Lipari®,
Colle Madore (nellalta valle del fiume Torto)*, Pizzo di Ciminna (nella
media valle del fiume S. Leonardo)” e Segesta’®. Un numero non ancora spe-
cificato di anfore etrusche di V sec. a.C. viene segnalato anche per le necro-
poli di Himera". Sembra tuttavia verosimile che l'attuale, apparente scarsezza
dei dati sia dovuta almeno in parte alla mancanza di dettagliati studi sui
repertori anforici documentati nei siti della Sicilia occidentale di V sec. a.C.
Infatti, perlomeno per gli emporia di Himera, Solus e Panormos sulla costa
nord-occidentale, sin dai tempi della loro fondazione intimamente legati ai
traffici tirrenici®, non escluderei la presenza di anfore paestane?, tra l’altro
gia documentate nella Valle dell’Eleuterio, localizzata nel territorio delle citta
portuali puniche e nel contempo attestate anche a Cartagine e a Jerba®.

Cibecchini 2006, p. 547 con ulteriore bibliografia.

Polizzi 1999, pp. 223-224, Fig. 222-223, n. 416, p. 228, di provenienza sporadica. Vi si
aggiungono quattro frammenti di ansa di anfore etrusche (nn. 417-420).

Rondinella 2012, pp. 64-65, Tav. 9,56-58.

Polizzi 2008, p. 515, cat. 26, Tav. LXXXIII.

Vassallo 2009, p. 156.

de Cesare 2003, pp. 258-259 con ulteriore bibliografia.

Per questa ipotesi per Himera vedi Vassallo 2015, p. 155.

Da ultima Bechtold 2018, pp. 3-5, Fig. 2-3, con bibliografia precedente.



RAPPORTI COMMERCIALI FRA LA SICILIA OCCIDENTALE E L’ITALIA 29

1.2. LE IMPORTAZIONI CENTRO-TIRRENICHE DI IV sic. A.C.

1.2.1. Anfore da Elea e da Poseidonia

Sullo scorcio del V sec. a.C. arrivano sia a Pantelleria che nella Sicilia occiden-
tale anfore di produzione elea, ma anche paestana (cf. infra, GRAF. 1) che rien-
trano nei diversi stadi evolutivi della “Randform” 7 di V. Gassner, databili fra la
fine del V e l'ultimo terzo del IV sec. a.C.»%: nel corso della prima meta del IV
sec. a.C. siinquadrano tre frammenti da Cossyra (F1G. 2,1-2) e da Palermo (F1G.
2,3), mentre al terzo quarto del IV sec. a.C. ca. attribuisco altri tre esemplari
sempre da Pantelleria (FI1G. 2,4-5) e da Palermo. Chiaramente piu diffuse sono
le varianti del successivo tipo Gassner 8 (330-290 a.C. ca.)*, csd. “ad un quarto
di cerchio’, con attestazioni a Cossyra (F1G. 3,1)%, Lilybaion (F1G. 3,2), Selinunte
(F1G. 3,3-4)*, Palermo (F1G. 3,5-6), Pizzo Cannita” e probabilmente nel terri-
torio di Entella*® (vedi anche GRAF. 1). Da Segesta, infine, provengono quattro
puntali di anfore elee databili a partire dall'ultimo terzo del IV sec. a.C.%.

F1G. 2. Anfore lucane di IV sec. a.C., Gassner “Randform” 7 (1.-5.).

23.
24.
25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

Gassner et al. 2014, pp. 242-243, Fig. 27.

Gassner and Sauer 2015, p. 4, Tav. 2, cat. 11-12.

Vedi anche FACEM - http://facem.at/m-119-132 da Velia.

Inoltre, dai livelli in fase con la costruzione del tempio B sull’acropoli databili al 300 a.C.
o poco dopo: FACEM - http://facem.at/m-154-51, FACEM - http://facem.at/m-154-42 e
FACEM - http://facem.at/m-154-45, tutti da Velia, FACEM - http://facem.at/m-154-53 da
Paestum.

M 189/40 (inedito), produzione di Velia.

Corretti et al. 2014, p. 524, Fig. 7, gruppo petrografico MO o1 (Lucania e/o Sicilia nord-
orientale?), attestato solo fra l'ultimo terzo del IV e I'inizio del III sec. a.C. con i tipi “ad
un quarto di cerchio e MGS III/IV”, assimilabili alla “Randform” 8. Alla p. 525, nota 29
si accenna alla possibile presenza di anfore lucane di questi tipi a Pizzo di Ciminna nella
valle del S. Leonardo.

Di cui tre pubblicati in Bechtold 2013b, p. 75, Fig. 22,1.3; FACEM - http://facem.at/m-165-
40 e FACEM - http://facem.at/m-165-41.
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F1G.3. Anforelucane dell'ultimo terzo del IV-inizio del III sec. a.C., Gassner “Randform”

8 (1.-6.).

1.2.2. Anfore di produzione campana

Parallelamente allampia diffusione della “Randform 8” di produzione lucana,
sullo scorcio del IV sec. a.C. troviamo anche le piti antiche anfore dello stesso
tipo prodotte probabilmente nella citta di Neapolis® (F1G. 4,1-2, cf. anche
infra, GRAF. 1), ben attestate nei livelli relativi alla fondazione del tempio B a
Selinunte del 300 a.C. o poco dopo (FIG. 5,1-4)*. Ulteriori documentazioni
fuori contesto si segnalano per Palermo (F1G. 5,5), Pizzo Cannita (F1G. 5,6) e
Pantelleria (F1G. 5,7). Da Malta proviene una Gassner 8 riferibile ad una pro-
duzione del Golfo di Napoli in senso lato (F1G. 4,3, 5,8). Va ricordata, infine,

30. In questo lavoro seguo la classificazione di V. Gassner e R. Sauer (2016) dove i fabrics

31.

BNap-A-1a BNap-A-7 vengono attribuiti alla citta di Neapolis, mentre i gruppi BNap-A-8
a BNap-A-10 appartengono piti genericamente allarea del Golfo di Napoli.

Da aggiungervi altri sei frammenti ancora inediti, tutti attribuibili alla produzione di
Neapolis, cf. Bechtold c.s. a, cat. 48, 66, 159-160, 210, 212.
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Iidentificazione di due orli del tipo Gassner 8 da Palermo® e da Selinunte
probabilmente pertinenti allo stesso fabric, secondo le analisi petrografiche
genericamente attribuibile all'area campano-laziale.

FIG. 4. Fabrics anforici (ad ingrandimento x8) del Golfo di Napoli (1.-4.).

F1G.5. Anfore campane dell'ultimo terzo del IV-inizio del III sec. a.C., Gassner
“Randform” 8 (1.-8.).

32. M 106/154, cf. Bechtold et al. 2018, 15, Tab. 1, pl. 3,5; Aleo Nero et al. 2018, 34-35, cat. 44.
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1.2.3. Anfore etrusche

Altamente significativa, anche se trascurabile in termini quantitativi, ¢ la
documentazione di due anfore del tipo Py 4A, lultima forma delle serie
etrusche, a Segesta® e a Camarina nella Sicilia sud-orientale’. Secondo F.
Cibecchini, la diffusione di questa classe, quasi esclusivamente marittima
e con attestazioni molto rare, va inquadrata nel panorama pit ampio “di
scambi commerciali dominati dalla componente punico-cartaginese”.

1.2.4. Ceramiche a figure rosse di produzione campana e paestana

Non é certo questo il luogo per entrare nellampia problematica legata allo-
rigine delle produzioni di ceramiche a figure rosse in Sicilia®*, nell'Italia
meridionale ed in Campania e Lucania verso la fine del V sec. a.C. e alle
interrelazioni particolarmente strette fra l'area campana e la Sicilia”. In que-
sta sede basti ricordare la distribuzione abbastanza capillare dei prodotti
della bottega del pittore di NYN, noto artista campano trasferitosi a Lipari
ed attivo fra il 340-310 a.C., con attestazioni a Himera, Polizzi Generosa,
Montagna dei Cavalli, Entella®®, Segesta®, Agrigento e Monte Adranone*. Vi
si aggiungono due vasi riferibili a produzioni campane e paestane dell'ultimo
ventennio del IV sec. a.C. dalle necropoli di Byrgi che “(...) costituiscono
le uniche attestazioni di tali officine in Sicilia, ricordando anche la generale
scarsa presenza di vasi di questi due ambiti produttivi nell'isola (...)”+.

La documentazione di ceramiche campano-liparote nella Sicilia occidentale
greca ed anellenica “(...) traccia la via di penetrazione di questi vasetti nellen-
troterra indigeno attraverso la costa tirrenica settentrionale e conferma l'a-
pertura dei centri ‘elimi’ verso prodotti campani o di tradizione iconografica
o stilistica liparota-campana, forse mediata dai centri punici o punicizzati
delle coste nord-occidentali dell’isola, gestori dei traffici commerciali con il
Tirreno centrale gia nel VI sec. a.C; o (...) da ricondurre a quell’afflusso di
mercenari campani nella Sicilia occidentale a partire dalla fine del V sec.
a.C., gia connesso proprio con le «direttrici di comunicazione e di espan-
sione commerciale marittima attraverso le quali si attuano gli scambi e i

Polizzi 2008, p. 515, cat. 27, Tav. LXXXIIL.

Cibecchini 2006, p. 548 con ulteriore bibliografia.

Cibecchini 2006, pp. 542-543, 548.

Per una recente sintesi con ulteriore bibliografia si veda Elia 2012 e de Cesare 2009.
Vedi a proposito de Cesare 2006, pp. 434-436 con ulteriore bibliografia.

de Cesare 2003, p. 258.

de Cesare 2008, pp. 202-204, cat. 69.

. de Cesare 2006, pp. 435-436.

de Cesare and Serra 2009, pp. 106-107, 130-131, cat. 55-56.



42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

48.
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contatti con il mondo tirrenico» sin dal VII-VI sec. a.C’#. Secondo M. de
Cesare, la distribuzione alquanto “puntiforme” delle ceramiche figurate cam-
pane indica forse piuttosto una loro diffusione legata allo spostamento di
individui o di gruppi di individui che dei veri e propri flussi commerciali®.

1.2.5. Ceramiche a vernice nera di produzione centro-tirrenica

Contrariamente alle anfore centro-tirreniche di IV sec. a.C., leventuale docu-
mentazione, nei siti della Sicilia occidentale, di ceramiche a vernice nera dallo
stesso ambito geografico rimane tuttora poco chiara. Fra gli oltre 500 fram-
menti diagnostici rinvenuti nelle stratigrafie di Porta di Valle a Segesta e data-
bili al IV sec. a.C., nessuno ¢ stato attribuito con certezza ad una produzione
tirrenica*. Nella necropoli punica di Lilybaion®, come anche nell’abitato di
Iaitas*®, i pit antichi vasi di probabile provenienza centro-italica non appa-
iono prima dello scorcio fra IV e III sec. a.C. Unicamente per la necropoli di
Palermo, C.A. Di Stefano osserva per il IV sec. a.C.: “Pili consistente & invece
la presenza di ceramiche di probabile produzione campana (...)", segnalando
la documentazione di skyphoi, olpai, lekythoi, gutti e pissidi cilindriche*.

1.3. LE IMPORTAZIONI CENTRO-TIRRENICHE DI III SEcC. A.C.

1.3.1. Anfore di produzione campana

I siti precedentemente interessati dallimportazione della pit antica
“Randform” 8 in genere di produzione neapolitana ricevono anche la suc-
cessiva “Randform” 9 (310-260 a.C. ca.)®, identificata a Pantelleria (F1G. 6,1),
a Selinunte (F1G. 6,2) e a Palermo (F1G. 6,3-4) (vedi anche infra, grafici 1-2).

de Cesare 2003, pp. 256-258.

de Cesare 2006, pp. 434-435.

Dati tratti da Bechtold 2008a.

Bechtold 1999, p. 93, impasto “v.n. imp. 6A”; Di Stefano 1992, pp. 261-262.

Caflisch 1991, pp. 106-107.

Di Stefano 1996, p. 686. Da ultima vedi Di Stefano 2009, p. 39 per la necropoli di Caserma
Tukory.

Gassner and Sauer 2015, pp. 4-5, Tav. 2, cat. 13-14.
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F1G. 6. Anfore campane della fine del IV-primo terzo del III sec. a.C., Gassner
“Randform” 9 (1.-4.).

F1G. 7. Fabrics anforici (ad ingrandimento x8) dell'area centro-tirrenica (1.-2.).

Ma ¢ soprattutto con linizio della circolazione della “Randform” 10 di V.
Gassner (300-230 a.C. ca.)® all'inizio del III sec. a.C. che assistiamo ad un
vistoso incremento delle anfore campane, in gran parte attribuibili alle officine
di Neapolis o del suo Golfo, ma anche riferibili a siti produttivi centro-tirrenici
non ancora identificati (F1G. 71-2, cf. anche infra, GRAF. 1). Attestazioni della
forma 10 si registrano a Pantelleria (F1G. 8,1), Selinunte (F1G. 8,2-3), Lilybaion

49. Gassner and Sauer 2015, p. 5, Tav. 2, cat. 15.
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(F1G. 8,4) e a Palermo™ (vedi anche infra, GRAF. 2) dove la maggior parte degli
esemplari proviene dal Golfo di Napoli (F1G. 8,5), ma anche da altri siti dell’a-
rea campano-laziale (F1G. 8,6). La successiva “Randform” 11, caratteristica del
secondo e dell'ultimo terzo del III sec. a.C.5, ¢ documentata a Palermo (F1G.
9,1-3)% e a Pantelleria (F1G. 9,4-5). Negli stessi siti ricorre anche la contempo-
ranea “Randform” 12 (F1G. 9,6-8)% (vedi anche grafici 1-2).

F1G. 8. Anfore campane di III sec. a.C., Gassner “Randform” 10 (1.-6.)

50.

51.
52.

53.

Vedi anche Bechtold et al. 2018, p. 14, Tab.1, M 106/162 (pl. 2,1); p. 15, Tab. 1. M 106/167
(pl. 2,8).

Gassner and Sauer 2015, pp. 5-6, Tav. 2, cat. 16-17.

Vedi anche Bechtold et al. 2018, p. 14, Tab. 1, M 106/65 (pl. 2,5) e M 106/174 (pl. 1,5); p. 15,
Tab. 1, M 106/151 (pl. 2,9); p. 14, Tab. 1, M 106/189 (pl. 1,12) e M 106/158 (pl. 1,11).

Vedi anche Bechtold et al. 2018, p. 14, Tab. 1, M 119/151 (pl. 2,3); p. 15, Tab. 1, M 119/262 (pl.
3,7), M 106/177 (pl. 3,8), M 106/182 (pl. 3,12) e M 106/150 (pl. 3,3); p. 14, Tab. 1, M 106/67
(pl. 1,3).



36 BABETTE BECHTOLD

F1G. 9. Anfore campane di III sec. a.C., Gassner “Randform” 11 (1.-5.), Gassner

“Randform” 12 (6.-8.).

1.3.2. Anfore da Elea e da Poseidonia

Parallelamente alla circolazione della “Randform” 9 di produzione campana
sono attestati anche numerosi esemplari dello stesso tipo prodotti soprat-
tutto ad Elea, ma anche a Poseidonia (cf. infra, GRAF. 1), documentati in buon
numero a Selinunte (F1G. 10,1-2)* e a Palermo (F1G. 10,3-4), ma individuati
pure a Pantelleria (FIG. 10,5). Un puntale di una morfologia forse databile
alla prima meta del III sec. a.C. di produzione elea proviene da Segesta®. La
“Randform” 10 (F1G. 10,6-7) € ben attestata a Palermo, ma al momento docu-
mentata con un solo frammento a Pantelleria (grafici 1-2).

A partire dai tipi 11 (FIG. 11,1-3) e 12 (FIG. 11,4-5) di V. Gassner del secondo
e dell'ultimo terzo del III sec. a.C., nel nostro campionario siciliano le
anfore lucane diminuiscono. Poche attestazioni si segnalano per Palermo

54. 8 esemplari rinvenuti nei livelli in fase con la costruzione del tempio B sull’acropoli,

55.

databili attorno al 300 a.C. o poco dopo, cf. Bechtold c.s. a, cat. 62-63, 157, 207-208, 230,
266.
Bechtold 2013b, p. 75, Fig. 22,2.
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F1G. 10. Anfore lucane di III sec. a.C, FiG. 1. Anfore lucane di III sec. a.C,,
Gassner “Randform” 9 (1.-5.), Gassner “Randform” 11 (1.-3.),
Gassner “Randform” 10 (6.-7.) Gassner “Randform” 12 (4.-5.).

e Pantelleria. Degna di nota ¢, infine, I'identificazione di due frammenti di
parete di anfora rispettivamente attribuibili a produzioni di Poseidonia ed
Elea nel sito rurale di Zejtun a Malta, in contesti probabilmente databili alla
media eta punica (IV-III sec. a.C.?)%°.

56. M 105/55 (da Poseidonia) dal contesto ZTNo06/1503 e M 105/59 (da Elea) dal contesto
ZTNo6/1181=1179.



57-

58.

59.
60.

61.

62.
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1.3.3. Ceramiche a vernice nera di produzione centro-tirrenica

La presenza di ceramiche a vernice nera di provenienza centro-tirrenica
¢ stata segnalata per diversi siti della Sicilia occidentale. Dalla necropoli
punica di Lilybaion conosciamo alcuni vasi attribuiti all'impasto 6A (“cam-
pana A arcaica”) che appartengono a contesti funerari della prima e della
seconda meta del III sec. a.C.5”: due piattelli con orlo estroflesso di cui uno
riconducibile al tipo Morel 1521 a1 da un corredo databile al 270/60 a.C.** e
‘altro, di forma non specificabile, da una tomba della seconda meta del III
sec. a.C.%%, un piatto da pesce del tipo Morel 1122 da una sepoltura databile
attorno al 300 a.C. (F1G. 12,1), una coppetta del tipo Morel 2711/12 con bollo a
tre palmette radiali (F1G. 12,2) da un corredo della fine del IV-inizi del IIT a.C.
e due coppe profonde del tipo Morel 2783/4 con bollo a rosetta centrale da
una sepoltura del secondo quarto del III sec. a.C. (F1G. 12,3). Per la necropoli,
C.A. di Stefano segnala inoltre “Dal primo quarto del III sec. a.C. (...) la pre-
senza di ceramiche di importazione dall'area etrusco-laziale”, e cio¢ di alcune
“oinochoai a cartoccio” e di gutti della classe Morel 8210%. Anche a Segesta,
le importazioni da area campano-laziale identificate fra il numerosissimo
materiale a vernice nera rinvenuto a Porta di Valle datano tutte fra lo scorcio
del IV ed il IIT sec. a.C.: troviamo due piatti del tipo Morel 1315 (FIG. 12,4),
una coppa avvicinabile alla forma Morel 2411 da un contesto del primo terzo
del I1I sec. a.C. (F1G. 12,5), alcuni fondi di forme aperte® di cui uno con bollo
centrale a forma di rossetta da un deposito chiuso del primo ventennio del
I1I sec. a.C. (F1G. 12,6) ed una protome leonina di un guttus Morel 8150 (FIG.
12,7). Nella necropoli di III sec. a.C. dell'area 15000, lo studio preliminare
dei materiali® ha identificato una coppa del tipo Morel 2765 ed una coppa
skyphoide del tipo Morel 3131 di probabile provenienza campano-laziale da
due corredi databili rispettivamente negli anni centrali e nella seconda meta
del ITT sec. a.C. Nellentroterra segestano, invece, fra i materiali raccolti in 40
siti frequentati fra il IV ed il I1I sec. a.C., non sono state identificate cerami-
che a vernice nera di produzione centro-italica.

Dagli strati in fase con la costruzione del tempio B del 300 a.C. 0 poco dopo a
Selinunte proviene un piccolo gruppo molto significativo di sei vasi attribuiti
allarea produttiva di Neapolis-Cumae e costituito da tre piatti da pesce Morel

Bechtold 1999, p. 3.

Bechtold 1999, pp. 374-375, T. 196/4-4 di Via Berta, tipo v.n. P 2D.

Bechtold 1999, p. 321, T. 125-1 di Via de Gasperi, tipo v.n. P2.

Di Stefano 1992, pp. 261-262.

Bechtold 2008a, pp. 351-352, cat. 438-441, Tav. XLIX.

Scavi della Soprintendenza BB.CC.AA. di Trapani (1996-1997) sotto la direzione di
R. Camerata Scovazzo; il materiale dalle tombe 40 (coppa Morel 2765) e 114 (coppa
skyphoide Morel 3131) ¢ inedito ed in corso di studio da parte di chi scrive.



RAPPORTI COMMERCIALI FRA LA SICILIA OCCIDENTALE E L’ITALIA 39

1121/22 (FIG. 12,8) e tre coppe “otturned rim” (F1G. 12,9)®. Un mio studio
preliminare del vasto insieme di oltre 1100 frammenti a vernice nera dagli
scavi nellarea sacra sullacropoli di Pantelleria ha identificato la presenza
di alcune coppe “outturned rim” di produzione tirrenica®. Infine, “Qualche
coppa Morel 2784/88 di produzione etrusco-laziale o anche campana” viene
segnalata anche per il territorio suburbano®.

F1G. 12. Ceramiche a vernice nera campano-laziali di III sec. a.C. (1.-10.).

63.

64.

65.
. Bechtold 2008a, pp. 348-349, Tav. XLVIII con bibliografia precedente.

1.3.4. Ceramiche a vernice nera della cerchia “Petites Estampilles”

Il riassunto pit1 aggiornato della documentazione siciliana di coppe della cer-
chia “Petites Estampilles” di produzione romano-laziale rimane il mio studio
pubblicato nell'ambito delledizione dello scavo di Porta di Valle a Segesta che
segnala la presenza della classe, oltreché a Segesta, a Solunto, Eraclea Minoa,
Selinunte, Lilybaion/ Motya e Iaitas®. Vanno aggiunti alcuni esemplari ancora

Bechtold c.s. a, cap. 4.5.3.2, piatti da pesce Morel 1121/22: cat. 185, 256, 264, coppe
outturned rim: cat. 186-187, 219.

Scavi dell'Universita di Tiibingen (2000-2012) sotto la direzione di Th. Schifer, materiale
in corso di studio da parte di chi scrive. Primi cenni della presenza di questa classe in
Schmidt 2015, pp. 319, cat. 308, Tav. 8,15, dall'US 2045 databile agli anni centrali del III
sec. a.C.; p. 323, cat. 350-351, Tav. 9,11-12, dall’'US 2044 della prima meta del II sec. a.C,,
disturbata in eta claudiana e contenente anche del materiale di I1I sec. a.C.

Ferrandes et al. 2013, p. 386.



67.
68.

69.
70.

71.
72.

73-
74.
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inediti dalla necropoli ellenistica di Segesta (F1G. 12,10)” e dall'acropoli di
Cossyra®®. Rimane quindi valida losservazione di J.P. Morel: “Si la présence
en Sicile des productions latiales reste discréte, il est du moins significative
que cette présence soit clairemente limitée a la partie occidentale de I'ile”®.

1.3.5. Ceramiche a vernice nera di produzione calena

In base al materiale attualmente edito, nella Sicilia occidentale la documen-
tazione di ceramica calena di III sec. a.C. sembra limitata a due o tre vasi
del primo terzo del secolo, rinvenuti nella necropoli di Lilybaion e dettaglia-
tamente discussi altrove™, nonché alla recente segnalazione di un piccolo
gruppo di ceramica calena arcaica identificato nella Cossyra suburbana”. Le
due colonie cartaginesi rimangono quindi gli unici siti siciliani con attesta-
zioni di questa classe, a conferma di un legame particolarmente stretto e di
tipo non solo commerciale, ma anche e soprattutto culturale con la madre-
patria” dove la calena arcaica sembra regolarmente documentata in contesti
urbani di IIT sec. a.C.73.

2. L'interpretazione dei dati ceramici dalla Sicilia
occidentale

2.1. I PRIMI DUE TERZI DEL IV stc. A.C.

Come a Cartagine’, anche nella Sicilia occidentale un primo aumento delle
presenze di ceramiche centro-tirreniche si coglie nel corso del IV sec. a.C.
quando troviamo alcune anfore della “Randform” 7 di origine quasi esclusi-
vamente elea. Al momento, questi contenitori sono stati identificati soltanto
a Palermo e a Pantelleria (vedi cap. 1.2.1 e grafici 1-2), forse perché solo in
questi due siti ho potuto campionare del materiale preellenistico.

Vedi nota 62; il materiale proviene dalle tombe 20 e 101 del primo terzo del III sec. a.C.
ed ¢ in corso di studio da parte di chi scrive.

Vedi nota 64. Due frammenti (PN 10 ACR II 4351-1.2), in corso di studio da parte di chi
scrive.

Morel 2010, p. 126.

Bechtold 2007a, pp. 29-30, Fig. 14, nn. 2 (coppa Morel 2646), 5 (guttus “angolare”), 6
(oinochoe trilobata).

Ferrandes et al. 2013, p. 386, nota 21, 388, Tab. 3: una coppa Morel 2686, sette coppe Morel
2775 ed una coppa a rilievo Morel 2170.

Per Lilybaion da ultima Bechtold 2015a, p. 80, nota 336 con bibliografia precedente. Per
Cossyra vedi Ferrandes et al. 2013, p. 387 e Bechtold 2013a, pp. 453-455.

Bechtold 20074, in particolare pp. 22-23, Fig. 12.

Bechtold 2013b, pp. 77-78.
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GRAF. 1. La distribuzione quantitativa di anfore greco-italiche (Gassner “Randformen”

75-
76.

77

78.
79-

8-12) e della precedente “Randform” 7 di produzione centro-tirrenica fra IV e III
sec. a.C. in alcuni siti della Sicilia e delle isole (N 189 di cui 101 da Palermo, 52 da
Pantelleria, 31 da Selinunte, 2 da Pizzo Cannita, 2 da Lilibeo/Marsala, 1 da Malta).

Il periodo di circolazione di queste anfore coincide con il momento piu alto
della presenza di mercenari italici negli eserciti cartaginesi in Sicilia, impegnati
nei conflitti contro le diverse citta greche ed in seguito utilizzati in contin-
genti di presidio” oppure inseriti in maniera stabile nel contesto territoriale’.
Secondo A. Ch. Fariselli, durante questa prima fase “Lassunzione del ruolo
di centro di reclutamento da parte di Neapolis (...) potrebbe (...) aver deter-
minato l'inaugurazione di contatti e lapertura di canali mercantili paralleli
a quello del traffico mercenario e, di conseguenza, aver favorito un generale
potenziamento economico dellarea”””. “Si prospetterebbe in tal caso un qua-
dro nel quale un tipo di mercenariato prevalentemente stanziale avra anchesso
assunto in alcuni casi un ruolo di stimolo e sostegno a flussi commerciali di piut
0 meno ampia entita o forse solo un ruolo nella circolazione di merci (...)"7.
Aumentano, infatti, le testimonianze archeologiche di tipo campano (cintu-
roni, fibule” e statuette in bronzo®) “totalmente esclusi (...) dai normali cir-

Fariselli 2002, pp. 293-294; Hans 1983, p. 138.

Fariselli 2002, pp. 296, 300; Hans 1983, p. 142.

Fariselli 2002, pp. 293-294. Particolarmente interessante in relazione ad un ipotetico
ruolo del porto di Neapolis ¢ la recentissima identificazione di due frammenti di
anfore puniche di produzione soluntina rinvenuti in due contesti stratigrafici scavati
in Pz. Nicola Amore, Napoli, unarea localizzata sullantica spiaggia allesterno delle
fortificazioni greche. Per I'identificazione delle anfore si veda Bechtold 20153, p. 33, note
69 (tipo Sol/Pan 3.3) e 73 (tipo Sol/Pan 4.1).

de Cesare 2006, p. 434.

Si veda Guglielmino 2006 con ulteriori riferimenti bibliografici.

Fariselli 2002, p. 295 con bibliografia precedente.
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cuiti commerciali”® e da collegare, invece, a una presenza fisica di mercenari
italici nella Sicilia occidentale. Agli oggetti in bronzo si aggiungono gli apporti
e gli intrecci fra le ceramiche a figure rosse di produzione protocampana, pro-
topestana e protosiceliota® e le anfore di cui sopra che nell'insieme sembrano
iscriversi nel contesto pill ampio di una mobilita di individui® e di gruppi di
individui, di mercanzie® e di risorse che caratterizza i rapporti fra la Campania
e la Sicilia per tutto il IV sec. a.C. Nel contempo, diventa sempre pit evidente
una modesta distribuzione di anfore puniche di produzione soluntina e paler-
mitana, databili fra la fine del V e la meta del IV sec. a.C., lungo le coste del
Basso Tirreno fino agli emporia di Elea e di Neapolis® che attestano inequivo-
cabilmente il crescente potere economico di queste due citta della Sicilia nord-
occidentale soprattutto in seguito alla pace del 405-404 a.C.*¢.

2.2. LurTiMO TERZO DEL IV ED IL III SEC. A.C.

Probabilmente come conseguenza della concessione della civitas sine suf-
fragio ai Campani da parte di Roma, nel corso dell'ultimo terzo del IV sec.
a.C. larea fra il Sele e lentroterra lucano sembra diventare una delle zone di
maggior reclutamento di mercenari e Poseidonia I'ipotetico punto di smi-
stamento e d’imbarco®. Proprio in questo periodo o poco dopo si colloca il
picco della documentazione di anfore lucane delle “Randformen” 8 e 9 della
Gassner, con numerose attestazioni non soltanto nelle citta portuali della
Sicilia punica (grafici 2, 4), ma probabilmente anche in alcuni siti interni
come Entella (GRAE. 3), Segesta (vedi nota 29) e Pizzo di Ciminna nella valle
del S. Leonardo®. I nuovi dati siciliani smentiscono quindi l'affermazione di

Guglielmino 2006, p. 505.

de Cesare 2006, p. 435.

Per il trasferimento del Pittore di NYN a Lipari e la distribuzione dei suoi prodotti
attraverso i poli mercantili della Sicilia punica, senza escludere “(...) possibili collegamenti
di queste ceramiche con presenze mercenarie nell'isola’, vedi de Cesare 2006, pp. 435-436.
Per la “distribuzione puntiforme” in Sicilia di quindici vasi figurati di produzione apula,
lucana e paestana, databili fra la fine del V e la meta del IV sec. a.C,, e l'interpretazione di
questo fenomeno come “(...) una circolazione occasionale, legata a movimenti di uomini
pit che di merci” si veda de Cesare 2006, pp. 434-435.

Per una carta di distribuzione delle anfore puniche di produzione soluntina/palermitana
fra V e IV sec. a.C. cf. Bechtold 20153, p. 97, Fig. 33. Per Neapolis vedi nota 77. Ad Elea, i
contesti stratificati della citta bassa hanno restituito due frammenti del tipo Sol/Pan 6.3 /
T-2.2.1.2 ed un frammento del tipo Sol/Pan 4.4 / T-4.2.2.6 di produzione palermitana, cf.
Bechtold 20154, pp. 50-52, note 171, 179.

In dettaglio vedi Bechtold 20154, pp. 93-95, 97, Fig. 33 (per il V sec. a.C.), 96, 98-100, 101,
Fig. 34 (per il IV sec. a.C.).

Fariselli 2002, pp. 328-330.

Rondinella 2012, pp. 58-60, Tav. 2-4.
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E Cibecchini in relazione ai suoi tipi Gr.-Ita. Il e IV / “Randform 8” per cui
il “ruolo nei traffici del Mediterraneo” sarebbe stato molto limitato®.

Area centro-tirrenica
Golfo di Napoli
Poseidonia

Elea

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

mGassner 7 mGassner 8 Gassner9 mGassner 10 mGassner 11 Gassner 12

GRAE. 2. La distribuzione quantitativa di anfore greco-italiche (Gassner “Randformen”
8-12) e della precedente “Randform” 7 di produzione centro-tirrenica fra IV e
III sec. a.C. (N 101) rinvenute a Palermo (area urbana e necropoli).

GRAE. 3. La distribuzione quantitativa dei gruppi archeometrici (MO) identificati fra le
anfore di tipo greco-italico e Dressel 1 della ricognizione di Entella (N 255, da:
Corretti et al. 2014, p. 524, Fig. 7) per il quale si possono assumere, grosso modo,
le seguenti equivalenze tipologiche: MGS II = Gassner 7; “Quarto di cerchio”
e MGS III-IV = Gassner 8-9; MGS V = Gassner 10; MGS VI = Gassner 11-12.
MO 1 = Campania meridionale e/o Sicilia nord-orientale? MO 2 = produzione
locale/regionale MO 3 = Ischia/Golfo di Napoli MO 4 = Campania/Lazio.

89. Cibecchini and Capelli 2013, p. 433.
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Nel contempo si registra la notevole distribuzione in Sicilia dei prodotti del
pittore campano-liparota di NYN e l'ampia circolazione di materiale anfo-
rico dallarea di Solunto/Palermo in Lucania®®, ma probabilmente pure in
molti altri contesti italici del Basso Tirreno®. A questo proposito va anche
ricordata la vasta diffusione, a partire dalla fine del IV sec. a.C., dei pro-
dotti dell'officina del Pittore di Bastis (soprattutto dei piatti da pesce a figure
rosse), una produzione forse da localizzare proprio nella Sicilia occidentale
punica, lungo tutta la costa tirrenica fino in Campania®. Linsieme di que-
sti elementi rafforza l'ipotesi “(...) che fra la fine del IV ed il III sec. a.C. si
vadano definendo dei percorsi, mercenariali e commerciali insieme, forse
reciprocamente vincolati in un rapporto di causa-effetto, fra le basi militari
puniche e le maggiori riserve guerriere italiche in quellepoca.”.

In base ai dati quantitativi esposti sopra, per il periodo compreso fra la fine
del IV e gli inizi del III sec. a.C. mi sembra quindi appropriato parlare di
veri e propri “rapporti commerciali” fra le citta puniche della Sicilia nord-
occidentale e l'area produttiva di Poseidonia/Elea e Neapolis**. In tutti i siti
siciliani esaminati, ma anche a Cossyra e Melite%, troviamo anfore lucane
delle forme 8-9 in associazione con i medesimi tipi prodotti nel Golfo di
Napoli. E interessante sottolineare che fra le selezioni anforiche da Palermo
(GRAF. 2) e dallentroterra di Entella (GRAE. 3) che raccolgono frammenti in
genere fuori contesto, fra i frammenti della “Randform” 8 prevalgono ancora
i contenitori prodotti ad Elea. Nei depositi chiusi in fase con la costruzione
del tempio B a Selinunte del 300 a.C. o poco dopo (GRAF. 4), invece, domina

Bechtold 20154, p. 97, Fig. 33; vedi anche Mollo 2007, p. 82 “(...) una generale e documentata
presenza di materiali ceramici ed anforici di origine punica dai contesti brettii e da quelli
lucani dell’area tirrenica (...)".

Mollo 2011, p. 243 “(...) anfore puniche Ramén T-7.1.2.1 e 6.1.2.1, diffuse praticamente in tutti
icontesti italici del Tirreno, dalla presenza (...)”. Un caso particolarmente interessante, non
menzionato da E Mollo, viene costituito dal sito di Civita di Tricarico, ubicato al centro
della Lucania interna, dove i tipi punico-siciliani T-4.2.2.7 e soprattutto T-7.1.2.1 risultano
“(...) molto comuni (...)” nelle stratigrafie della fase IIa della fine del IV-inizi del III sec.
a.C., vedi Caravelli 2008 e per la datazione assoluta delle fasi urbane p. 35.

Mollo 2007, pp. 81-82, per lofficina vedi p. 66; Mollo 2011, pp. 239-243, Fig. 9, oltre alla
presenza di altre ceramiche a vernice nera di produzione siculo-punica vedi “(...) da
considerare come merce di accompagnamento dei carichi anforari che circolavano dalla
Sicilia occidentale verso le coste tirreniche italiche e viceversa, utilizzando come testa di
ponte l'arcipelago eoliano””.

Fariselli 2002, p. 325.

In questo senso vedi precedentemente Bechtold 2013b, pp. 79-80; Bechtold 20153, p. 99.
Anche fra i materiali anforici rinvenuti a Porta di Valle a Segesta, anfore realizzate con
“impasti vulcanici” sembrano documentate, per la prima volta, fra i contenitori “con orlo
ad echino’, assimilabili alle “Randformen” 8-9, cf. Polizzi 2008, pp. 518-519, cat. 56, 61, 63,
Tav. LXXXV.



RAPPORTI COMMERCIALI FRA LA SICILIA OCCIDENTALE E L’ITALIA 45

gia la “Randform” 8 dal Golfo di Napoli, mentre diametralmente opposta
appare l'incidenza delle diverse produzioni attribuibili alla “Randform” 9.

Area centro-tirrenica
Golfo di Napoli
Poseidonia

Elea
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W Gassner 8 M Gassner 9 Gassner 10 ® Gassner 11 W Gassner 12

GRAE. 4. La distribuzione quantitativa delle anfore greco-italiche (Gassner “Randfor-

96.

97.

men” 8-10) di produzione centro-tirrenica nei contesti chiusi del tempio B a
Selinunte, ca. 300 a.C. o poco dopo (N 31).

Le evidenze derivate dallo studio del preziosissimo contesto chiuso selinun-
tino suggeriscono che — perlomeno sulla costa sud-occidentale — negli anni a
cavallo fra IV e III sec. a.C. le anfore “ad un quarto di cerchio” / “Randform”
8 rappresentano il contenitore da trasporto di tipo greco piu diffuso, seguito
da alcuni esemplari del tipo 9 e da un solo frammento del tipo 10, eviden-
temente ancora molto raro agli inizi del III sec. a.C.%. Stando soprattutto
a questi recenti dati stratigrafici da Selinunte, I'ampia distribuzione delle
anfore originarie del Golfo di Napoli inizierebbe allora sullo scorcio del IV
sec. a.C. Le nuove evidenze derivate dall'analisi dei gruppi anforici dalle rico-
gnizioni di Cossyra suburbana® e di Entella (GRAF. 3), ma anche dai recenti
scavi a Palermo (GRAE. 2) dimostrano che gia con la regolare circolazione
della “Randform 10”, a partire dal primo o secondo decennio del III sec.
a.C., le produzioni del Golfo di Napoli dominano in maniera incontestata i
mercati regionali. Nei contesti chiusi in fase con la costruzione del tempio B
sullacropoli di Selinunte attorno al 300 a.C. o poco dopo, invece, troviamo

Alle stesse conclusioni arriva V. Gassner in base alla distribuzione stratigrafica del
materiale anforico di Velia, cf. Gassner and Sauer 2015, p. 5.

Le anfore MGS V / “Randform” 10 campane rappresentano nella fase Va della prima meta
del IIT sec. a.C. con il 34% ca. la classe anforica meglio attestata (N 77), cf. Bechtold 2013a,
p- 434, Tab. 10.
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ancora presenze quantitative all'incirca uguali fra le anfore delle officine del
Golfo di Napoli e delle botteghe di Elea e Poseidonia (GRAF. 4).

Area centro-tirrenica

Golfo di Napoli

Elea
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GRAE. 5. La distribuzione quantitativa delle anfore greco-italiche (Gassner “Rand-
formen” 8-10) di produzione centro-tirrenica negli scavi sotto lo Steri (Sala
delle Verifiche, 2011) a Palermo (N 47).

Soprattutto I'insieme anforico dagli strati di scarico e di accumulo scavati
sotto lo Steri®® — nell’area dell'antico porto della Palermo di III sec. a.C. —
sembra evidenziare “lesplosione” delle importazioni dal Golfo di Napoli
avvenuta con la circolazione della “Randform” 10, a svantaggio della distri-
buzione di anfore lucane (GRAE. 5). Le associazioni nei contesti palermitani
tuttora in corso di studio sembrano suggerire, inoltre, la contemporaneita
per lo meno parziale delle “Randformen” 10-12 di produzione campana in
depositi databili forse agli anni della prima guerra punica, a conferma di
precedenti osservazioni di V. Gassner per Velia®. Anche i dati relativi alla
documentazione, in alcuni siti della Sicilia occidentale, di ceramiche a ver-
nice nera centro-tirreniche (GRAE. 6), indicano una presenza costante, sep-
pur contenuta, di questa classe, compresa fra '1% e '8% ca.

98. I materiali archeologici dello scavo Steri/Sala delle Verifiche 2015 sono tuttora in corso
di studio. Con riferimento ai ca. 120 frammenti diagnostici di anfore commerciali (di cui
ca. 45 di tipologia punica, 5 di tipologia greca e ca. 70 della classe delle greco-italiche),
soltanto tre frammenti sono anteriori alla fine del IV sec. a.C. Tutti gli altri frammenti
datano fra la fine del IV e la meta del III sec. a.C. e almeno un terzo potrebbe appartenere
anche alla seconda meta del III o all'inizio del II sec. a.C.

99. Gassner and Sauer 2015, p. 5.
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Monte Polizzo, acropoli (N 38), periodo IlI

Monte lato, abitato (N 568)
Lilybaion, necropoli (N 173), 350-250 a.C.
Selinunte, tempio B (N 113), 300 a.C. ca.

Segesta, necropoli ellenistica (N 181), Il sec. a.C.

Segesta, Porta di Valle (N 3185), fine del IV-lII
a.C.
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GRAF. 6. Ladistribuzione quantitativa (in blu) e percentuale (in rosso) di ceramica a ver-
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nice nera centro-tirrenica in alcuni siti della Sicilia occidentale fra la seconda
meta del IV ed il IIT sec. a.C. (dati rielaborati da Bechtold 2008, p. 385, Fig. 19).

La bibliografia archeologica registra la documentazione di anfore cam-
pane di III sec. a.C. a Segesta®>, Erice*, Lilybaeum™?, Eraclea Minoa,
Monte Adranone, San Benedetto di Caltabellotta, Licata, Gela'> e a Termini
Imerese® sulla costa settentrionale. Inoltre, le analisi archeometriche con-
fermano unorigine neapolitana/ischitana del materiale anforico di almeno
due dei quattro relitti pit antichi delle isole Eolie (Filicudi F, Secca di
Capistello)™s, tappa obbligata per la rotta navale dalla Campania verso la

Bechtold 2007b, pp. 61-62.

Probabile alta presenza di anfore campane nel santuario, ipotizzata in base alla ricca
documentazione di materiale bollato, vedi da ultima Panella 2010, p. 34, nota 4.

Primi cenni della possibile presenza di anfore campane fra i corredi della necropoli
punica in Bechtold 1999, p. 164, impasto 3, per contatti commerciali con il mondo
campano vedi p. 260.

Olcese 2010, pp. 265-276, 282-284, Tab. VIIL.1 con i risultati di analisi archeometriche
condotte su materiali anforici campionati a Lipari, Erice, Marsala, Selinunte, Eraclea
Minoa, Monte Adranone, San Benedetto di Caltabellotta, Licata, Gela.

Alaimo et al. 1997, pp. 46-48.

Olcese 2012, p. 572, Filicudi F (300-280 a.C.); p. 573, Secca di Capistello (300-280 a.C.);
Olcese 2010, p. 259, Tab. VIL1. Secondo il parere di G. Olcese (2010, p. 248), anche le
anfore dei relitti di Roghi 1 e Filicudi B potrebbero essere di origine campana. Per una
recente sintesi tabellare dei relitti affondati alle isole Eolie fra la fine del IV e la meta del
11T sec. a.C. cf. Cibecchini and Capelli 2013, p. 425, Tab. 2.
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Sicilia occidentale™®. I carichi di Filicudi F*7 e Secca di Capistello® danno
anche prova dell'associazione di anfore neapolitane con ceramica a vernice
nera, non necessariamente di produzione campana.

13. Anfore centro-tirreniche documentate nella Sicilia occidentale e anfore prodotte
fra Palermo e Solunto attestate nell'Italia meridionale (ca. 330-250 a.C.).

de Cesare 2006, p. 435 “(...) Lipari, quale punto di snodo di un itinerario fra Sicilia e
Campania, che deve aver veicolato merci, culture e uomini, creando processi di contatto
e di assimilazione culturale, nei quali una parte non secondaria deve aver svolto anche il
mercenariato.”

Olcese 2010, p. 238. Il carico di ceramica a vernice nera non ¢& stato analizzato e la
ceramica acroma non ¢ di origine campana ma, secondo E Cibecchini, di produzione
liparota (Cibecchini and Capelli 2013, p. 225, Fig. 2).

Olcese 2010, p. 248 secondo le analisi archeometriche, almeno una parte del carico a
vernice nera sarebbe di origine campana. Una produzione campana o punico-siciliana
viene proposta da F. Cibecchini (Cibecchini and Capelli 2013, p. 225, Fig. 2).
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Fra l'ultimo terzo del IV e la meta del III sec. a.C, le citta della Sicilia occi-
dentale e sud-occidentale diventano quindi i centri di consumo extra-regio-
nali pitl importanti dei prodotti agricoli, probabilmente da identificare con i
vini'*?, dell’area compresa fra il Golfo di Napoli a Nord ed Elea a Sud (F1G. 13).
Gli emporia punici della costa nord-occidentale fungono inoltre da centri di
distribuzione verso lentroterra siciliano ed il mondo punico nordafricano. A
conferma della mia ipotesi di un coinvolgimento diretto di Panormos/Solus"°
nel commercio fra larea centro-tirrenica e la Sicilia occidentale, anfore
punico-siciliane delle varianti Sol/Pan 7.1-3 / Ramon T-7.1.2.1 risultano ben
distribuite in Lucania (sia in area costiera che nellentroterra)™, ma probabil-
mente anche nel Tirreno cosentino in Calabria™.

Infine, particolarmente interessante ¢ I'identificazione di un frammento di
unanfora punica di un tipo ibrido, per il suo profilo avvicinabile alla forma
Ramon T-6.1.1.1 (ma dal profilo dellorlo piu schiacciato)™ da Velia™4, rea-
lizzato con un impasto vulcanico che al microscopio sembra assomigliare
a due fabrics attributi a Neapolis™. Se 'anfora punica da Velia fosse davvero
prodotta nel Golfo di Napoli, essa potrebbe costituire un ulteriore indizio
di qualche tipo di rapporto non meglio definibile, ma evidentemente abba-
stanza stretto fra 'ambiente campano e l'area punico-siciliana.

Sfortunatamente, gli studi specifici di contesti archeologici databili nei
decenni fra le prime due guerre puniche non sono avanzati in maniera signi-
ficativa e rimane tuttora valido che “Per la Sicilia occidentale la seconda meta
del IIT sec. a.C. rappresenta un periodo estremamente problematico per
quanto riguarda la seriazione dei repertori ceramici attestati”®. Al quadro
delineato brevemente dieci anni fa e riassunto nel cap. 1.3 vanno aggiunti

Per la produzione vinicola di Ischia ed il probabile collegamento fra anfore greco-italiche
e la circolazione del vino locale vedi Olcese 2010, p. 17, nota 13; p. 25, nota .

Mi sembra opportuno ricordare, in questo contesto, che a bordo del relitto di Filicudi F
fu trovata un’anfora punica del tipo Ramon T-6.1.1.1 (Ramon 1995, pp. 134, 533, n. 193),
simile alle varianti Sol/Pan 7.1 0 7/3 che al momento sembrano esclusive della produzione
dell’area di Solunto e Palermo, cf. Bechtold 2015a, pp. 10, Tab. 1, 16-17, Fig. 4, 7-9.
Bechtold 20154, p. 101, Fig. 34.

Mollo 2011, p. 234.

Ramon 1995, pp. 199-200, 533, Fig. 170.

FACEM - http://facem.at/ig-pun-a-6, da un contesto stratigrafico datato al secondo
terzo del I1I sec. a.C.

FACEM - http://facem.at/bnap-a-1 e FACEM - http://facem.at/bnap-a-2. Un buon
confronto costituisce anche il campione M 149/3 da Ghizéne (Jerba), menzionato in
Bechtold c.s. b, cap. 7.4, attribuito al fabric BNap-A-2. Si tratta di un frammento di parete
di anfora da un contesto stratigrafico chiuso del III sec. a.C. (GH 180170.143).

Bechtold 2007b, p. 58.

Bechtold 2007b, p. 60 (per la vernice nera) e p. 62 (per le anfore).
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soltanto i risultati emersi dallanalisi del materiale anforico raccolto nelle
ricognizioni di Entella (GRAE. 3) e di Cossyra™®: entrambi gli assemblaggi
documentano elevate presenze di anfore campane databili fra la meta del IIT
e I'inizio del IT sec. a.C., indicando quindi una continuita delle importazioni
campane anche nel periodo successivo alla prima guerra punica.

3. Conclusioni

La documentazione della cultura materiale esposta nel cap. 1 ha permesso
di distinguere tre fasi: una pill antica di importazioni anforiche solo lucane
(fine del V-meta avanzata del IV sec. a.C. ca.), una intermedia dell’'ultimo
terzo del IV sec. a.C. caratterizzata da importazioni prevalentemente lucane,
ma anche campane, e la fase di I sec. a.C. contraddistinta dalla dominanza
assoluta di produzioni del Golfo di Napoli.

Il periodo piu antico al quale sono stati associati alcune anfore lucane ed altri
oggetti di tipo campano, ¢é stato collegato al fenomeno del mercenariato ita-
lico in Sicilia. Larrivo del materiale tirrenico in Sicilia non sarebbe quindi il
risultato di regolari flussi commerciali, ma piuttosto di spostamenti di gruppi
di individui italici.

La seconda fase inizia con la circolazione delle anfore “ad un quarto di cer-
chio” / “Randform” 8 di produzione lucana e campana nel corso dell'ultimo
terzo o quarto del IV sec. a.C. e quindi proprio nel periodo dell'intensifica-
zione della produzione vinicola nella zona di Capua-Golfo di Napoli suc-
cessivamente allespansione romana nell’ager Falernus e alla stipulazione del
foedus fra Napoli e Roma nel 326 a.C., motivato sicuramente anche dal “(...)
valore del porto di Neapolis, tra i pitt importanti del Tirreno (...).™.

Il flusso di anfore tirreniche verso la Sicilia punica™® aumenta ulteriormente
nella terza fase, ovvero negli anni successivi alla stipulazione del terzo con-
tratto romano-cartaginese, detto di Filino, del 306 a.C. con il quale tutta
la Sicilia rientra nella zona interdetta ai Romani e ai suoi alleati, mentre ai

118. Bechtold 20133, pp. 439-441, Tab. 13: le anfore greco-italiche campane rappresentano nella
fase ceramica Vb (250/240-200/190 a.C.) la seconda classe nellordine di frequenza (N 128).

119. Panella 2010, p. 23.

120. Olcese 2010, p. 302 “I centri punici o di influsso punico (Erice, Lilibeo, Selinunte) e alcuni
dell'interno (come Caltabellotta, Monte Adranone e Monte Iato) sono i punti di arrivo, di
consumo e di smistamento del vino e dei prodotti contenuti nelle anfore del Golfo, tra la
fine del IV e nel I1I sec. a.C., cioé nel periodo appena successivo al terzo trattato tra Roma
e Cartagine (306 a.C.)”



121.

122,
123.
124.

125.

126.

127.
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Cartaginesi viene vietato l'avvicinamento alle sponde italiche*. Nel con-
tempo, per leparchia “I dati numismatici parlano (...) chiaramente a favore
di una centralizzazione della produzione monetale attorno al 300 a.C., pro-
babilmente ad espressione di cambiamenti avvenuti a livello amministra-
tivo (...) accompagnata da una restrizione dellautonomia delle singole citta
siciliane>. Tuttavia, “Panormos e Solus, pur (...) private della loro secolare
autonomia amministrativa e politica, vivono (...) I'acme della loro produ-
zione economica proprio negli anni compresi fra la fine del IV ed il primo
terzo del III sec. a.C”", quando si intensificano i rapporti commerciali con
la Campania.

Nei contesti siciliani, il dominio della componente anforica campana sui
contenitori lucani inizia nel primo o secondo decennio del III sec. a.C., in
sintonia con la datazione dei piu antichi relitti eolici che segnano una delle
tappe piu importanti di questa rotta commerciale nel Basso Tirreno. Le navi
mercantili, in partenza probabilmente da Neapolis ed in gran parte cariche
di anfore prodotte nel suo Golfo, erano dirette verso gli emporia punico-
siciliani di Panormos e Solus che a partire dall'inizio del III sec. a.C. consoli-
dano laloro “(...) posizione d’interfaccia commerciale privilegiata con I'Italia
tirrenica (...)”4, fungendo da centri di smistamento del vino italico verso
lentroterra, lungo le stesse coste siciliane, per mezzo di una navigazione di
cabotaggio™, oppure anche verso il mare clausum, ovvero le coste tunisine
sotto il controllo politico e militare di Cartagine'”.

Nulla sappiamo ancora degli agenti di questi traffici, secondo il trattato del
306 a.C. preclusi ai Cartaginesi, ai Romani e ai loro alleati. Campia distribu-
zione di anfore palermitane o soluntine in molti dei siti del Basso Tirreno
ubicati lungo la rotta fra il Golfo di Napoli e la Sicilia nord-occidentale, per-
mette, a mio avviso, di ipotizzare un possibile ruolo di commercianti delle

Hans 1983, p. 110.

Bechtold 2015b, p. 69 con ulteriore bibliografia. Per gli aspetti numismatici vedi in
dettaglio Frey-Kupper 2013, pp. 178, 338.

Bechtold 20152, pp. 99-100.

Bechtold 2015b, p. 69.

Lungo i fiumi in antico almeno parzialmente navigabili, quali I'Eleuterio a Nord, lo Iato
ad Ovest e il Belice a Sud (Spatafora 2012).

Interpreto in questo senso la documentazione di numerose anfore puniche di produzione
palermitana e soluntina, associate ad anfore greco-italiche di produzione campana e
lucana nei livelli in fase con la costruzione del tempio B di Selinunte (300 a.C. o poco
dopo), vedi Bechtold 2015b, p. 71. Associazioni analoghe caratterizzano i contesti databili
al primo terzo del III sec. a.C. di Porta di Valle a Segesta (Bechtold 2008b, p. 544),
collegata con il mare attraverso lo scalo di Castellammare del Golfo.

Precedentemente Bechtold 2013b, p. 8o.
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due citta punico-siciliane. Indipendentemente dalla difficile domanda dei
vettori commerciali, rimane pero ancora valida l'affermazione di S. Lancel
secondo la quale “La guerre della Sicile apparaitrait ainsi comme décidée
sous linfluence d’'un véritable lobby commercial, et pour la défence de ses
intéréts”>*, 1l forte incremento della presenza di anfore neapolitane nei
depositi archeologici della Sicilia occidentale della prima meta del III sec.
a.C. denomina magistralmente il motivo dietro questi “(...) intrecci di inte-
ressi tra famiglie romane, neapolitane e mercanti greci, che si percepiscono
dietro lalleanza del 326* e avvalora lipotesi di una conquista di nuovi
sbocchi commerciali per il vino campano in una delle regioni consumatrici
pitt importanti del Mediterraneo centro-meridionale, ovvero l'area punica
della Sicilia occidentale e del Nordafrica=°.

TaB. 1. Tabella di corrispondenza dei dati relativi ai frammenti illustrati nelle fig. 1-12.
Le indicazioni riportate nella colonna “dati petrografici” sono tratti da Bechtold

et al. 2018.

Figura |Sito di Inv. Inv. Tipo Prove- Fabric t)ati petro- [Pubblicato
scoperta fr to |FACEM nienza FACEM grafici

1,1.4 |Pantelleria |UT 38.1-2 [119/134 |Gassner 4|Velia VEL-A-2 FACEM - http://
PN 03 ACR facem.at/m-119-134;
RIC Bechtold 2013a, pp.

493-494, cat. 119,
Tav. 36.

1,2.5 |Pizzo EL2-07F 189/35 |Gassner 4|Paestum |PAE-A-2
Cannita
survey

1,3 Pizzo EL2-03B 189/38 |Gassner 4|Paestum |PAE-A-3
Cannita
survey

2,1 |Pantelleria |UT 220.1-3 |119/141 |Gassner 7|Paestum |PAE-A-1 FACEM - http://
PN 08 ACR facem.at/m-119-141
RIC

2,2 |Pantelleria |UT 175.1- |119/139 |Gassner 7|Velia VEL-A-2 FACEM - http://
PN 07 ACR |91 facem.at/m-119-139
RIC

2,3 |Panormos |PORL 28 = |106/125=|Gassner 7| Velia VEL-A-2
necropoli  |PORL 37  |106/134

128. Lancel 1992, p. 383. Per la presenza di monete italiche del periodo della prima guerra punica
in contesti siciliani vedi anche Frey-Kupper 2013, p. 168, Fig. 34 dove Neapolis risulta la
zecca meglio documentata, seguita da Arpi e Cales. Anche se le attestazioni di emissioni
campano-sannitiche saranno in prima linea da mettere in relazione con gli scontri armati
fra Roma e Cartagine e gli spostamenti di contingenti armati, rimane pur sempre aperta la
possibilita di un loro possibile collegamento di tipo anche commerciale (p. 178).

129. Panella 2010, p. 23.

130. Per Cartagine e la sua colonia di Cossyra vedi in sintesi Bechtold 2013b, pp. 97-98. Da
ultima Bechtold 2018, pp. 17-18.
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Figura Sito di Inv. Inv. Tipo Prove- Fabric \i)ati petro- [Pubblicato
scoperta fr to [FACEM nienza FACEM grafici
2,4 |Pantelleria |UT 83.1-19 [119/131 |Gassner 7|Velia VEL-A-3 FACEM - http://
PN 04 ACR facem.at/m-119-131;
RIC Bechtold 2013a, p.
494, cat. 120, Tavv.
36, 92,2
2,5 |Pantelleria |UT 229.1-3 [119/138 |Gassner 7| Velia VEL-A-3 FACEM - http://
PN 08 ACR facem.at/m-119-138
RIC
3,1 |Pantelleria |UT 235.1-3 {119/135 |Gassner 8| Velia VEL-A-2 FACEM - http://
PN 08 ACR facem.at/m-119-135
RIC
3,2 |Lilybaion  |Crs. 166/12 | Gassner 8| Velia VEL-A-4 FACEM - http://
necropoli  |Gramsci facem.at/m-166-12;
1989, US Bechtold 1999, p.
1029-2 328, Tav. XXX,277.
3,3 |Selinunte US1, 154/40 |Gassner 8| Velia VEL-A-2 FACEM - http://
tempio B P09.92 facem.at/m-154-40;
saggio H Bechtold c. s. a, cat.
154
3,4 |Selinunte US 4, 154/43 | Gassner 8| Paestum |PAE-A-2 FACEM - http://
tempio B P09.45 facem.at/m-154-43;
saggio H Bechtold c. s. a, cat.
231
3,5 |Palermo PB701/25 |106/55 |Gassner 8|Velia VEL-A-2 Aleo Nero et al.
Pz. Bologni 2018, pp. 33-34,
cat. 41
3,6 |Palermo PB701/27 [106/57 |Gassner 8| Velia VEL-A-5 Aleo Nero et al.
Pz. Bologni 2018, p. 34, cat. 42
4,1 |Palermo PB 720/1  |106/180 |Gassner 8|Napoli BNapin- |Ischia- Bechtold et al. 2018,
Pz. Bologni edito Golfodi  |p. 14, Tab. 1, PL 1,1;
Napoli Aleo Nero et al.
2018, p. 35, cat. 45
4,2 |Palermo STV UE 4/1{106/193 |Gassner |Napoli BNap-A-3 |Ischia- Bechtold et al. 2018,
Steri/Sala 10 Golfodi  |p. 14, Tab. 1, PL 1,3
Verifiche Napoli
43  |Malta 1/B16/P7/2 |105/5 Gassner 8 Golfo di  |[BNap-A-8 |Ischia- Docter et al. 2012,
MSP 2008 Napoli Golfodi  |pp. 133-134, Fig. 27,
Napoli cat. 41; Bechtold et
al. 2018, p. 14, Tab.
1,PL 1,9
4,4 |Palermo STV 28/10 |106/164 |Gassner |Golfodi |BNap-A-10 |Ischia- Bechtold et al. 2018,
Steri/Sala 11 Napoli Golfodi |p. 14, Tab. 1, pl. 2,2
Verifiche Napoli
51 |Selinunte US 2, 154/4 Gassner 8|Napoli BNap-A-2 Bechtold c. s. a,
tempio B P08.543 cat. 44
saggio D
52 |Selinunte UsS 3, 154/60 | Gassner 8| Napoli BNap-A-3 Bechtold c. s. a, cat.
tempio B P09.239 211
saggio H
5,3 |Selinunte US 4, 154/3 Gassner 8| Napoli BNap-A-6 Bechtold c. s. a, cat.
tempio B P09.44 232
saggio H
5,4 |Selinunte US 3B, 154/1 Gassner 8| Napoli BNap-A-3 Bechtold c. s. a, cat.
tempio B P09.96 209
saggio H
5,5  |Palermo PB 720/1  |106/180 |Gassner 8| Napoli BNap in- |Ischia- Bechtold et al. 2018,
Pz. Bologni edito Golfodi |p. 14, Tab. 1, PL L1
Napoli Aleo Nero et al.

2018, p. 35, cat. 45
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Figura Sito di Inv. Inv. Tipo Prove- Fabric \f)ati petro- [Pubblicato
scoperta fr to [FACEM nienza FACEM grafici
5,6 |Pizzo EL2-06C  |189/41 |Gassner 8| Napoli BNap-A-7
Cannita
survey
5,7 |Pantelleria |UT 101.2-5 |119/25 |Gassner 8| Napoli BNap in-
PN 04 ACR edito
RIC
58 |Malta 1/B16/P7/2 |105/5 Gassner 8|Golfo di  |BNap-A-8 |Ischia- Docter et al. 2012,
MSP 2008 Napoli Golfodi  |pp. 133-134, Fig. 27,
Napoli cat. 41; Bechtold et
al. 2018, p. 14, Tab.
1,PL 1,9
6,1 |Pantelleria |UT 182.1-1 |119/18 |Gassner 9|Napoli BNap in-
PN 07 ACR edito
RIC
6,2 |Selinunte US1, 154/10 | Gassner 9|Napoli BNap-A-3 Bechtold c. s. a,
tempio B P08.526 cat. 65
saggio E
6,3 |Palermo STV 29/8 |106/179 |Gassner 9|Napoli BNap in-  |Ischia- Bechtold et al. 2018,
Steri/Sala edito Golfodi |p. 14, Tab. 1,PL 1,2
Verifiche Napoli
6,4  |Palermo STV 34/10 |106/165 |Gassner 9|Golfodi |BNap-A-10
Steri/Sala Napoli
Verifiche
7,1 |Palermo CAL13/4 |106/65 |Gassner |Tirrenica |CAMP-A-3 |Campania- |Bechtold et al. 2018,
necropoli 10 Lazio p. 14, Tab. 1, PL. 2,5
7,2 |Palermo STV 28/1 |106/175 |Gassner |Tirrenica |CAMP-A-4 |Campania- |Bechtold et al. 2018,
Steri/Sala 11 Lazio p. 15, Tab. 1, PL. 3,1
Verifiche
8,1 |Pantelleria |US2044-2 [119/5 Gassner |Napoli BNap-A-7 Bechtold 2015c, p.
PN 06 ACR1 10 364, cat. 18
8,2 |Selinunte US1, 154/8 Gassner |Napoli BNap-A-6
tempio B P10.38 10
saggio L
8,3 |Selinunte US 3B, 154/2 Gassner |Napoli BNap-A-2 Bechtold c. s. a, cat.
tempio B P09.98 10 212
saggio H
8,4 |Lilybaion Saggio D, |166/8 Gassner |Napoli BNap-A-2 Bechtold and
Baglio US 46-7, 10 Valente 1990, p. 43,
Anselmi MR 9947 Tav. 2
8,5 |Palermo STV UE 4/1|106/193 |Gassner |Napoli BNap-A-3 |Ischia- Bechtold et al. 2018,
Steri/Sala 10 Golfodi |p. 14, Tab. 1,PL 1,3
Verifiche Napoli
8,6 Palermo CAL13/4 |106/65 |Gassner |Tirrenica |CAMP-A-3 |Campania- |Bechtold et al. 2018,
necropoli 10 Lazio p. 14, Tab. 1, PL. 2,5
9,1 |Palermo PB703/3 |106/194 |Gassner |Golfodi |BNap-A-8 |Ischia- Bechtold et al. 2018,
Pz. Bologni 11 Napoli Golfodi |p. 14, Tab. 1, PL
Napoli 1,10; Aleo Nero et
al. 2018, pp. 36-37,
cat. 49
9,2 |Palermo STV 28/10 |106/164 |Gassner |Golfodi |BNap-A-10 |Ischia- Bechtold et al. 2018,
Steri/Sala 11 Napoli Golfodi |p. 14, Tab. 1, pl. 2,2
Verifiche Napoli
9,3  |Palermo STV 28/1 |106/175 |Gassner |Tirrenica |CAMP-A-4 |Campania- |Bechtold et al. 2018,
Steri/Sala 11 Lazio p. 15, Tab. 1, PL. 3,1
Verifiche
9,4 |Pantelleria |UT 247.1-1 [119/260 |Gassner |Napoli BNap-A-3 |Ischia- Bechtold et al. 2018,
PN 08 ACR 11 Golfo di p. 14, Tab. 1, PL. 1,4
RIC Napoli
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Figura Sito di Inv. Inv. Tipo Prove- Fabric \f)ati petro- [Pubblicato
scoperta fr to [FACEM nienza FACEM grafici
9,5 |Pantelleria |US4414-1 [119/259 |Gassner |Tirrenica |CAMP-A-3 |Campania- |Bechtold et al. 2018,
PN 10 ACR 11 Lazio p. 14, Tab. 1, pl. 2,4
XVI
9,6  |Palermo STV 27/7 |106/171 |Gassner |Napoli BNap-A-7 |Ischia- Bechtold et al. 2018,
Steri/Sala 12 Golfodi |p. 14, Tab. 1,PL 1,7
Verifiche Napoli
9,7  |Palermo STV 29.6 |106/170 |Gassner |Tirrenica |CAMP-A-4 |Campania- |Bechtold et al. 2018,
Steri/Sala 12 Lazio p. 15, Tab. 1, PL. 3,2
Verifiche
9,8 |Pantelleria |UT 84.1-8 [119/7 Gassner |Golfodi |BNap-A-10
PN 04 ACR 12 Napoli
RIC
10,1 |Selinunte US 1 fondo, |154/46  |Gassner 9|Paestum  |PAE-A-3 FACEM - http://
tempio B P08.49 facem.at/m-154-46;
saggio E Bechtold c. s. a,
cat. 63
10,2 |Selinunte US4, 154/50 | Gassner 9| Velia VEL-A-2 FACEM - http://
tempio B P09.46 facem.at/m-154-50;
saggio H Bechtold c. s. a,
cat. 62
10,3 |Palermo STV 34/1 |106/147 |Gassner 9| Velia VEL-A-2
Steri/Sala
Verifiche
10,4 |Palermo STV 40/24 Gassner 9| Velia VEL-A-2
Sala
Verifiche
10,5 |Pantelleria |UT 38.1-1 [119/133 |Gassner 9| Velia VEL-A-2 Bechtold 2013a, p.
PN 03 ACR 494, cat. 122, Tavv.
RIC 36, 92,4.
10,6 |Pantelleria |UT 214.1-3 |119/217 |Gassner |Paestum |PAE-A-2 FACEM - http://
PN 07 ACR 10 facem.at/m-119-217
RIC
10,7 |Palermo PB Gassner | Velia VEL-A-4 Aleo Nero et al.
Pz. Bologni |401/403/1 10 2018, p. 34, cat. 43
11,1 |Pantelleria |UT 72.1-3 |119/136 |Gassner |Velia VEL-A-2 FACEM - http://
PN 04 ACR 11 facem.at/m-119-136;
RIC Bechtold 2013a, p.
494, cat. 123, Tav. 36.
11,2 |Pantelleria |UT 176.1-4 {119/218 |Gassner |Paestum |PAE-A-3 FACEM - http://
PN 07 ACR 11 facem.at/m-119-218
RIC
11,3 |Palermo Via |FRC 24.10 |106/207 |Gassner |Paestum |PAE-A-1
del Celso 11
11,4 |Pantelleria |UT 182.1-5 [119/261 |Gassner |Paestum |PAE-A-3 |Campania- |Bechtold et al. 2018,
PN 04 ACR 12 Lazio p. 15, Tab. 1, PL. 3,9
RIC
11,5 |Palermo STV 34/40 [106/149 |Gassner |Velia VEL-A-2
Steri/Sala 12
Verifiche
12,1 |Lilybaion Via Berta T. Morel Campano- Bechtold 1999, pp.
necropoli 190/N/5-6 1122 laziale 370-372, Tav. V1,56
12,2 |Lilybaion Crs. Morel Campano- Bechtold 1999, pp.
necropoli | Gramsci 2711/12 |laziale 327-328, Tav. 1,4
1989 US
1032-55
12,3 |Lilybaion Via Berta T. Morel Campano- Bechtold 1999, p.
necropoli  |71A-2 2783/84 |laziale 354, Tav. 11,28
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Figura Sito di Inv. Inv. Tipo Prove- Fabric Dati petro- |Pubblicato
scoperta fr to [FACEM nienza FACEM grafici

12,4 |Segesta US 5764-64 Morel Campano- Bechtold 2008a, p.
Porta di 1315 laziale 350, cat. 436, Tav.
Valle XLIX

12,5 |Segesta US 5253-27 Morel Campano- Bechtold 2008a, p.
Porta di 2411 laziale 351, cat. 437, Tav.
Valle XLIX

12,6 |Segesta US 5856-11 Morel Campano- Bechtold 2008a, p.
Porta di 235al  |laziale 351, cat. 439, Tav.
Valle XLIX

12,7 |Segesta US 5723-7 Morel Campano- Bechtold 2008a, p.
Porta di 8150 laziale 352, cat. 442, Tav.
Valle XLIX.

12,8 |Selinunte Saggio Morel | Napoli Simile a Bechtold c. s. a, cat.
tempio B H,US1, 1122 BNap-g-3 185

P09.146
Selinunte Saggio “out- Cumae?  |Forse Bechtold c. s. a, cat.
tempio B H,US1, turned BNap-g-5? 186
P09.148 rim”

12,10 |Segesta T. 101/1 Morel Campano-
necropoli 2784/88 |laziale
SAS 15
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FINE-TUNING THE CHRONOLOGY
OF KNIDIAN AMPHORA STAMPS
(PERIODS IVB AND V) BY MEANS
OF SERIATION

John Lund
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One of the Virginia R. Grace’s many significant contributions to the study
of transport amphorae concerned the Knidian transport amphorae. Based
on finds from the Athenian Agora and material in the National Museum of
Greece,' she identified more than 2,500 different Knidian stamp types (the
KT series) in collaboration with Maria Petropoulakou, Andreas Dimoulinis,
Carolyn G. Koehler and Philippa M. Wallace Matheson,* and she established
a chronological framework for this sequence.?

After Grace passed away in 1994, Koehler and Wallace Matheson continued
her work,* and Gerhard J6hrens published a meticulous catalogue of two
important Athenian collections of amphora stamps in 1999 - including many
Knidian ones.’ But the study of the Knidian amphorae has otherwise been
somewhat neglected in recent years, with the exception of Nikolai Jefremow’s

I am grateful to Natalia Vogeikoff-Brogan for patiently facilitating my study of the papers
of Virginia R. Grace in the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, and to Mark L.
Lawall for helpful advice about the Agora amphorae. I also wish to thank Patrick Monsieur
for thoughtful and constructive criticism and Stephen Lumsden for correcting my English.
Lawall 2009.

Koehler 1996, 154; Johrens 1999a, 95.

Grace and Savvatianou-Pétropoulakou 1970, 285-287; Koehler and Matheson 2004, 164-
165. See also Balzat et al. 2014, xxi-xxii and passim, and for recent summaries of the
history of Knidos, cf. Ozgan et al. 2013 and Bresson 2013. I am grateful to Alain Bresson
for sending me a copy of this publication.

Koehler and Matheson 2004.

Johrens 1999a. See also Bruno Garozzo’s publication of Knidian stamps from Sicily (2011,
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revision of the chronology, which has not, however, been generally accepted,®
and Christoph Borker’s recent study of amphora stamps from Laurion.”

The relative scarcity of scholarly work on the Knidian amphorae is striking,
when compared with the intensive ongoing research on the Rhodian ampho-
rae.® The discrepancy is curious, because Knidian amphorae constitute a
majority in the Athenian Agora, in Delos and elsewhere,® and they are not
only testimony to the Knidian wine trade, but also encapsulate chronologi-
cal information about the contexts in which they are found.” The aim of this
paper is to attempt to fine-tune by means of seriation the relative chronology
of the Knidian amphora stamps belonging to Grace’s Periods IVB and V,*
following the precedent of my previous seriation ot the Rhodian amphorae.”

Prolegomena

Most Knidian amphora stamps carry two names:® that of the annually
changing damiourgos,* and that of the so-called fabricant.” The numerous
preserved stamps show that fabricants could often be associated with more
than one damiourgos, which provides us with a firm basis for ordering them
by means of seriation. Some amphorae, however, carried a stamp on one
handle naming the damiourgos and another one on the other naming the
fabricant, but isolated stamps naming only one individual are not helpful in
this respect.

Jefremow 1995, 61-81. Cf. Empereur and Garlan 1997, 181-182 ad nos. 95-97; Johrens 1999a,
96 and Garozzo 2011, 326. I am grateful to Nikolai Jefremow for providing me with a copy
of his publication from 2008.

Borker 2018.

Finkielsztejn 2001 and 2004; Lund 2011a; Badoud 2015; Castelli 2017.

See Koehler and Matheson 2004, 163-164 figs. 1-2; Rotroff 2014; Panagou 2016, 221-225.
For a general survey of the distribution, see Garozzo 2011, 322-324.

Lawall 2002, 295-296 note 2.

These correspond to Jefremow’s (1995, 71-76) “Chronologische Gruppe V” and
“Chronologische Gruppe VI”.

Lund 20m1a.

Lawall 2014, 159.

Tzochev 2016, 9-10.

See Tzochev 2016, 10-11.
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Periode | Datierung Erlduterungen
proto- Ende des 4. Jhs. Monogramme, Ligaturen
knidisch | - ca.240v. Chr.
frith- ca. 240-ca. 220 Abkiirzungen, Monogramme, Ligaturen oder Attribute
knidisch v. Chr.
111 ca. 220-ca. 188 Vor der Periode der Phrourarchen, tiberwiegend
v. Chr. abgekiirzte Namen
v ca. 188-146 v. Chr.
IVA | ca. 188-ca. 167 Periode der Phrourarchen
IVB ca. 167-146 Die Zuschreibung zu IV B order V hingt in erster Linie
vom Vorkommen bzw. Fehlen der Namen in Karthago
und Korinth ab
\4 146-108 v. Chr. s.zulV B
VI 107-78 v. Chr. Periode der duoviri
VIA 107-98 Eponymen auf GefifSen des Topfers Aapoxpdtng
VIB 97-88 Eponymen auf Gefifien des Topfers Atookovpidag
VIC | 85-78(?) Eponymen aus den Jahren, nachdem die Romer 85
v. Chr. Knidos zuriickerobert hatten
VII nach 78 v. Chr. iiberwiegend nur ein Name
spat- spdtes 1. Jh. v. Chr. | Buchstaben, Atribute wie Palmblatt
knidisch oder Amphora

F1G.1. The chronological system of the Knidian amphora stamps established by Virginia

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

Grace, after Johrens 1999a, 95 Tabelle 8.

Grace distributed the stamps into seven periods (I-VII), of which some have
subdivisions (F1G. 1).* This investigation focuses on Periods IVB and V in her
classification. In the preceding period, IVA, two officials, the phrourarchoi,
may be named on the stamps in addition to the damiourgos and the fabricant.”
Phrourarchoi are also documented in other Hellenistic cities, and the term is
at times translated as a garrison-, citadel- or mercenary-commander.”® Alain
Bresson has suggested that they may have been responsible for safeguarding
the production sites in their territory.” But the nature of their role in Knidos
“remains a mystery” according to Koehler and Wallace Matheson.> Be that as
it may, the practice of naming phrourarchoi on the Knidian amphora stamps
did not continue into Period IVB, perhaps because the phrourarchos system
had by then been abolished. The Knidian stamps of Periods IVB and V follow
a similar formula: they name only the damiourgos and the fabricant. Stamps
from the succeeding Period VI, on the other hand, carry the names of two offi-

Grace 1985, 13-18 and 31-35; Johrens 1999a, 95-96; Koehler and Matheson 2004.

Grace 1985, 31-32; Koehler and Matheson 2004, 165-169; Balzat et al. 2014, xx-xxi.
Chaniotis 2005, 32, 89 and 93; Bresson 2016, 243.

Bresson 2016, 243. For a general discussion, see Jefremow 1995, 50-58 and 2008. I am
grateful to Nikolai Jefremow for sending me a copy of the latter.

Koehler and Matheson 2004, 169.
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cials, andres, thought to correspond to the Latin duoviri.* The defining feature
of stamps from Periods IVB and V is, accordingly, an absence of phrourachs
on the one hand and of andres on the other. Jefremow noted in 1995 that there
is no difference in typological terms between the stamps from Periods IVB
and V,2 which is why it seems logical to me to treat them together.

Grace attributed 50 damiourgoi to Periods IVB and V (in alphabetical order):
ATAOOKAHZ 2 [V], AMOTEAHZ [IV B or Va], AMYNTAZX [IV B or Va],
ANAEIITITIAAY [IV B], ATIOAAOAQPOY [V], APISTOKAHE [IV BJ,
AYKAHITIOAQPOX 2[V],AIOTENHZX [IV B],AIOKAHX1[V],AIONYZXIOX 2
[V],AIQN1 [IV B], AION 2 [V], APAKQN 1[IV B], APAKQN 2 [V], EITITONOY,
[IV B], EITINIKIAAY 2 [V], EIIIXAPMOX [IV B], EPMO®ANTOZX 1 [IV BJ,
EYKPATHZX 2[IV B],EY®PATOPAX1[IVB],EYOPANQP1[V],ZHNOAOTOX
[IV B], HPOOANTOZ [V], GAAIMBPOTIAAY [V], ®EYAQPIAAY [IV
B], ®HPOKPATHX 2 [IV Ba], IEPOKAHX [V], KAAAIAAMAY (VA),
KAPNEOAOTOZ[[V], KAEIZIIIITIAAY [IV B], KAEYMBPOTOZX [IV B],
KAEQN (IVB or VA], KOIPANOZ [IV B], KYAOKAHZX [V], AYZIKAHZX 2
IV B], METAKAHY [IV B], MENEKPATHX 2 [V], MENIIIIOY 2
[IV B], NIKOMAXOX [V], EENOKAHX [IV B], IIOAYXAPHX [IV B],
IITOAEMAIOZ 2 [V], IIYOONIKOZ [V], ZIMYAINOX [V?], TEAEKPEQN
[IV B], TIMASIKPATHY [V], ®IAIIIIOY 2 [V], ®IAIZTOX [IV B or V A,
OIAOMBPONTIAAY [V], XPYZIIIIIOY [V].» These damiourgoi constitute
the basis for my investigation. Their number, 50, indicates the minimum length
of Periods IVB and V.

Seriation

Seriation is a statistical method, which “allows assemblages of artefacts to
be arranged in a succession, or serial order, which is then taken to indicate
their ordering in time: it is thus an exercise in relative chronology”* In my
previous article on the chronology of Rhodian amphora stamps it emerged
that this method is not without merit for establishing the relative chronology
of amphora stamps.*

Grace 1985, 31-32, 34-35; Lawall 2005, 37; Kogler 2014 [2018].

Jefremow 1995, 72.

Grace 1985, 32-34.

It cannot be excluded that a few names of damiourgoi are missing, i.e. those who were
in office in years of failed wine harvests, resulting in a dearth of exports of Knidian
amphorae. See also Lawall 2002, 318-319.

Renfrew and Bahn 2008, 126; Shennan 2005, 61-62.

Cf. Badoud 2014, 23; Palaczyk 2016, 123 note 3; Castelli 2017.
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In the present case, the application of seriation to the Knidian stamps is
based on the numerous examples that provide us with a secure link between
the annually changing damiourgos and the fabricant. Grace also relied on
such associations when she established her scheme for the Knidian chronol-
ogy. The novelty of the present paper consists merely in employing seriation
for this purpose.

Indeed, the association between the annually changing “damiourgoi” and the
fabricants, many of whom officiated over several years, constitute a “chain”
that can be ordered by means of seriation, using a statistical computer pro-
gram - in casu the data analysis package called PAST.” No other pieces of
information than that of the eponym-fabricant pairs have been entered into
the matrix of the PAST program, which is entirely “unaware” of all other dat-
ing criteria including find contexts or stylistic links.

Methodological challenges

A great many associations between damiourgos and the fabricant can be
established from the Knidian stamps, and those known to me are listed below
in the Appendix. Still, it is necessary to make allowance for possible pitfalls.

The most obvious methodological challenge is that it is not always possible
to distinguish between two or more individuals sharing the same name.?®
To avoid confusion, three pairs of homonymous damiourgoi, who were
active in consecutive periods such as IVA? and IVB, IVB and V, and IVB
and VB, have been omitted from the seriation: MENIIIIIOX 1 [IVA?] and
MENIIIIIOX 2 [IVB], AION 1 (IVB) and 2 (V), and APAKQN 1 (IV B) and 2
(V B). The fabricants were often associated with more than one damiourgos,
indicating that they were active for several years, and their careers can in fact
span two or more of Grace’s periods.” The lengths of some careers (30 years
or more) may seem surprising, but they are matched by those of some of the
Rhodian fabricants. It cannot be excluded that some of the Knidian fabri-
cants were homonyms, but I cannot at this point come up with criteria for

Hammer et al. 2001; PAST may be downloaded for free at http://www.nhm.uio.no/
norlex/past/download.html.

See Tzochev 2016, 65: “The distinction of homonyms among the officals is one of the
greatest challenges for the construction of the Thasian chronology”

APIZTOKAHX [IVAIVB, V, VIA], EIIIGANHX [IVB,V\VI], ATAGINOX [IVB,
V,VIA,VIB], AIONYZXIOZX [IIIIVA,IVB,V,VIA], @EY®EIAHZX [III, III-IV, IVB, VA],
KAEQN [III, IVA-B,V].

Lund 20114, 275 fig. 2.
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identifying possible homonyms among the fabricants.” They have therefore
all been included in the seriation.

The most frequently occurring fabricant, AIONYXIOZ, is associated with
19 damiourgoi, closely followed by MENHZX with 18. Further down the list
we find ATAGINOX and XAPMOKPATHY with 13 such combinations
each, and APIZTOKAHZY, AZKAHIIIOAQPOE, ANAEANAPOE with 11
and EENOKAHZX with 10. But no less than 38 out of a total of 101 fabricants
attested in Periods IVB and V only associated with one damiourgos. Judging
by what is presently known this implies that they only functioned in a single
year. Unique names are of no use for seriation purposes, which is why these
individuals have been left out.’

The corpus of damiourgos-fabricant pairs in Periods IVB and V presented
in the Appendix is primarily based on information gathered from Grace’s
files in the American School of Athens, supplemented by references to pub-
lished evidence. It emerges that the average number of such associations
for the 38 damiourgoi is 8.3* EYOPATOPAX 1 is the highest scorer with 23
combinations. He is followed by AMYNTAZX with 22, and KAEYMBPOTOZX
with 20 each. Next come ATAOOKAHX 2 with 17, IEPOKAHYX with
15, AIONYZIOX 2 with 14, EYOPANQP 1, AAKAHITIOAQPOY 2, and
EYKPATHZX 2 with 13 associations. At the other end of the scale are damiour-
goi with few documented associations with fabricants. Some have only one:
KAEQN, ANAEIIIIAAY, ZHNOAOTOZ, METAKAHY, KOIPANOZ,
KAEIZIIITIIAAY and AYZIKAHE 2. Two associations are known for
OIAIZTOX and ITOAYXAPH?Y, three for IYOONIKOX, ©HPOKPATHY 2,
and four for MENEKPATHX 2, MENIIIIIOZ 2 and EITITONOZ. They prob-
ably officiated in years with a below average wine production - and hence
exportation of Knidian wine.

Perhaps it will be possible to do so when all of the KT stamps have been published.
AAKINOZ, APIZTOKPATHZ, APIXTOTEAHZY, APIZTION, APXATOPAZ, APXHY,
AOPOAIZIOY, BOYAAPXOX, AAMOKAHE, AHMYAOZX [10], AIONYXOKAHZ,
AION, APAKQON, AQPION, EIPHNIAAY, EPMIAY, EYBOYAOZX, EYKAIPOZ,
EYOOPIQN, EYOPANTIAAY [20], EYOPANQP, EYOPOXYNOX, EYOPQN,
OEYAAMOZ:, IZIAQPOX, KAAAIAAMAZY, KYAOKPATHE, AYXANAPIAAY,
MEAANTAY, MENANAPOZ, NIKATOPAY, NIKANQP NIKIAY (?),NIAOZ,
IIYOONIKOZ, ZQXTPATOZ, ®PAIAQN, OIAETAIPOX.

Thus also with the Rhodian singletons, see Lund 2011a, 274.

If the damiourgoi associated with only one fabricant are included, the average number
drops to 6.

For possible evidence of variations in the wine production of Rhodes from one year to the
other, see Lund 2011b. There is no reason to think that conditions were different in Knidos.
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Establishing the relative chronology

F1G. 2. The new sequence of damiourgoi (and fabricants) as established by seriation.
Note that individuals who only occur once have been excluded.

The relative sequence of damiourgoi as worked out by the PAST program (F1G.
2) corresponds largely to the division into periods established by Grace: nearly
all of the individuals she assigned to period IVB precede those of period V. It
is reassuring, also, that all of the damiourgoi documented in the fill of the Stoa
of Attalos (APIETOKAHZ, EITIXAPMOZ, KAEYMBPOTOZ, MENIIITIOX
2, I[IOAYXAPHY and TEAEKPEQN) are placed in the early part of the
sequence.*® And the new sequence established by seriation tends to create clus-
ters of damiourgoi that we encounter again in Deposits in the Athenian Agora

36. Grace 1985, 32-35. The following two damiourgoi were also represented in the fill:
ANAEIIIIIIAAY, KAEIZITIIIIAAY, whereas AIQN 1, who was originally thought to be
so was later struck off the list, cf. Koehler and Matheson 2004, 168 note 18. Grace attributed
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F1G. 3. Occurrences of stamps naming damiourgoi from Periods IVB and V in deposits
at the Agora of Athens.
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(F1G. 3). This is the case with three damiourgoi represented in Group F 5:1:
AIOTENHE, MENIIIIIOX 2 and EYOPATOPAX 1,7 as well as those in Group
L 19:2 Upper Fill: KAEYMBPOTOZ, APIXTOKAHZY and EYOPATOPAY 1,3
and Group A 16:4 Lower Fill: APIETOKAHZ, EYKPATHZ 2, EYOPATOPAX
1, KAEYMBPOTOX and MENIIIIIOY 2, and - to a lesser degree -
Group E: ATAOOKAHY 2, EYKPATHY 2, IEPOKAHZ, KAAAIAAMAZ,
KAEYMBPOTOZX.# The seriation also places the stamps from Group A 18:1
Upper Fill close together: KAAAIAAMAY and DIAOMBPONTIAAX.# Those
from Group H 12:1 likewise constitute a fairly compact group: EYOPANQP
1, MENEKPATHY 2, AYXKAHITIOAQPOZ 2 and ®IAOMBPONTIAAX# as
does Group M-N 15:1 (South Stoa building fill): AIOKAHZ 1 and OIAIIIIIOX
2,% and even more so Group B 21:24: TIMAXIKPATHY, ATIOAAOAQPOZ,
EYOPANQP 1, AIOKAHY 1 and MENEKPATHY. 2.4

Only 38 damiourgoi could be included in the seriation, which means that
we need to add 12 individuals to the sequence. Grace assigned two of these,
AIQN 2 and APAKQON 2 to Period V. The latter should probably be placed
close to its end, if she was right in regarding him as the immediate successor
of HPOO®ANTOZ.# And there is no reason to doubt that AIQN 2 officiated
in the same time span as the other damiourgoi of period V. It seems likely,
also, that KAEQN, referred to period IVB/V by Grace, probably functioned

IIOAYXAPHZY to period IVB, but noted (1985, 39) that he was mostly associated with
fabricants associated with phrourachoi. See also Rotroff 2006, 372 Deposit P-R 6-12.
Rotroff 1982, 99-100; 1997, 448; 2006, 354-355: “Ca. 200-150, with a few 3rd century pieces
and Early Roman intrusions”. The group also includes a stamp of AION from Period IVB
as well as earlier Knidian stamps.

Rotroft 1982, 103; 1997, 460. The Upper Fill also contained earlier Knidian stamps; it is
dated by Rotroft (1982, 103) to “Second to early third quarter of 2nd century”.

Rotroff 2006, 343: “a close group of 14 Knidian handles and fragmentary jars dating in
period IV, some near its end”. She dates the deposit to “2nd century, to at least 140, with
a large Early Roman component’.

Rotroff 1982, 110; Grace 1985, 37 where the date suggested for this group is mainly based
on her presumed dates of these stamps.

Rotroff 2006, 343: “Ten Knidian stamped amphora handles from perhaps eight jars, the
latest dating in period V”. She dates the fill to “Early 1st century AD, with some residual
Hellenistic”

Rotroff 1997, 434: “Latest coins deposited in third quarter of 2nd century or slightly later
... one of late 1st or early 2nd century after Christ, probably intrusive”; 2006, 360.
Rotroft 1982, 104: “Among coins are two issues of Athenian bronzes which ... confirm [a]
date slightly later than the fill of the Stoa of Attalos. Deposit probably closed between 145
and 140",

Rotroff 1997, 438-439; 2006, 346: “Thirteen stamps, mostly Knidian of period V ...,
including some near end of period”. She dates the group to “Ca. 140-115"

See Grace and Savvatianou-Pétropoulakou 1970, 329 ad no. E 73 and Johrens 1999a, 180
ad no. 534.
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about the middle of the sequence. AION 1 and APAKQN 1, ascribed by
Grace to Period IVB, may be placed in the early half of the sequence. Grace
assigned eight further individuals to period IVB: ANAEITIITIAAZ,* AIQON 1,
APAKQN 1, KAEIZITIIIIAAY, KOIPANOZ, AYXIKAHY 2, ZHNOAOTOZ,
and METAKAHE, and it seems likely that they were active together with the
other damiourgoi assigned to period IVB.

A possible cause for alarm cannot pass unnoticed. According to Grace, the
stamp KT 926, on which the fabricant KYITPOZX is associated with the dami-
ourgos AIONYZXIOX 2, was “written on an erasure. The original die is KT 928
(no published example), in which the eponym is IEPOKAHZ. We therefore
presumably have a sequence of eponyms IEPOKAHY to AIONYZIOX”#
However, in the sequence of damiourgoi established by seriation, the order of
the two names is reversed. But my close study of the photos of the two stamp
types in the Grace archive in the American School at Athens did not reveal
any sign of such an erasure.* The two stamps (KT 926 and 928) are certainly
similar in many respects,* but I was unable to detect any erasure on either of
them. And if the die of one of these types was indeed reworked, which seems
doubtful, the sequence might just as well be the other way around.

Approaching the absolute chronology

The next step is to tie the relative sequence to the absolute chronology. This
is no easy task, because hardly any independently dated fixed points are
available.*® The Knidian amphora stamps have often been used as dating
evidence, which is why circumspection is called for in order to avoid cir-
cular arguments. The Attalos Stoa in the Athenian Agora is a case in point.
It was constructed at some time during the reign of Attalos II, i.e. between
159 and 138 BC,* but the dates of its construction quoted in the literature
have mainly been derived from the Knidian amphora stamps found in its
fill>* Virginia Grace originally suggested that construction of the Stoa of

An amphora stamp of his was found with one naming KAEYMBPOTOZX in Agora Group
C20:2 (Rotroff 2006, 347), perhaps suggesting that they should not be placed too far apart.
Grace and Savvatianou-Pétropoulakou 1970, 329 ad no. E 72 and Johrens 1999a, 180 ad
no. 534; 192 ad no. 618. See also Jefremow 1995, 76 note 662.

Unfortunately, these photos are unavailable for publication due to copyright restrictions.
For KT 926, see Lenger 1955, 498 no. 48 pl. 24 and Grace and Savvatianou-Pétropoulakou
1970, 329 no. E 72. It seems that KT 928 remains unpublished.

Jefremow 1995, 75-76; Borker 2018, 68-69.

Lawall 2005, 34. The recent discussion of the inscription of the Stoa of Attalos by Noah
Kaye (2016) does not refer to the chronology of the building.

For the building fill, see Rotroff 1997, 468-469; 2006, 372.
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Attalos began “somewhere about” 150 BC, but she later opted for a date at
ca. 157 BC,® a conclusion that according to Mark L. Lawall “rests solely on
Grace’s interpretation of the Rhodian and Knidian stamp chronologies;
this date is not a historically ‘fixed point™* The 35 Rhodian handles found
in the fill have not been published in detail, but the seemingly latest ones
name the eponym priest APIXTEIAAY II,” who was dated to ca. 168 BC by
Gérald Finkielsztejn and Nathan Badoud. I arrived at the hypothetical date
of 161/160 BC for him in my attempt at establishing the chronology of the
Rhodian Halios priests through seriation.>® Still, this is only a terminus post
quem, and most scholars now date the construction of the Stoa about the
middle of the 2nd century BC.%

The destruction of Carthage in 146 BC is a fairly secure terminus ante quem,
but only a handful of stamped Knidian amphora handles have been brought
to light there in contrast to the numerous occurrences of Rhodian stamps.
One of the Knidian stamps names the damiourgos IAXQN from Period IIL*
three refer to individuals from Period IVA: ®IATIAAX (phrourarchos),®
EIIIKPATHY (phrourarchos),” ®EYAOTOZ, along with the names of two
fabricants EIPHNIAAZ,* and APIZTAPXOZX.% Only one belongs to Period
IVB. It bears the name of the fabricant ATTOAAQNIOX IIIEIAAX.% In
addition, mention may be made of a stamp naming EITIKPATHZY who offi-
ciated in Period VIL.®

A Roman army destroyed Corinth in 146 BC, but Knidian amphora stamps
found there postdate the destruction.®® By 1990, no less than 42 Knidian
stamps dated between 146 and ca. 80 BC had been brought to light in
Corinth, representing 24% of the Knidian stamps from this city,”” and it is
now clear that the site was never abandoned completely between 146 BC and

Grace 1974, 196 and 1985, 15. See also Jefremow 1995, 72-73.

Lawall 2002, 303 and 319 note 32.

Grace 1985, 8.

Lund 20114, 278 fig. 4.

Schalles 2011, 120: “um die Mitte des 2. Jhs.” See also Rotroff 2005, 16.
Lund 20113, 286.

Johrens 1999b, 255 no. 37 pl. 25: “Lesung fraglich”.

. Johrens 1999b, 255-256 no. 38 pl. 25.

Icard 1943-1945, 620-621 no. 5 pl. 27.5; Johrens 1999a, 117 ad no. 322; 1999b, 255-256 ad no. 38.

. Icard 1935, 142 no. 29 fig. 2.4; Johrens 1999a, 128-129 ad nos. 372-373; 1999b, 255-256 ad no. 38.

Icard 1935, 142 no. 30 fig. 2.5; Johrens 1999b, 256 ad no. 38.
Grace 1934, 242 note 2 and 277 ad no. 222; Johrens 1999a, 180 nos. 453-455; 1999b, 256 ad
no. 38.

. Morel 1990, 26 note 40; Johrens 1999b, 256 ad no. 38.
. Grace 1953, 119 note 7.

Lawall 2002, 318-319.
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the re-founding of the city in early Imperial times. Hence, the destruction
of Corinth may no longer be regarded as a safe terminus ante quem as far as
the Knidian amphora stamps are concerned.®® The destruction of Samaria
in 108 BC on the other hand, provides a terminus ante quem for periods
IVB and V, because two Knidian stamps naming EYOPATOPAZX 1 [IVB] and
OIAOMBPONTIAAY [V] were found there.®

Christoph Boérker recently made an ingenious attempt at providing fresh
evidence for the dating of Knidian amphorae by associating the Knidian
amphora stamps found at Laurion with the minting of the Attic tetradrachms
of the so-called New Style.”® The timing of the introduction of this coinage
is, however, disputed by numismatists. Some have argued for a date about
196, others 185-180 and still others 164/163 BC, which is favoured by recent
scholarship.” Borker noted that some of the Knidian stamps from Laurion
“mogen auch in der vorangehende Zeit [i.e. before 164/163 BC] gehoren’,
and he also pointed to the finding of two Rhodian eponym stamps nam-
ing AAMOKAHY (Period IIlc), dated between 177-176, 176-174, or 175-172
BC,7> and APXIAAIAAX (Ille) dated at 173/172 or between 165 and 163 BC.”
Evidently, most of these stamps predate 164/163 BC, when the New Style
coinage is currently thought to have been introduced.” Also, the idea of a
close connection between the occurrence of Knidian and Rhodian ampho-
rae at Laurion and the mining of silver for the New Style coinage is in itself
uncertain.”” Hence, the lowering of the date of Period IVB to between 156/151
and 135/130 BC on this basis seems doubtful.”® Moreover, it would almost
certainly push the construction of the Stoa of Attalos beyond the death of
this sovereign in 138 BC, and one might ask why the Knidian (and Rhodian)
amphora stamps at Laurion should have stopped in the second half of the
and century BC, when the New Style Coinage continued to be minted well
in the 1st century BC.”7

Jefremow 1995, 71, 73-74, Lawall 2005, 35 note 39; Lund 2011a, 286-287; James 2014a and b.
V.A. Grace in Crowfoot et al. 1957, 385: EYOPATOPAZX [IVB] and PIAOMBPONTIAAX [V].
Borker 2018.

Borker 2018, 70 with references.

Borker 2018, 62 no. L2 with reference to dates suggested by Lund 2011a, Finkielsztejn
2001 and Habicht 2003.

Borker 2018, 62 no. I.1 with reference to dates suggested by Lund 2011a and Finkielsztejn
2001.

Borker 2018, 72 suggests that these could be re-used vessels.

The notion that the mines at Laurion were the prime source of the New Style Athenina
coinage is not un-disputed, cf. D’Aco 2009, 199.

Borker 2018, 71.

Kroll and Waggonner 1984, 334 note 64.
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Hypothetical dates of damiourgoi in Period IVB and V

In the absence of reliable chronological fixed points, one way to tackle the prob-
lem is to assume that Grace was right in regarding c. 167 BC as the start date
of Period IVB, even if this is not based on incontrovertible external evidence.
She associated the institution of phrourarchoi with a hypothetical Rhodian
occupation of Knidos between 188 and 167 BC.”® However, the names of the
phrourarchoi are not Rhodian,” and Lawall concluded that: “any degree of
certainty as to the city’s status seems nearly impossible to achieve”. In his view,
the phrourarchoi “do not bear the weight of an entire amphora chronology”®
Still, while it is often wise to err on the side of caution, one might also take the
bolder view that whether or not Knidos was under Rhodian control between
188 and 167 BC, it would almost be too much of a coincidence if the phrourachs
were not in some way associated with this period, as proposed by Grace - in
particular because their number seems to fit the time span perfectly, assum-
ing that each pair served for periods of four months as she suggested. This is
in line with Koehler and Wallace Matheson’s conclusion that the phrourarchy
cannot “be moved much in date away from the 188-167 range associated with
increased Rhodian activity in the area”® Indeed, there seems to be a scholarly
agreement that c. 167 BC marked the end of the period of the phrourarchoi.®
In view of this, it seems legitimate to maintain that period IVB began in 167
or possibly in 166 BC. Since 50 damiourgoi officiated in Periods IVB and V,
corresponding to 50 years, Period V must have ended in 118/117 BC, i.e. 9 to 10
years earlier than suggested by Grace, and close to the date of 115 BC proposed
by Jefremow.® In any event, Lawall has pointed out that Grace’s end date for
Period V, 108 BC, “is not a historically fixed point’* and if this date should
stand, as maintained by Jean-Yves Empereur and Yvon Garlan,® then it must
be supposed that up to ten damiourgoi are missing from the series of names
assigned to Period IVB and V - unless Period IVB is assumed to have begun
some 8 to 10 years later than suggested by Grace. By contrast, some support
for accepting 118/117 BC as the final year of Period V may be found in the

Lawall 2002, 308-309; Koehler and Matheson 2004, 165-167.

Grace and Savvatianou-Pétropoulakou 1970, 318-320; Lawall 2002, 303: Koehler and
Matheson 2004, 169.

Lawall 2002, 308-309; 2005, 36-37 note 53.

Koehler and Matheson 2004, 169.

Jefremow (1995, 71-73) quotes 166 BC as the end date of Grace’s period IVA. For another
view, see Borker 2018.

Jefremow 1995, 75-76. Lawall (2002, 319 note 133) observes that the 32 years allotted by
Jefremow to his Period VI (i.e. Grace’s Period V), makes it “still not short enough to be
filled with Grace’s Period V eponyms”

. Lawall 2005, 37 note 56. Thus also Jefremow 1995, 73.
8s.

Empereur and Garlan 1997, 181-182.
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occurrence of five Knidian amphora stamps naming IEPOKAHY in Agora
Group F 15:2 together with an inscription dated 122/121 BC,* because the new
sequence suggests that he officiated approximately five years before the end of
period V, which I put at 118/117 BC.

If it be accepted as a working hypothesis that the first year of Period IVB was
167 or 166 BC, and allowing for 20 functioning damiourgoi between this year
and that of KAEYMBPOTOZ,? the latest Knidian damiourgos represented in
the fill of the Stoa of Attalos (F1G. 3), we arrive at 147/146 BC as a hypothetical
terminus post quem for the beginning of construction of this Stoa.*® Lawall
concluded that a date near 144 BC is “certainly possible for the construction’,
based on his observation that the Attalos Stoa Fill contains stamps naming 25
or 26 Knidian eponyms, which are absent from the Middle Stoa Building Fill,
dated by him to 169 BC or later.* Kathleen Slane seems to favour a start date
for Attalos Stoa at 145 BC.*° The reconstruction of the Stoa after the Second
World War took about two years and nine months,” which is probably the
minimum amount of time used by the ancient builders, leaving ample time
to complete it before the death of Attalos in 138 BC.

Conclusions

The results of this investigation rest on two assumptions that cannot be proven
at the present time. The first is that the 50 damiourgoi referred to Periods IVB
and V represent the complete sequence — or nearly so. The second is that the
time of the phrourarchoi (Period IVA) ended in 167 BC, as Grace believed,
implying that Period IVB began in 167 or 166 BC. If these conjectures are cor-
rect, Period V must have ended 50 years later, i.e. in 118 or 117 BC, which is
pretty close to 115 BC, as suggested by Jefremow.** The two assumptions may
well hold true, but it would be unwise to deny that they introduce an element

Rotroff 2006, 356.

A stamp naming ANAEIIIITIAAY was found together with one naming APIXTOKAHX
in Agora Group R 9:5 (Rotroff 2006, 174), perhaps an indication that he should be placed
close to him in date.

Susan Rotroff (2006, 372) noted that the fill contained “a coin of the Achaian League
dating 191-146”

Lawall 2002, 319. See also Rotroff 1982, 102. Borker 2018, 71 dates the construction of the
Middle Stoa between c. 183 and 170 BC.

According to Lawall 2002, 319 note 36.

Sakka 2013, 206.

A third assumption is that there are either no undetected homonyms among the
fabricants - or if there are, that these do not distort the emerging chronological pattern
significantly.
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of uncertainty into the conclusions.” Hence, we can for now only speak about
hypothetical dates. Be that as it may, the relative sequence of the 38 damiour-
goi included in the seriation seems relatively secure, in particular with regard
to those attributed by Grace to Period V and those with an above average
number of fabricant associations. The smaller the number of such combina-
tions, the more unsecure is the relative place of the damiourgos.

Judging by the sequence of damiourgoi established by seriation, the latest one
represented in the fill of the Stoa of Attalos names KAEYMBPOTOZX. His
hypothetical date, 147/146 BC is a terminus post quem for the beginning of its
construction, which is close to “near 144 BC”, the date previously suggested
by Lawall.

Fixing the end date of Period V at c. 118/117 necessitates a revision of the dates
of the following periods.** Grace attributed 27 damiourgoi to Period VIA-C,*
which now implies that it ended c. 91/90 BC, and she allocated 31 damiourgoi
to Period VII, suggesting that this period came to a close c. 61/60 BC. It is
beyond the scope of this paper to look into the Knidian amphorae and their
chronology in these periods. They depend to a large extent on the contexts
in Athens and Delos. But, as observed by Susan I. Rotroft, Grace’s chronol-
ogy was in part derived from “the appearance (or not) of Knidian stamps in
precisely the deposits under discussion here; the circularity of the exercise is
obvious”?

In consideration of Christoph Borker’s (2018) attempt to down-date period IVB, it may
be noted that the dates proposed in this paper can at the most be lowered by 6 years.
Otherwise there would not have been time to complete the Stoa of Attalos, before he died
in 138 BC. If the dates are lowered by 6 years, its construction would have begun in 141
BC, Period IVB would have started in 161 BC and Period V would have ended about 112
BC. Also, Period VI would have come to a close about 86/85 BC, and Period VII about
56/50 BC.

For the history and archaeology of Knidos during the Mithridatic Wars, see the
assessment of Patricia Kogler 2014 [2018].

Grace 1985, 35.

Rotroff 2014, 88.
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Appendix: Links between damiourgoi and fabricants

The names of damiourgoi are written in bold; those of fabricants are under-
lined. The KT number refers to the stamp type as established by Virginia
Grace and her collaborators. Roman numerals in square brackets quote to
the periods allotted to each individual by Grace.

ATA®OKAHZ 2 [V] AAMIOYPTOX
[KT 649]

ATA®INOX

KT 2

AINEAX

KT 84

Johrens 1999a, 174 ad no. 548
ANAEANAPOX

KT 108; Johrens 1999a, 174 no. 548;
280 no. AS 41

AITOAAQNIAAY

KT 154

Johrens 1999a, 177 ad no. 557
AXKAHIIIOAQPOX

KT 315; Johrens 1999a, 179 no. 566
AAMOKAHZX

KT 349; Johrens 1999a, 182 nos.
575-576

AIOAQTOX

KT 388

EINIOANHX

KT 561; Johrens 1999a, 186 no. 590
EPMOTENHX

KT 592

EPMOKPATHX

KT 598

KT 599

Johrens 1999a, 174 ad no. 548
EYOPANTIAAY

KT 649; Johrens 1999a, 188 no. 601;
189 nos. 602-603

EYOPON

KT 671; Johrens 1999a, 189 no. 605

KAEITON

KT 884; Johrens 1999a, 190-191 nos.
611-612

KYTIPOX

KT 933

KT 2163

MENHX

KT 985; Johrens 1999a, 194 no. 627
KT 986; Johrens 1999a, 194 no. 628
TIMOEENOX

KT 2172

XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1261

KT 1262

KT 2063

AMOTEAHZ [IV B or VA]
AAMIOYPTOX [KT1864]”

ATA®INOZ

KT 6; Johrens 1999a, 146 no. 440
AYXKAHIIIOAQPOX

KT 316; Johrens 1999a, 153-154 no.
467; KT 2218

AIONYZIOX

KT 413; Johrens 1999a, 155 no. 473
KT 414

EPMIAXY

KT 586; Johrens 1999a, 156 no. 476;
KT 1971

MENHX

KT 1011; Johrens 1999a, 162-163 no.
507

97. Jefremow 1995, 143 adds AAMOKPATHY with reference to Grace and Savvatianou-

Pétropoulakou 1970, 327-328 no. E 66, but no such association is indicated on the List of

Knidian fabricants in the Grace archive.
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NOYMHNIOX

KT 1090

Dumont 1872, 149 no. 40
EENOKAHX

KT 1129

KT 2266

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 146 ad no. 440
TIMOEZEENOZ

KT 1235; Johrens 1999a, 165 no. 516
KT 1790

KT 2173

XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1263

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 146 ad no. 440

AMYNTAZ [IV B or VA]

ATA®INOX

KT 7

ATAGOAQPOX

KT 33; Johrens 1999a, 146 no. 441
KT 34

ANAEANAPOX

KT 109; Johrens 1999a, 147 no. 444
APXATOPAY

Thiersch 1838, 788 no. 6; Neroutsos
1874, 445 no. 9

AIONYZIOX

KT 415

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 146 ad no. 441
EIIION

KT 578

Johrens 1999a, 146 ad no. 441
EPMIIITIOX

KT 591

EPMOKPATHX

KT 600

Johrens 1999a, 146 ad no. 441 and
187-188 ad no. 597

OEYDEIAHY

KT 781; Johrens 1999a, 158 no. 486
KAEYIIOAIX

KT 892

KT 893; Johrens 1999a, 160 nos.
496-498

79

KYAOKPATHX

KT 922; Johrens 1999a, 162 no. 504
KT 2020

KT 2021

MENHY

KT 987

KT 988[MAHZX]

KT 989[MANYZ]

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 146 ad no. 441
MOZXOX

KT 1031

NOYMHMINOZ

Jefremow 1995, 145, 177-178 no.232
(25)

EANOOX

KT 1115; Johrens 1999a, 163 no. 510
EENOKAHX

KT 2167; Palaczyk and
Schonenberger 2003, 200 no. 52 pl. 7
EENOKPITOX

KT 1856

Cf. Jefremow 1995, 145-146, 178 no.
233 (26)

ZEPAIIION

KT 2051

ZQOXTPATOX

KT1862

Cf. Jefremow 1995, 146
TIMOZENOX

KT 1235

KT 1236

DAIAQON

KT 1242; Johrens 1999a, 165 no. 517
XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1264; Johrens 1999a, 165-166 no.
5201

KT 1265; Johrens 1999a, 166 no. 522.

ANAEIIIIIAAY [IVB]

ATIOAAQNIOX
KT 163; Johrens 1999a, 149 no. 450;
Balzat et al. 2014, 25 (4)
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99.
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ATIOAAOAQPOZ [V]

ANAEANAPOZ

KT 110; Johrens 1999a, 175-176 no.
549

KT 112

KT 113

AZKAAITIAAAY

KT 304

Johrens 1999a, 175-176 ad no. 549
AXKAHITIOAQPOX

KT 317; Johrens 1999a, 179 no. 567
AIONYZIOZ

KT 1819

Johrens 1999a, 175-176 ad no. 549
MENHX

KT 990

Johrens 1999a, 175-176 ad no. 549
TEXNQON

KT 1232

Johrens 1999a, 175-176 ad no. 549

APIZTOKAHE* [IVB]

ATIOAAQNIOX

KT 167

KT 1919; Johrens 1999a, 149-150 no.
451

APIXTANAPOX

KT 214

EPMOTENHX

Neroutsos 1874, 445 no. 16;
Jefremow 1995, 137

JOHN LUND

HNIOXOX

KT 675; Johrens 1999a, 157 no. 481
HPAKAEQN

KT 679

Cf. Jefremow 1995, 137
OEYAAMOX?

KT 2156

IZIAQPOX

KT 862; Johrens 1999a, 159-160 no.
494; Palaczyk and Schonenberger
2003, 200 no. 53 pl. 7
KAAAIAAMAX

Pridik 1897, 150 no. 6

MENHX

KT 991

ZOTION

KT2170

AXKAHITIIOAQPOX 2 [V]”

ATA®INOX

KT 11; Johrens 1999a, 169 no. 530
KT 12; Johrens 1999a, 169 no. 531
ANAEANAPOZ

KT 112

KT 113

Johrens 1999a, 169 ad no. 530
ATAGOAQPOX

KT 35 [no period stated]

Garozzo 2011, 326-328 no. ICn1)
AAMOKPATHY O APIXTOKAEYX
KT 1705; Johrens 1999a, 183 no. 578

EMMIgANHZ
KT 562

The following associations listed by Jefremow have been disregarded: 1) AIOAOPOX
(Jefremow 1995, 136 with reference to Pridik 1896, 163 nr. 131; however, no such combination
of names is indicated there); 2) AIONYZIOX (Jefremow 1995, 136, 175 n0s. 196-198 (11-12, 63)
because the first part of the eponym’s name is restored), 3) @EYAOXIOX (Jefremow 1995,
137 with reference to Neroutsos 1874, 445 no. 17; but the name of the damiourgos is written
there as APIZXTOITOAIY); 4) ITITIOAOXOX (Jefremow 1995, 138 with reference to Dumont
1872, 165 1n0. 146, where the first part of the eponym’s name is quoted as ATTIOAAO...).

The association with AOHNAIOZX reported by Jefremow (1995, 142) on the basis of a
fragmentary stamp published by Dumont (1872, 170 no. 171) was not accepted by Grace
and Johrens. The same goes for the supposed connections with @PAXYMHAHY and
TEAEDANHZY (Jefremow 1995, 144 from Pridik 1896, 160 no. 162 and Jefremow 1995, 146
from Pridik 1897, 154 no. 30). No persons with these names are included in Balzat et al. 2014.
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EPMOKPATHX

KT 601; Johrens 1999a, 187-188 no.
597

OEYDEIAHY

KT 872

KAEYTIOAIY

KT 897

KT 898; Johrens 1999a, 191 no. 614
KT 899; Johrens 1999a, 191 no. 615
MENHX

KT 2185 [MAHZX]

TIMOZENOZX

KT 1237

EANOOX

KT 1116

2OAIPOXE

KT 1193

XAPMOKPATHY

KT 1266; Johrens 1999a, 198 no. 646

AIOTENHZ [IV B]'%0

APIXTOKPATHX

KT 268

Dumont 1872, 176 no. 206

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 154 ad no. 469
AHMYAOX

KT 384; Johrens 1999a, 154 no. 469
AIONYZIOX

Pridik 1896, 147 no. 68

EIIION

Dumont 1872, 178 no. 220.

KT 518; Palaczyk and Schonenberger
2003, 201 no. 54 pl. 7

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 154 ad no. 469
IEPOKAHX

Dumont 1872, 177 no. 214

KT 831

Johrens 1999a, 154 ad no. 469
KAEQN

KT 912; Grace and Savvatianou-
Pétropoulakou 1970, 323 E 60;
Johrens 1999a, 161 no. 502

OEYAOXIOX
KT 728
Cf. Johrens 1999a, 154 ad no. 469

AIOKAHZ 1 [V]

ATA®INOX

KT 14; Johrens 1999a, 169-170 no.
532

AIONYZIOX

KT 445

KT 1823

OEYKAHY

KT 777; Johrens 1999a, 189-190 nos.
606-607

MENEXZTPATOX

KT 971; Johrens 1999a, 193 no. 621
MENHX

KT 993

NIAOX

KT 1087; Johrens 1999a, 196 no. 637
EENOKAHZ

KT 1130; Johrens 1999a, 196 no. 638

AIONYZIOX 2 [V] AAMIOYPTOS
[KT 249]

ATAGINOZX

KT 17; Johrens 1999a, 170 no. 533
KT 15

AOHNAIOX

KT 53; Johrens 1999a, 172 no. 540
ANAEZEANAPOX

KT 115; Johrens 1999a, 175 nos.
550-551

KT 114

APIXTOKAHZX

KT 249; Johrens 1999a, 177-178 no.
559

KT 248

AYXKAHITIOAQPOX

KT 318; Johrens 1999a, 180 no. 568

100. Gerhard Johrens (19994, 154 ad no. 469 and 167 no. 527) links AIOTENHZX with ITATAAIA
OEYAQPIAA due a similar engraving.
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EYBOYAIAAY

Johrens 1999a, 188 no. 598
EPMOTI'ENHX

KT 593

HPAKAEQON

KT 680

KYTIPOX

KT 926; Johrens 1999a, 192 no. 618
AEQON AYAOY

KT 936

MENEXTPATOX

KT 972

MENHY

KT 994

MOZXOX

KT 1032

EENOKAHY

KT 1131; Palaczyk and Schonenberger
2003,203-204 no. 71 pl. 1.8

AIQN 1 [IV B]™

ADPOAIZIAY

Dumont 1872, 253 no. 44

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 155 ad no. 475
AIONYZOAQPOX

KT 474

Jefremow 1995, 136 no. 390 (115)
EINIODANHXY

KT 563; Johrens 1999a, 155 no. 475
EY®PAT'OPAX [?

KT 646; Palaczyk and Schonenberger
2003, 201 no. 55 pl. 7

KAEQN

KT 913; Dumont 1872, 185 no. 264
ZQ30X

KT 1204; Johrens 1999a, 164 no. 515

JOHN LUND

AIQON 2 [V] AAMIOYPI'OZ [KT 55;
KT 250; KT 1244; KT 1713; KT 1932]

AGHNAIOY

KT 54; Johrens 1999a, 172 nos. 541-542
KT 55

APIXTOKAHZ

KT 251; Johrens 1999a, 178 no. 560;
Palaczyk and Schénenberger 2003,
204 no. 72 pl. 8

KT 250

KT 1932

ADPOAIZIOY

KT 332

AIONYZIOX

KT 426; Johrens 1999a, 184-185 no. 584
EYQPATOPAX [?]'*

KT 648; Palaczyk and Schonenberger
2003, 201 no. 55 pl. 7

HPOAAY KAAAIKPATEYY

KT 1713

EENOKAHY

KT 1132

MHTPOAQPOX

KT 1012

IEPITENHX

KT 1148

PIAETAIPOX

KT 1244

APAKON 1 [IV B]

AQPION

KT 527

EYOPOXYNOZ [?] (unless
APAKQN of period V)

KT 659

Dumont 1872, 187 no. 276

AEQN AYAQY

KT 937 [unless APAKQN of period V]

101. An association with EIPHNIAAY suggested by Jefremow (1995, 137 with reference to

Dumont 1872, 254 no. 49) cannot be verified and is therefore disregarded.

Schonenberger 2003, 201 ad no. 55.

102. The association may refer to the damiourgos AION in period IV B, see Palaczyk and
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MENHZX [?] (unless APAKQN of
period V)

KT 995

Jefremov 1995, 189 nos. 403-404
(123-124)

EANOOX

KT 1118

Powell 1903, 36 no. 10b

APAKOQN 2 [V] AAMIOYPTOS [KT
252].103

ATAGINOX

KT 18; Johrens 1999a, 170 no. 534
A®HNAIOX

KT 1900

AINEAXY

KT 89; Johrens 1999a, 173 no. 545;
Palaczyk and Schénenberger 2003,
204 no. 73 pl. 8

APIXTOKAHX

KT 252; Johrens 1999a, 178 no. 561
AAMOKPATHY O APIZSTOKAEYX
KT 1749

AIOAQTOX

KT 389

Dumont 1872, 186 no. 272

Johrens 1999a, 170 ad no. 534
EINIOANHX

KT 564; Johrens 1999a, 186 no. 591
EYBOYAIAAX

KT 611; Johrens 1999a, 188 no. 599
EYDOPOZYNOZ

KT 659; Johrens 1999a, 189 no. 604;
Palaczyk and Schénenberger 2003,
204 nos. 74-76 pl. 8

IIIITOAOXOX

KT 2007

KT 2008

KYITIPOX

KT 927

KT 2257

MENEXTPATOX

KT 973; Johrens 1999a, 193 nos.
622-623

TIIEPITENHZ

KT 1151

TIMOEZENOX

KT 1238

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 170 ad no. 534

EITIITONOX [IV B]

EYKAIPOX

KT 1196

HOAIXTION

KT1984

EANGOZ

KT 1119; Johrens 1999a, 163 no. 511
IITIOAOT'OX

KT 847

KT 2334

Dumont 1872, 187 no. 279a; 221 no.
469

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 165 ad no. 511

EITINIKIAAY 2 [V]

ATA®INOX

KT 19

AOHNAIOX

KT 56; Johrens 1999a, 279-280 no.
AS 40

AZKAHITIOAQPOX

KT 1940

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 172-173 ad no. 543
AIONYZIOX

KT 450; Johrens 1999a, 185 no. 586
MENEXTPATOX

KT 975; Johrens 1999a, 193 no. 624
NOYMHNIOZ

Dumont 1872, 261 no. 129

Johrens 1999a, 172-173 ad no. 543
TEAEXANAPOZX

KT 1229

103. An association of MENHZX with APAKQN [KT 995] may either refer to this damiourgos

(Johrens 1999a, 194 no. 629) or to his namesake of Period IV B. See above.
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EIIXAPMOZ [IV B]
AAMIOYPTOX [KT1264, KT2281]"%

ATITOAAQNIOZ

KT 168

KT 1809

APIZTON

KT 280; Johrens 1999a, 152 no. 462
HNIOXOX

KT 676

HPOAOTOX

KT 683; Johrens 1999a, 157 no. 483
HOAIZTION

KT 690

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 152 ad no. 462

EPMO®ANTOZX 1 [IV B]

AYXKAHITIOAQPOX

KT 320; Johrens 1999a, 154 no. 468
KT 319

AIONYZIOZ

KT 397; Johrens 1999a, 155 no. 472
EYBOYAOX

KT 620; Johrens 1999a, 156 no. 479
MENHX

KT 997

KT 998

EENOKAHZX

KT 1133

XAPMOKPATHY

KT 1267; Johrens 1999a, 166 no. 523

JOHN LUND

EYKPATHE 2 [IV B]
AAMIOYPTOX, [KT 1970]'%

ANAPOZOENHZ

KT 126; Johrens 1999a, 147-148 nos.
445-446

Palaczyk and Schénenberger 2003,
201 no. 56 pl. 7

ATIOAAQNIOY

KT 169

KT 170

Dumont 1872, 194 no. 310
APIXTION

KT 1923

KT 1924

APIXTOKAHY

KT 253

KT 254

Etienne and Braun 1986, 241 no. 58
ZHNOAOTOX

KT 1833; Palaczyk and
Schonenberger 2003, 201 no. 57 pl. 7
KT 1835; Palaczyk and
Schénenberger 2003, 201 nos. 58-59
pL7

EIPHNIAAY

KT 1970

EIIIOANHY

KT 2235

OEYKAHY

Neroutsos 1874,447 no. 49
OEYOEIAHY

KT 783

104. The association with AIONYXIOZX suggested by Jefremow (1995, 136 with reference to

105.

Pridik 1897, 153 no. 27) cannot be substantiated.

The association with EENOKPITOX suggested by Jefremow (1995, 145) with reference
to Dumont 1872, 261-262 nos. 95-96 cannot be substantiated. The same holds true for
the association with TEAE®ANHE (Jefremow 1995, 146, 193 no. 463 (151)), who is not
otherwise documented; the name does not occur in Balzat et al. 2014. The association
with ANAEANAPOZ (Jefremow 1995, 142 based on Dumont 1872, 153 no. 67) seems
uncertain. Only the first and the last four letters of the name are preserved. Dumont
found the reconstruction of the name EIITIKPATHY “probable”. A suggested association
with EENOKAHZX (Jefremow 1995, 145) relates in fact to APISTOKAHZ, and a
connection with the fabricant ®2YDEIAHY (Jefremow 1995, 144) relates to EYKPATHX

1 from period IIT (KT 783).
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MEHHZX

KT 1000; Johrens 1999a, 163 no. 508;
Palaczyk and Schonenberger 2003,
201-202 nos. 60-61 pl. 7
EANOOX

KT 1120

Dumont 1872, 193 no. 309
TEAEXANAPOX

KT 1230

XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1268

Johrens 1999a, 166-167 no. 524

EY®PATOPAZX 1 [IV B]
AAMIOYPTOX [KT 1221, KT 2061]

AAKINOX

KT 1913

Stoddart 1850, 123 no. 188
ATTOAAQNIOZ

KT 151; Johrens 1999a, 151 no. 457;
Palaczyk and Schénenberger 2003,
202 no. 62 pl. 7

APIZTANAPOX

KT 197; Johrens 1999a, 151 no. 458;
Palaczyk and Schoénenberger 2003,
202 no. 63 pl. 7

APIZTOKAHX

KT 1933

KT 1934

KT 2143

APIZTON

KT 281; Johrens 1999a, 152 no. 463
APXHZ

KT 1001

AIONYZIOX

KT 431

EPMIIITIOX

KT 589; Johrens 1999a, 156 no. 477
EPMOKPATHX

KT 602

OEYAOTOZ

KT 739

Dumont 1872, 198 no. 334
IIITTIOKPITOX

KT 834

Johrens 1999a, 159 no. 491
IIIIIOAOXOX

KT 851; Johrens 1999a, 159 no. 492
KAEANAPOX

KT 883; Johrens 1999a, 160 no. 495
KAEYTIOAIZ

KT 900; Johrens 1999a, 161 no. 499
KAEQN

KT 916; Johrens 1999a, 162 no. 503
AYIANAPIAAY

KT 2336

Pridik 1896, 165 no. 198
MEAANTAY

KT 962; Johrens 1999a, 162 no. 506
MOZXOX

KT 1033

EENOKPITOX

KT 1139

Dumont 1872, 257 no. 71

TOTION

KT 1221

OIATATOX

KT 1257 [PIATATOX AHMITPIOY]
KT 1258; Johrens 1999a, 165 no. 518
with patronymic AIMITPIOY
DOIAQTAY

KT 2061; Johrens 1999a, 165 no. 519
XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1269

KT 1270; Johrens 1999a, 167 no. 525
KT 2348

EY®PANQP 1 [V]

ATA®INOX

KT 21; Johrens 1999a, 170 no. 535
AGHNAIOX

KT 2195

AYKAATITIAAAY

KT 305

AXKAHITIOAQPOZ

KT 321

Johrens 1999a, 170 ad no. 535
AIONYZXIOX

KT 432
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EYBOYAIAAY

KT 614; Johrens 1999a, 188 no. 600
OEYKAHX

KT 778; Johrens 1999a, 190 no. 608;
Palaczyk and Schénenberger 2003,
204-205 no. 77 pl. 8

KAEQON

KT 917

MENANAPOZ

KT 963

MENEZTPATOZ

KT 979

MENHX>

KT 1022

DAYAAOZ

KT 1719

XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1721; Johrens 1999a, 198 no. 647

ZHNOAOTOZX [1V B]

HOAIXTION
KT 691; Grace 1934, 269-270 no. 200;
Balzat et al. 2014, 175 (9)

HPO®ANTOZX [V] AAMIOYPTOX
[KT 256; KT 1003]

AOHNAIOX

KT 58; Johrens 1999a, 173 no. 544
APIXTOKAHZ

KT 256

Johrens 1999a, 173 ad no. 544
EIIIOANHY

KT 565; Johrens 1999a, 186 no. 592
AEQN AYAQY

KT 938; Johrens 1999a, 192-193 nos.
619-620

MENHX

KT 1003

MOZXION

KT 1026; Johrens 1999a, 195 no. 632

JOHN LUND

NIKATOPAX

KT 1049

ITEPITEHX

KT 1152; Johrens 1999a, 197 no. 643

OAAIMBPOTIAAX [V]

AOHNAIOX

KT 59

AXKAHIIIOAQPOX

KT 322; Johrens 1999a, 281 no. AS 44
AAMOKPATHZX O APIZTOKAEYX
KT 1393

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 183 ad no. 579
AIONYZIOX

KT 433

KT 1821

MENHX

KT 1004; Johrens 1999a, 195 no. 630
EENOKAHX

KT 1134; Johrens 1999a, 197 no. 639
KT 1135; Johrens 1999a, 197 no. 640;
197 no. 641

TIMOZENOX

KT 1239

Dumont 1872, 202 no. 353

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 180 ad no. 569
XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1272

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 180 ad no. 569

OEYAQPIAAS [IV BJ'*s

AIONYXOKAHX

KT 476

Stoddart 1850, 124 no. 307
AIQON

KT 2229

EITION

KT 1720

OPAXQON

Dumont 1872, 260 nos. 85 and 88

106. The association with AIOKAHZ (Jefremow 1995, 136 with reference to Neroutsos 1874,

447 no. 48) cannot be substantiated; the name is not listed as a Knidian fabricant by
Balzat et al. 2014, 112. This is also true for KAPNEOAOTOZX (Jefremow 1995, 138 with
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Johrens 1999a, 158-159 ad no. 489
IAXQON

KT 828

Johrens 1999a, 158-159 no. 489
KAEYIIOAIX

KT 901; Johrens 1999a, 161 no. 500
SKIPTOX

KT 1179

KT 1180

Johrens 1999a, 158-159 ad no. 489

©HPOKPATHX 2 [IV B]'”

ATIOAAQNIOY

KT 172; Johrens 1999a, 150 no. 452
KT 171

HPOAQTOX

KT 685; Johrens 1999a, 157 no. 483
ZOTION

KT 1220

KT 1221

IEPOKAHE AAMIOYPTOX [KT
156; KT 1872] [V]

AINEAY

KT 90; Johrens 1999a, 173-174 nos.
546-547 [spelled EIPOKAHX]
ANAEANAPOX

KT 117; Palaczyk and Schénenberger
2003, 205 no. 78 pl. 8
ATTOAAQNIAAY

KT 156; Johrens 1999a, 177 no. 557
APIXTOKAHZ

KT 258; Johrens 1999a, 178 no. 562
KT 257

BOYAAPXOX

KT 339

KT 1945

KT 1946

Dumont 1872, 250 no. 24

AIONYZIOX

KT 435 [EIPOKAHZ)

EITIOGANHX

KT 566; Johrens 1999a, 186-187 no.
593

EPMOTENHZX

KT 594

EYOPANQP

KT 653

KAEITION

KT 885

KYITPOX

KT 928

Johrens 1999a, 173-174 ad no. 547
MOZXIQON

KT 1027; Johrens 1999a, 195 no. 633
NIKIAY (?)

Stoddart 1850, 123 no. 196; Jefremow
1995, 150

NOYMHNIOX

KT 1093

Johrens 1999a, 173-174 ad no. 547
EENOKAHX

KT 2265

KAAAIAAMAZ [V A]
AAMIOYPTOX [KT 438; KT 2286]

ATA®INOZ

KT 23; Johrens 1999a, 171 no. 536
ANAEANAPOX

KT 118; Johrens 1999a, 175 no. 552
AITOAAQNIOZ

KT 1810; Johrens 1999a, 177 no. 558
AAMOKPATHZX O APIZTOKAEYX
Johrens 1999a, 183 no. 580 attributed
due to stylistic similarities
AIONYZIOZ

KT 438

KT 1953

reference to Broneer 1947, 239-240 note 9 pl. 57.8.).

107. 'The association with AIONYXIOZX (Jefremow 1995, 136 with reference to CIG IV, 258 no.

17) cannot be substantiated. The association with @HPOKPATHX documented by KT
698-699 probably refers to the older damiourgos with the same name.
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AQPION

KT 528; Johrens 1999a, 185-186 no.
588-589

EPMOTENHZX

KT 595; Johrens 1999a, 171 ad no.
536

OEYDEIAHXY

KT 786

Johrens 1999a, 171 ad no. 536
KAEYTIOAIX

KT 902; Johrens 1999a, 191 no. 616
MENHX

KT 1853

KT 1766 [MAHZ]

EANOOX

KT 1125

EENOKAHX

KT 1135

Johrens 1999a, 171 ad no. 536
TIMOEENOX

KT 1240

XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1273; Johrens 1999a, 198-199 no.
648

KAPNEOAOTOZX [V]
AAMIOYPTOX, [KT 1417; KT 1740;
KT 2191]

ATTIOAAQNIAAY

KT 157

APIZTOKAHX

KT 259; Johrens 1999a, 178-179 no.
563

AYKAA[TITIAAAY

KT 1740

EINIOANHX

KT 568; Johrens 1999a, 187 no. 594
AIONYZIOZ

KT 442; Palaczyk and Schonenberger
2003, 205 no. 80 pl. 8

KT 439

Johrens 1999a, 178-179 ad no. 563

JOHN LUND

KAEIZIIIIIIAAZ [IV B (SA)]

APIXTON
KT 283; Johrens 1999a, 153 no. 464;
Balzat et al. 2014, 236 (2)

KAEYMBPOTOZX [IV B (SA)]
AAMIOYPTOZX [KT 740, KT 1260,
KT 1661, KT 1662, KT 2204, KT 443]

ANAEANAPOSZ
KT 119

Johrens 1999a, 148 ad nos. 447-448
ANAPOZOENHE

KT 129; Johrens 1999a, 148 nos.
447-448

KT 2204

ATTOAAQNIOZ

KT 174

KT 175

KT 176

APIXTOKAHX

KT 260

AIONYZIOX

KT 443

Johrens 1999a, 148 ad nos. 447-448
EITIGANHX

KT 569

EPMIIITIOX

KT 591

Johrens 1999a, 148 ad nos. 447-448
EPMOKPATHX

KT 603; Johrens 1999a, 156 no. 478;
Palaczyk and Schénenberger 2003,
202 no. 64 pl. 1.7

EYOPOXYNOX

KT 663

Dumont 1872, 209 no. 393 b
ZHNOAQTOZX

KT 1661

KT 1662

OEYAOZIOX

KT 734; Johrens 1999a, 157 no. 484
KT 740

@EYAOTOE

KT 740
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IEPOKAHX

KT 832; Johrens 1999a, 159 no. 490
IIIITOKPITOX

KT 835; Johrens 1999a, 159 no. 491
KAEANAPOX

KT 2254

EANOOX

KT 1122

EENOKPITOX

KT 1123

ZOAIPOX

KT 1195

KT 1195

KT 1861

Johrens 1999a, 164 no. 514
DIAQTAY

KT 1260

XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1274; Palaczyk and
Schénenberger 2003, 202-203 nos.
65-66 pl. 7

KT 1275

KAEQN [IVBor V A]

AIONYZIOX

KT 444; Palaczyk and Schénenberger
2003, 203 no. 68 pl. 8; Balzat et al.
2014, 238 (10)

Dumont 1872, 211 no. 407

KOIPANOZ [IV B]

APIZTON
KT 284; Balzat et al. 2014, 240 (2)
Johrens 1999a, 153 ad no. 465

KYAOKAHZE [V] AAMIOYPTOX
[KT 25]

ATAGINOX
KT 25; Jhrens 1999a, 171 no. 537
[KAYAOKAHZ]

89

AYXKAAIITAAAY

KT 306

AXKAHITIOAQPOZ

KT 324; Johrens 1999a, 180 no. 570
KT 323

AIONYZIOX

KT 1822

EPMOT'ENHX

KT 596; Johrens 1999a, 187 no. 596
TEXNQON

KT 1233

DAYAAOX

KT 1243

Dumont 1872, 271 no. 158

Johrens 1999a, 171 ad no. 537

AYZIKAHZX 2 [IV B]'®

APIXTQON
KT 285; Johrens 1999a, 153 no. 465;
Balzat et al. 2014, 266 (2)

METAKAHE [IV B]

APIXTON
KT 286; Johrens 1999a, 153 no. 466;
Balzat et al. 2014, 276 (1)

MENEKPATHX 2 [V]

ANAEZEANAPOX

KT 10; Johrens 1999a, 175-176 no.
553

AAMOKPATHX O APIXTOKAEYX
Johrens 1999a, 183-184 no. 580
attributed due to stylistic reasoning
MENEZTPATOZX

KT 980; Johrens 1999a, 194 no. 626
KT 985; Johrens 1999a, 194 no. 627
EENOKAHX

KT 1136; Johrens 1999a, 197 no. 642

108. The suggested association with ANAPOX®ENHZX (Jefremow 1995, 135 with reference to
Pridik 1896, 174 no. 263) cannot be substantiated.
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MENIIIIOX 2 [IV B] (SA 2)

ANAPOX®ENHZX

KT 130; Johrens 1999a, 149 no. 449
HNIOXOX

KT 677; Johrens 1999a, 157 no. 482;
Palaczyk and Schénenberger 2003,
203 no. 69 pl. 8.

MOZXO0X

KT 1034; Johrens 1999a, 163 no. 509
EANOOX

KT 1123; Johrens 1999a, 163-164 no.
512

NIKOMAXOZX [V]

ASKAAIIIAAAY

KT 307

AZKAHITIOAQPOX

KT 325; Johrens 1999a, 181 no. 571
AIONYZIOX

KT 450; Johrens 1999a, 185 no. 586
OEYKAHZ

KT 779; Johrens 1999a, 190 nos.
609-610

MENHZX

KT 1006

EENOKAHE [IV B]

A®ANOKPITOX

KT 38; Johrens 1999a, 147 no. 442
APIXTANAPOX

KT 132; Johrens 1999a, 151 no. 459
APAKON

KT 526

KT 2148

Johrens 1999a, 155 no. 474
OPAXON

KT 816

OEYAQOZIOX

KT 736

JOHN LUND

Johrens 1999a, 146-147 ad no. 442
KAEYIIOAIX
KT 903; Johrens 1999a, 161 no. 501

TIOAYXAPHE [IV B] (SA)'*

IAZON
KT 829
KAEYTIOAIX
KT 904
KT 905

IITOAEMAIOX 2[V]
AAMIOYPTOY, [KT 334]

APIXTOKAHZE

KT 262

ADPOAIXIOX

KT 334; Johrens 1999a, 181-192 nos.
573-574

ASKAAITIAAAY

KT 308

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 181-182 ad no.
574

EYDOOPION

KT 647

IIY®ONIKOX

KT 1164

TEXNON

KT 1234

ITY®ONIKOX [V]

AIOAOTOZ

KT 393; Johrens 1999a, 187 ad no.
595

KAEITON

KT 886; Johrens 1999a, 191 no. 613
MOZXION

KT 1029; Johrens 1999a, 195 no. 634
KT 1028

109. ITOAYXAPHY is associated with the fabricant AHMHTPIOX on KT 378 and KT 381.

However the latter is dated to periods III-IV(?) in Grace’s archive, which is why the

association is omitted here.
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SIMYAINOX 2 [V?]'10

KT 1454; Dumont 1872, 244 no. 98;
Balzat et al. 2014, 384

TEAEKPEQN [IV B] (SA)'!

AOGANOKPITOX

KT 39; Johrens 1999a, 147 no. 443
APIZTANAPOX

KT 199; Johrens 1999a, 152 nos.
460-461

APIZTON

Jeferemow 1995, 136; 209 no. 738
(287)

OEYAQXIOX

KT 737; Johrens 1999a, 158 no. 485
OPAXQON

KT 822; Johrens 1999a, 158 nos.
487-488

IIIITOAOXOX

KT 857; Johrens 1999a, 159 no. 493;
279 no. AS 39

KAEYTIOAIX

KT 906

ZKIPTOX

KT 1184

KT 1859

KT 1860

TIMAXIKPATHE [V]

ANAEANAPOZ

KT 121; Johrens 1999a, 176 nos.
554-555

ATTOAAQNIAAY

KT 160; Johrens 1999a, 280 no. AS 41
KT 158

APIXTOKAHY

KT 276; Johrens 1999a, 179 no. 564

91

KT 264

APIXTOTEAHX

KT 276

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 176 ad no. 555
AAMOKPATHZY O APIZTOKAEYY
KT 1881

AIOAQTOX

KT 395; Johrens 1999a, 184 no. 583
EINIOANHX

KT 573

KT 573

MENHZX

KT 1007

KT 1008

NIKANQP

KT 1055; Johrens 1999a, 196 nos.
635-636

QOIAETAIPOX

KT 2174

OIAIIIIOX 2 [V]

ATA®INOX

KT 1895

ANAEANAPOX

KT 122; Johrens 1999a, 176-177 no.
556

AXKAHITIOAQPOX

KT 326; Johrens 1999a, 181 no. 572
AAMOKPATHYX O APIZTOKAEYX
Johrens 1999a, 184 no. 582: the attri-
bution is due to stylistic similarities
AIONYZIOX

KT 461; Johrens 1999a, 185 no. 587
KT 459

KT 460

KT 1959

OEYOEIAHZ

KT 788

110. Grace 1985, 32.

11. Johrens 1999a, 168 ad no. 529 suggests an association between TEAEKPEQN and the
ITATAATA OEYAQPIAA based on the similarity of the stamp with Johrens 1999a, 135-136
nos. 401-405. The association with EITIGANHY (Jefremow 1995, 137 with reference to
Pridik 1896, 171 no. 241) cannot be substantiated. The same holds true for the association
with AIOAOPOZX (Jefremow 1995, 136 with reference to Pridik 1896, 171 no. 240).
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KT 2001

KAEYIIOAIX

KT 909; Johrens 1999a, 192 no. 617
MENHX

KT 1009; Johrens 1999a, 195 no. 631
EENOKAHX

KT 1138

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 176-177 ad no.
556

TIMOEENOX

KT 2059

XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1276; Johrens 1999a, 199 nos.
649-650

®IAIZTOX [IV B or Va]

AIONYZIOX
KT 462

KT 467
HOAIZTION
KT 1985

®IAOMBPONTIAAZ [V]

ATA®INOZ

KT 30; Johrens 1999a, 171 no. 538
KT 29

ZHNOAOTOX

KT 1834

EANOOZ

KT 1124

JOHN LUND

ZEPAIIION

KT 1858

TIMOEZENOX

KT 1241; Johrens 1999a, 198 nos.
644-645

XAPMOKPATHX

KT 1278; Johrens 1999a, 199 nos.
651-652

KT 1277

XPYZIMIIOX [V] AAMIOYPIOX
(KT 265; KT 1479]

ATAGINOX

KT 31; Johrens 1999a, 172 no. 539
APIXTOKAHX

KT 265; Johrens 1999a, 280-281 no.
AS 43

KT 266

AZKAAIIIAAAX

KT 309

EINIGANHX

KT 574

KT 575

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 172 ad no. 539
KYTIPOX

KT 930

KT 931

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 172 ad no. 539
MENHX

KT 1010

Cf. Johrens 1999a, 172 ad no. 539
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