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Archaic and Early Classical Trade Amphorae from
Old Smyrna

Abstract

This study analyzes the commercial amphorae
found in Old Smyrna, one of the settlements
located in the northeast of the Gulf of Izmir
and localized in the Smyrna hinterland. These
amphorae, dating from the late seventh century
BC to the late fifth century BC, provide data
on Smyrna’s commercial relations during the
Archaic and Classical Periods and give informa-
tion about the city’s economic structure. In this
study, 50 finds from both previous and recent
excavations were examined, grouped accord-
ing to their production centers, and classified
typologically. In the Archaic Period, imported
amphorae produced in various centers such
as Chios, Clazomenai, Lesbos, Miletos, Samos
and Teos, as well as Athens, were in demand
in the city. In addition to these groups, the
study also includes types that were produced
in the Archaic Period, but whose place of pro-
duction is still under debate. It makes a new
contribution to the literature on the typology
of these groups with finds from Old Smyrna.
Considering the economic activities of the
Aegean region, the finds from Old Smyrna of-
fer a wide repertoire of commercial amphorae
and provide remarkable data on the commer-
cial relations of the cities.

Keywords: Old Smyrna, amphora, Archaic
period, Classical period, commercial relations

DUYGU AKAR TANRIVER — SERHAT FOCA*

Oz

Bu calismada, izmir Koérfezi'nin kuzeydogu-
sunda yer alan ve Smyrna art bolgesinde
lokalize edilen yerlesmelerden biri olan
Eski Smyrna’da bulunmus ticari amphoralar
incelenmistir. MO yedinci yy. sonlarindan
MO besinci yy. sonlart arasindaki zaman dil-
imine tarihlenen bu amphoralar, Smyrna’'nin
Arkaik ve Klasik donemlerdeki ticari iliskilerine
veriler saglamakta, kentin ekonomik yapisi
hakkinda bilgiler vermektedir. Calismada, hem
eski donem hem de yeni donem kazilarindan
bulunmus 50 adet buluntu incelenmis, tGretim
merkezlerine gore gruplandirilip tipolojik
olarak siniflandirilmistir. Arkaik Donem’de
Atina dahil Khios, Klazomenai, Lesbos,
Miletos, Samos, Teos gibi ¢esitli merkezlerde
uretilmis ithal amphora gruplari, kentte ta-
lep gormustir. Bu gruplarin yani sira Arkaik
Donem’de Uretimi yapilan ancak tretim yeri
tzerine tartismalarin devam ettigi tiplere de
yer verilmis, bu gruplarin tipolojisine Eski
Smyrna buluntulariyla literatiire yeni bir katk:
saglanmistir. Ege teritoryasinin ekonomik et-
kinlikleri goz 6ntine alindiginda genis bir ti-
cari amphora repertuvari sunan Eski Smyrna
buluntulari; kentlerin ticari iliskileri tizerine
dikkate deger veriler sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Eski Smyrna, amphora,
Arkaik donem, Klasik donem, ticaret
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Introduction

The Aegean region’s climatic advantage in producing quality crops such as olive oil and grapes
inevitably influenced the marketization of these products, which were exported to many des-
tinations ranging from the Mediterranean and the Black Sea to the Near East. In this context,
one of the best sources of archaeological data on the commercial activities and relations of
cities undoubtedly is the amphorae that carried these products. Amphorae are the most impor-
tant of the critical elements of exportation and importation. They contribute to determining the
commercial relations of the centers and to revealing the economic dimensions of the cities that
produced these products. Smyrna has always maintained its geopolitical importance as a port
city at the center of Mediterranean trade since the earliest periods. One of the several locations
in the Smyrna hinterland where traces of settlement are evidenced at multiple points is Old
Smyrna on the banks of the Meles Delta. Old Smyrna evidences traces of archaeological settle-
ment data from the Early Bronze Age to the Hellenistic Period. However, there has yet to be
a comprehensive study on commercial amphorae, because the previous studies conducted by
various researchers have been superficial. A white-slipped Chian amphora unearthed during
the excavations of 1948-1951 was published by J.M. Cook,! while E. Akurgal included pictures
of two fourth century BC Clazomenian amphorae with plastic bands under the rim in his book
Eski Cag'da Ege ve Izmir? In 2005, K. Oztiirk studied the Archaic Period imported amphorae
found in the area of child burials. He published this as a master’s thesis in which he made
a superficial evaluation of the products and suggested their dating.> An article published by
P. Dupont and V. Lungu in 2013 analyzed a group of trade amphorae recovered during the
1948-1951 Turkish-British excavations.* Finally, amphorae registered in the inventory of the
Izmir Archaeological Museum and recorded as finds from Old Smyrna were also included in
some studies.’

One of the main objectives of the ongoing Old Smyrna Excavation under the direction
of Prof. Dr. Cumhur Tanrwver,® is to analyze the amphorae recovered in the excavation
in a comprehensive project, and to find out the commercial relations of the city with its
surroundings. The significant shortcoming is that many amphorae fragments found in old
excavations before 2014 and preserved in excavation storage have not been researched yet. In
line with this, one of the main objectives of this study is to publish not only the commercial
amphora fragments recovered from recent excavations, but mostly those from previous
excavations. The study aims to introduce imported commercial amphora groups produced
between the seventh century BC and the fifth century BC (fig. 1). In selecting these groups,
the earliest of which dates to around the seventh century BC, a wide range of fragments were
examined concerning their place of production. These were classified in chronological order
according to the centers from which they were imported. Dating suggestions have been made
in line with similar examples found in the Mediterranean and Black Sea regions. In addition,
the group of pottery with which the amphorae were found was also taken as a criterion. This
study is essential as it contributes to the literature of amphorae produced in the Archaic Period

L Cook 1958 / 59, 16, fig. 4.

2 Akurgal 1993, 51, pl. 65b-c.

3 Outiirk 2003, 4-18.

4 Dupont and Lungu 2013.

° Sezgin 2012b, 202, fig. 2, 5; Sezgin et al. 2022, 49, cat. no. 034, 62; 045, 107; 080.

For the results of the recent excavation, see Erdem and Tanriver 2016; Tanrwver et al. 2017, 2022, 2023; Cevizoglu
and Tanriver 2023.
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and whose production sites are still debated, especially those in Old Smyrna. The amphora
finds examined in this study were selected from accepted amphora types, produced and traded
during the Archaic and Classical Periods. While a detailed classification study was conducted in
the depots of the Old Smyrna Excavation, each amphora fragment published here was placed
typologically and chronologically. This study is a general evaluation of the amphora groups
dated to the Archaic and Classical Periods found in Old Smyrna, without presenting statistical
data.

Sos Amphorae

It is hard to talk with clarity about the origins of SOS amphorae’ in terms of their form and de-
sign.® Thanks to the stylistic study of A. Johnston and R.E. Jones, which included clay analysis,
the centers where these amphorae were discovered were listed, and C.E. Pratt updated this
list.” The results obtained by clay analysis particularly prove that local production was carried
out not only in Attica, but also in Euboea (Chalkis) as well as some other centers, even though
it was limited.'® SOS amphorae of Athens are a group of amphorae produced in the late eighth
century BC to the early sixth century BC and found in many centers in a wide geographical
area. Graffiti with names, abbreviations, or symbols were usually found on the shoulders and
neck of many examples.!! In early SOS amphorae, the neck profile is sharply connected to the
molding below the highly vertical lip, a characteristic of these amphorae.'? The globular body
is elongated with slightly flared feet and rounded handles. During development, the neck be-
came slightly concave and elongated, while the rim became conical and reached the form of
an echinus. The ridge on the neck decreased over time, disappearing altogether towards the
end of the seventh century BC. The body expands and the shoulders become straight. When
SOS amphorae are analyzed in terms of decoration, motifs are observed in reserved areas on
the neck. In the earlier productions, triangular motifs were used between the two “S” motifs,
which were sloppy like squiggly lines at first. Then the “S” motif took on more of a sigma form
in the seventh century BC.!3 The “O” motif has variations such as a dot with two rings, two
rings and no dot, four rings, three rings with four spokes, and two rings with four spokes.*

While the SOS amphorae of Chalcis / Euboea were produced differently from the Athenian
examples in form, their main features are a low base, tall body, flattened handles, slightly con-
vex neck, and thick lips.” The similarities between the SOS amphorae of Chalcis / Euboea and

These amphorae are called SOS (20Y) in the literature because the zigzags used as ornamental elements in the
neck decoration resemble a sigma and the circles resemble an omicron.

Pratt 2015, 217. SOS amphorae are considered to be the predecessors of the Panathenai amphorae; see
Fragkopoulou 2019, 367.

9 Johnston and Jones 1978, 107-22; Pratt 2015, 233-39, table Al

10 pratt 2015, 214.

1 Johnston and Jones 1978, 128. For SOS amphorae with graffiti dated to the late seventh century BC - early sixth

century BC in Old Smyrna, see Jeffery 1964, 43, nos. 30-34a, fig. 1.
12 Johnston and Jones explain this feature as being designed to prevent / minimize the loss of product inside during
pouring; see Johnston and Jones 1978, 132-33. Pratt, on the other hand, argues that this view is debatable, that this
ridge is insufficient to protect liquid-derived products and that it disappears in the process; see Pratt 2014, 233.
13 Johnston and Jones suggest that the “S” motif symbolizes the oil dripping inside the amphora; see Johnston and
Jones 1978, 139. Pratt, on the other hand, suggests that this decoration is derived from the decorative tradition of
North Aegean amphorae; see Pratt 2014, 234.
4 pra 2014, 234.

15 Johnston and Jones 1978, 133.
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the North Aegean Proto-Geometric and Late Geometric amphorae in recent studies have been
striking.!® This suggests that Euboean amphorae were influenced not only by Athenian prod-
ucts but also by North Aegean productions.’

Five rim-neck fragments from the SOS amphora group from Old Smyrna were recorded
during the 1980s.'® The samples with flaring high echinus rims are decorated with standard ele-
ments in the reserved area on the outer part of the slightly concave neck. Amphorae numbered
cat. no. 1 (fig. 2.1), cat. no. 2 (fig. 2.2), and cat. no. 4 (fig. 2.4) have thick lips and walls; their
necks are decorated with two rings without dots and four lines of zigzags side by side. The
rims of all three are completely glazed, while the under-rim projection on examples cat. no. 1
and cat. no. 2 is very light and soft. However, on cat. no. 4 it is sharp. Cat. no. 3 (fig. 2.3) and
cat. no. 5 (fig. 2.5) have thinner lips and walls but with the same decoration - two rings with-
out dots and double zigzags with four lines. The zigzag pattern on cat. no. 3 is overlapping and
rather sloppy, and the ridge under the rim projection is sharp. The zigzag pattern of cat. no. 5,
which still has its glazed handle intact, is decorated with longer and shorter lines, while the
ridge is softer. Cat. no. 5 shows characteristics of a slightly later period in both form and deco-
ration.' All the sherds we examined have a clay color of S YR 7 / 6 (reddish yellow), indicat-
ing Athenian production. The Old Smyrna SOS amphorae, whose contexts are unknown except
for one, can be dated to the late second half of the seventh century BC, while cat. no. 5 can be
dated to the sixth century BC (possibly its beginning) based on the sherds it was found with.

Chian Amphorae

Thanks to the amphorae found in many centers around the Mediterranean and Black Seas, it is
known that Chios was one of the centers producing some of the highest quality and desirable
wines of Antiquity. Early Chian amphorae, characterized by their white slip, are a production
group present in the commercial amphora market from the mid-seventh century BC onwards.?’
Different suggestions have been made for the production sites of commercial amphorae with
this type of white-slip and decoration.?! The finds from Kofina Ridge in particular, dated to
the late seventh century BC, provide evidence that their production site was in Chios.?? A
white-slipped amphora with S-motifs found in Thasos is suggested to be produced in Chios.??
Researchers date the white-slipped hydriae from Chios / Emporio between 660 and 630 BC,

16" Catling 1998; Gimatzidis 2010, 252-69; Pratt 2014, 234.

17" pratt 2015, 217.

18 The two SOS amphorae recovered during the 1948-1951 Turkish-British excavations were found in layers dating to

the seventh century BC and sixth century BC; see Dupont and Lungu 2013, 214-15, figs. 8-9. A well-preserved SOS
amphora in the inventory of the izmir Archaeological Museum, unearthed during the excavation in 1974, was dated
to 600 BC; see Sezgin et al. 2022, 107, figs. 80a and 80b.

Amphora cat. no. 5 was recovered on the same level as the floor identified at a depth of 11.25 m in square E-13 in
1984, named Layer 2. It is noted in the daily excavation notebooks that sherds from the sixth century BC predomi-
nate in Layer 2.

The early Chios and Clazomenai productions have a common denominator - thick glazed bands and S-shaped
decoration. The white-slipped ones are identified as Chian amphorae, while the ones without a white slip are iden-
tified as Clazomenian amphorae; see Sezgin 2009, 150.

21 1t has been suggested that the amphorae with white slip and $ decoration found in Histria were produced in
Miletos; see Lambrino 1938, 105-6. Based on a comparison with a similar amphora from Pitane, Metzger evaluated
an amphora from Xanthos and suggested that these amphorae were produced in Pitane; see Metzger 1972, 70,
pl. 25, cat. no. 111.

22 Anderson 1954, 136, cat. no. 17-21, figs. 5.17-18; 9, 20a, 21b, pl. 7a.
23 Bernard 1964, 138.
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regarding them as early example.?* The white-slipped commercial amphorae with “S”-shaped
motifs found in Tocra are considered to be products of Chian workshops.?> Having achieved a
standardized decoration and shape from the last quarter of the seventh century BC, the ampho-
rae of Chios maintained a distinctive position in the commercial market until the last quarter
of the sixth century BC with their white-slipped production. During the development process,
Chian amphorae evolved from an ovoidal shape into a slender form, with different diversifi-
cations in the rim and feet. The white-slipped Chian amphorae are recognized by horizontal
bands on the rim, under the shoulders, above and below the body. Vertical bands are found
on the handles from the rim to the shoulder with “S”-shaped horizontal motifs, as well as vari-
ous bands on the neck and body. Old Smyrna find cat. no. 6 (fig. 2.6), which we consider to
belong to this group and whose context is unknown, has a cylindrical neck with a thick and
convex high rim. The outer part of the rim is covered with a brown to cream-colored glaze
extending to the beginning of the neck, while the remainder is covered with an eggshell-thin
white / cream slip. We also observed a very small portion of the round vertical band (?) on
the broken neck where the handle joins the neck. The rim-neck sherd on cat. no. 7 (fig. 2.7),
whose context is unknown, has a high band and flared rim with a vertical, elliptical broken
handle. The rim’s outer surface shows faint traces of white slip, and the rim and neck show a
worn white slip. Amphora cat. no. 8 (fig. 2.8), recovered during recent excavations, is recog-
nized by a thick, bracelet-shaped mouth with a high cylindrical neck expanding into the body,
and an elliptical cane-shaped handle. The amphora is completely covered in white slip, and
the standardized form of decoration is observed. The rim has a horizontal band slightly over-
hanging the neck, a horizontal thin band below the neck, glaze circles between the rim and
the band below the neck, an “S”-shaped motif on the shoulder, and three up and down thin
bands on the handle. The ceramic groups were discovered alongside the amphora fragment
found during the excavations in the Archaic Period civilian building and date no later than
570 BC. Based on similar examples, the three Old Smyrna finds from this group are dated back
to the late seventh century BC and early sixth century BC.20

While the decline in the quality of the white-slipped and decorated types can be traced
chronologically until their disappearance from the market, a new form appeared in the sec-
ond half of the sixth century BC before the white-slipped ones disappeared. The variations of
these amphorae, recognized in the literature as funnel-shaped,?” continued to emerge until the
end of the century. The most prominent feature of these amphorae is that they pioneered the
bulging neck types that emerged as a new style. Chian amphorae with bulging necks, which
first appeared in the late sixth century BC, continued to be produced until the last quarter of
the fifth century BC.?® While band motifs are seen in the early examples from the middle to
the end of the century, they gradually gave way to plain decoration. The first amphora, cat.
no. 9 (fig. 2.9), a part of this group in Old Smyrna, is an early example of this type and was

24 Boardman 1967, 140, cat. no. 513, pl. 45.

25 Boardman and Hayes 1960, 139, cat. no. 1414-415, pl. 90.1414; 1973, 62, cat. no. 2258-201, fig. 45.2258, 2261.

26 gee parallels in Anderson 1954, 169, fig. 5, no. 17; Karageorghis 1969, 447, 449, fig. 25; Boardman and Hayes 1973,
62, fig. 25, pl. 32, no. 2258; Doger 1988, 217-18, figs. 26-27, no. 53; Johnston 1993, 364, fig. 8b, pl. 78, no. 108;
Hiirmiizlii 2003, 397, fig. 68, no. 200 / m; Masson 2007, 366, fig. 1.1; Sezgin 2012a, 116, 130, Khi2.04.

Zeest 1900, 16, 139, pl. 3.10b. The specimens that belong to this group unearthed in Histria are grouped as Type
A1-A2; see Lambrino 1938, 110-12, figs. 71-72.

This group of Chios amphorae is classified into three variations; see Knigge 1976, 23-24. C / 1 was produced from
the late sixth century BC to 480 BC, C / 2 from 480 BC to 440 BC, and C / 3 from 440 BC to 430 / 425 BC; see
Lawall 1995, 89-115, figs. 19-21, 23-31.

27

28
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unearthed in the area where the children’s graves were found.?” The round and bracelet-
shaped rim is flared, the neck is slightly bulging, and the handle emerging from under the rim
connects to the slightly sloping shoulder. In terms of the decoration of the early examples of
the bulging-necked types, the rim band overhangs the neck and there is a thin vertical band on
the handle starting from the place where it is attached and reaching along the body. This find
seems to be a transitional form, especially based on its slightly bulging neck. Below the mouth
and just above the neck is the “O” (omicron) mark that functions as a trademark.?® Based on
other similar amphorae, it is dated to the end of the sixth century BC or the beginning of the
fifth century BC.3!

The C / 2 variations, which appeared after 480 BC, have a narrow body with a wide, bulky
neck and a rim basic in form compared to the C / 1 type. While the mouth profile is high and
thick, the distinctive feature is the bulge in the neck. The handles, coming out from just below
the mouth to above the neck, are higher than the previous type.?? The two finds, cat. no. 10
(fig. 2.10) and cat. no. 11 (fig. 2.11) from the Old Smyrna excavation in 2007,%> were uncov-
ered in the mudbrick fortification wall layer and bear the main characteristics of C / 2 or C /
2-C / 3 transition variations. The thick and high convex rim and the prominent bulging neck
are quite thick and high, while the handles emerging from the neck are compressed on both
sides, giving the rim an ovoidal form, characteristic of the type. The black slip seen on the
interior of the amphorae must have been for the protection of the traded product (oil, wine,
etc.). Trademark symbols, common in type C / 1, decline considerably in Type C / 2, whereas
engraved dipinto letters and graffiti notches are commonly observed in Type C / 3. Cat. no. 11
has graffiti “A” and four notches drawn in graffiti under the bulging neck between the handles.
Both amphorae are dated to the middle and third quarter of the fifth century BC.3*

With the disappearance of the late versions of the bulging-necked Chian amphorae, a
straight-necked type called the “New Style” emerged.?® The bulging neck and the newly
emerging straight-necked styles continued to be used together in the last quarter of the
fifth century BC.3® Although it has similarities with the C / 3 type with bulging neck, the promi-
nent straight neck is its most distinctive difference. There are two types of straight-necked am-
phorae: bulkier and lighter. This form, which began to be produced in 430 / 425 BC, is char-
acterized by a slightly rounded narrow mouth going outwards. It also has a long straight neck
rising upwards from just below the mouth and transitioning sharply from the shoulder to the
body connected to the shoulder. Its bulging low body and toe has features in common with the
C / 3 version. Amphora sherd cat. no. 12 (fig. 2.12), classified in this group and whose context

29
30

For the child burials in Old Smyrna, see Mariud 2006; Foca 2021.

Round glazed marks appear in the mid to late sixth century BC; see Lawall 1995, 105, fn. 68.

31 For similar examples, see Lambrino 1938, 110-12, Type Al, figs. 71-74, 85e; Dimitriu 1966, 90, fig. 52, no. 369;
Roberts 1986, 67, fig. 42, pl. 18, nos. 419-20; Lawall 1995, 356, fig. 23; Sezgin 1998, fig. 27; Monachov 1999a, 57-9,
fig. 9, nos. 1-4; Irimia 2000, 143, fig. 4, 10.4a-4b.

32 Lawall 1995, 90-91.

33 The ceramic sherds recovered with both amphorae, whose context is recorded as the mudbrick fortification wall

but an unknown level, are dated to the sixth century BC. The daily notes from the excavation site also indicate that
sherds of pottery from the fifth and fourth centuries BC were recovered.

34 Boulter 1953, 104-5, pl. 39, no. 150; Knigge 1976, 180-81, pl. 92.3; 146, pl. 62.5; Williams and Fisher 1976, 107, pl. 20;
Cistov and DomZalski 2002, 106, fig. 9, no. 6; Monachov 2003a, 237, fig. 7, nos. 4-6; Carlson 2004, fig. 29, no. 13.
35 Kakhidze and Khalvashi 2010, 136.

36 Finkielsztejn 2002, 142. Examples of both types are known from four wells in Athens; see Lawall 1995, 102. The

combination of both types was proposed for the transportation of different products. It was also considered a new
commercial venture for the producers of Chios in the foreign market; see Senol 2007, 104.
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is unknown, has a slightly flared and rounded mouth, a straight and cylindrical long neck, and
broken handles with rounded sections coming out of the mouth. It is dated to the late third
quarter or early final quarter of the fifth century BC in line with similar finds.®” Cat. no. 13
(fig. 2.13), which has the characteristic toe features of this period, is dated to the last quarter of
the fifth century BC.38

Clazomenian Amphorae

Clazomenai was one of the most important settlements of Ionia and a prominent produc-
tion center for amphora. While many researchers have suggested East Greek as the place
of production of Clazomenian amphorae,® P. Dupont proved that they were produced in
Clazomenai through clay analysis and use of the XRF method.* E. Doger, on the other hand,
provides evidence for the existence of a production in Clazomenai in his evaluation of the pro-
duction residues collected from the settlement and its surroundings.*! As a result of these data,
Dupont dated the production of amphorae at Clazomenai from the beginning of the seventh
century BC to the end of the sixth century BC, while Doger dates it to the last quarter of the
seventh century BC. Based on the results of the burials unearthed in recent years, especially in
the Akpinar Necropolis, Y. Sezgin reveals that there had been production in the area since the
second half of the seventh century BC.*? For the production and distribution of amphorae in
the seventh century BC by the workshops of Chios and Clazomenai, the tilted “S” decoration
had a brand value and expressed a common symbol for North Tonia.*3 The early Clazomenian
amphorae produced during the second half of the seventh century BC are recognized by their
profile of a thick torus rim,* bulbous belly, and wide ring shallow foot. At the same time, the
“S” motif on the shoulders is the distinguishing criterion in the decorating concept, and a band-
ed glaze was applied under the mouth, neck, shoulders and body.*

Although most of the Clazomenian amphorae from Old Smyrna analyzed in this study lack
contexts, we have chosen to evaluate them based on typological similarities. The two sherds,

37 For similar examples, see Lawall 1995, 92, figs. 33-36; Monachov 2003a, 19-20, fig. 8, no. 6; Kakhidze and Khalvashi
2010, 136, pl. 74.6.

For similar examples, see Abramov et al. 1991, 74, fig. 2.8; Monachov 2003a, 20, fig. 9, no. 6; Kakhidze and
Khalvashi 2010, 1306, pls. 74.7, 75.4.

The band-decorated amphorae found at Thera have been suggested to be East Greek; see Dragendorf 1903, 228.
Lambrino attributed the Ionian origin of the banded amphorae, which he labeled Type B, to Rhodes; see Lambrino
1938, 123-24. It is stated that the Clazomenian amphorae found in Histria were imported from Doric centers.
Anderson also emphasized that the band-decorated finds, including the Clazomenian amphorae, are from Chios;
see Anderson 1954, 168, fig. 9.48d. Grouping the amphorae from the Black Sea region, Zeest, on the other hand,
categorized the Clazomenian amphorae within the banded groups as East Greek imports and identified Miletos
as the place of manufacture; see Zeest 1960, 70. The specimens recovered from Tocra may be from Chios (?); see
Boardman and Hayes 1973, 62. East Greek / Ionian proposals have been made for the Cypriot finds; see Calvet and
Yon 1977, 19, pls. 11-12, cat. nos. 118, 121, 122; Gjerstad 1977, pl. 23.2, cat. no. 199; Karageorghis 1977, pl. 2.6,
cat. no. 11.

49" Gook and Dupont 1998, 156.
41 Doger 1986, 465, fig. 11; 1988, 77-78.

42 Sezgin 2009, 52.
43

38

39

Y. Sezgin considers the slipped or pale slipped amphorae to be from Chios and the unslipped ones from
Clazomenai. Sezgin 2009, 55.

44 The bracelet-shaped and rounded rim on the Clazomenian amphorae throughout the sixth century BC makes dat-

ing difficult. Sezgin 2009, 55.

4 The samples from the second half of the seventh century BC are classified as Klal, Kla2, Kla3 by Y. Sezgin. Sezgin

2012a, 25-39.
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cat. no. 14 (fig. 3.14) and cat. no. 15 (fig. 3.15), date to the end of the third quarter of the
seventh century BC and reflect characteristics of the period. These include the overhanging,
drooping rim form in cross-section, while the horizontal band on the outer part of the rim and
the vertical band on the handle evidence production in Clazomenai which had started to be-
come a standard. At the end of the seventh century BC and the beginning of the sixth century
BC, Clazomenian amphorae achieved a standard type of form and decoration.® They became
a popular commercial group in the amphora market throughout the century,” and include a
rounded bracelet-shaped mouth, arching handles, a tightened body structure, and a convex,
thumb-sectioned, truncated conical-shaped foot. The standard form continued in terms of
ornamentation. Cat. no. 16 (fig. 3.16), recovered from the cemetery where child burials were
organized in Old Smyrna, shows the characteristics of the late seventh century BC productions
with its bracelet-shaped mouth profile, ovoidal body, and vertical decorative elements on the
horizontal handles on the body. It is thought that the settlers of Clazomenai left the mainland
because of the Persian invasion in 546 BC and moved to Karantina Island to set up new living
spaces for a while. However, the data from excavations in the third quarter of the sixth cen-
tury BC have yet to be discovered.*® As a result of the settlers’ return to the mainland in 530
BC, amphora production and trade increased probably due to the Persian’s benevolent policy
towards locals. Production thus flourished in the late fifth century BC, reached its peak by pro-
ducing different variations such as the ovoidal form with a bulbous belly near the shoulders
and the slender-elongated ovoidal form.* As for the decorations, the standard type was main-
tained except for minor changes.>® The sixth century BC Clazomenian amphora fragments from
Old Smyrna, which we examined in this study, need more context but were dated in line with
similar fragments. While the bracelet-shaped rim profile, which breaks at an angle under the
mouth and joins the body, stands out in fragments from the first half of the sixth century BC
(cat. nos. 17-23; fig. 3.17-23), the glazed band over the lips shows standard features throughout
the century. The flaring, thumb-section with deeply shallow foot is seen in Old Smyrna. Finds
from the second half of the sixth century BC (cat. nos. 24-32, fig. 3.24-32) show the continua-
tion of the rounded bracelet-shaped rim and the horizontal glaze on the lip. The standard form
was maintained, while the shallow foot was deepened.>! For amphorae produced during the
sixth century BC, it should be noted that a precise form does not separate both rim and foot
profiles, and therefore cannot be classified easily.

Teian Amphorae

Proposing a broad typology for the amphorae found around the Black Sea, S. Ju. Monachov
considers this type of amphorae as close to the Clazomenai productions.’ In his doctoral
study, M. Pesenti analyzed the amphora finds from and around Egypt and associated this

4 g Doger classifies this group of specimens as Type 2 and 3, and Y. Sezgin classifies them as Kla5. Doger 1988,
50-9; Sezgin 2012a, 42-45.

E. Doger classified this group of specimens as Type 1 and Y. Sezgin as Kla4. Doger 1988, 43-50; Sezgin 2012a,
39-42.

It is clear from the data that amphora production at Clazomenai weakened during this period. Y. Sezgin evaluated
the amphorae of the third quarter of the sixth century BC recovered from other centers in the Kla6 group, but em-
phasized that they could be included in the finds of the second half of the sixth century BC. Sezgin 2012a, 46.

47

48

E. Doger classifies this group as Type 4 and Y. Sezgin as Kla7. Doger 1988, 59-74; Sezgin 2012a, 48-55.

The handle circles at the points where the handles were attached to the neck and shoulder and the horizontal firnis
bands at the neck-circle transition have disappeared.

For the dating and comparing of the Clazomenian amphorae from Old Smyrna, see the “Catalog” section.
52" Monachov 1999b, 167-68.
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group with the Clazomenai region in a similar manner.>®> However, contrary to these sug-
gestions, no amphorae of this type were found in the settlement deposits or cemeteries of
Clazomenai. In addition to these suggestions, an undecorated amphora from the first half of
the sixth century BC has been attributed to one of the Samian types due to its similarities.>* In
his published article Y. Sezgin has added a different dimension to this debate by suggesting
that this group of amphorae is a production originating from Teos.>®> In recent publications,
this proposal has begun to be accepted by researchers and classified as the Teos type.’® These
types, especially the ones recovered from sites in Egypt and around the Black Sea region,
have a flaring bracelet-shaped rim, a neck that slightly narrows where it meets the shoulder,
elliptical-sectioned arching handles coming out from under the rim that connects to the shoul-
der, a sharp angle shoulder-body transition, a sharp narrowing to the foot, and a wide hollow
foot with a flaring. Vertical and horizontal bands are also preferred for decoration. A fragment
of a foot of this type recovered from Old Smyrna, albeit with an unknown context, is consid-
ered by us, not with certainty, to be a Teos production. In terms of the color and structure of
the fragment’s clay, it seems to be quite similar to the amphorae produced in the sixth century
BC in Clazomenai, and it is similar to the Teian type we have detailed above with its slightly
outward-facing thumb section and low, hollow and wide base. The only example we exam-
ined, the base fragment cat. no. 33 (fig. 4.33), is dated to the first half of the sixth century BC.>’

Lesbian Amphorae

Lesbos, one of the quality wine production points of Antiquity, was a prominent amphorae
production site, especially in the Archaic Period. Lesbian amphorae are classified into two
main groups according to their clay colors, Grey and Red, even though both share similar
form features. They were produced from the seventh century BC to the third century BC.%®
B.G. Clinkenbeard suggested that the “rat tail” detail on the ceramics, characteristic of Lesbian
amphorae, is also found on the gray-colored Aeolian Bukkhero ceramics. This suggests that
Lesbos may have been the production site.”® The typological development of these amphorae
is challenging to trace. While B.G. Clinkenbeard classified the amphorae based on criteria such
as changes in the length, connection points of the handles, changes in the bases, and bulbous
in the neck,®® M. Lawall®" and Y. Sezgin® used different criteria. Red clay Lesbian amphorae
show a parallel development with the gray series in terms of form. They are called “fractional

53 Ppesenti 2015.
54 Sezgin 2017, 21.

35 Sezgin 2017. In his Ph.D. thesis, he named these types, which he mentioned among the groups with unknown

production sites, as North Tonian production. Sezgin 2009, 450-57. In his book “Arkaik Dénem fonia Uretimi Ticari
Amphoralar”, which he produced from this thesis, Y. Sezgin named it Ionia.y. Sezgin 2012a, 283-88.
56 Chistov et al. 2020, 31-2; Monachov et al. 2020, 125.
57 For similar ones, see Monachov 1999b, 168, fig. 7; Pesenti 2015, 298-99, no. A-S-29.
Gray Lesbian amphorae appear from the third quarter of the seventh century BC; see Clinkenbeard 1982, 249.
Studies at Tell Quadadi (Israel) suggest that early examples of gray Lesbian amphorae can be dated to the early
eighth century BC and late seventh century BC; see Fantalkin and Tal 2010, 9. Red-clay Lesbos production appears
in the late seventh century BC. For the amphora from Clazomenai, one of the early series dated between 620-600
BC, see Sezgin 2009, 393.
> Clinkenbeard 1982, 258-59.
%0 Clinkenbeard 1982, 250-52.
61

62

For Grey 1, Grey 2 and Grey 3 classification, see Lawall 1995, 198-204.
For the GLes 1-5 classification, see Sezgin 2009, 373-90.
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red,”®3 whereas Zeest groups them as “tumbler-bottom.”* Three Lesbian amphorae recovered
from Old Smyrna were examined in this study. The earliest, amphora cat. no. 34 (fig. 4.34), is
one of the early examples of the gray series. The amphora, used for a burial in the necropo-
lis although its context is unknown, is missing the rim profile and neck. The amphora carries
standard features with its rounded section handles, ovoidal bulbous body, and shallow hol-
lowed base. It is dark gray, probably due to firing. The rat tail detail is visible where the intact
handle joins the shoulder. The amphora can be dated to the first half to the middle of the
sixth century BC based on a comparison of the base form.%® In the gray series, the two base
sherds cat. no. 35 (fig. 4.35) and cat. no. 36 (fig. 4.36) are narrow and cylindrical sherds that
directly connect with the lower body. Fragment cat. no. 35 dates from the late sixth century
BC to early fifth century BC, and fragment cat. no. 36 from the late fifth century BC to the first
quarter of the fourth century and later.%

Milesian Amphorae

As a leading city in the production of olive oil in southern Tonia, Miletos also had an impor-
tant position in commercial activities. The data on the ceramic production of the city has been
analyzed in detail in many aspects. Through these studies, we learn about suggestions for the
production of amphorae. P. Dupont, using clay analysis, suggests that some amphorae are
of Miletos production.”” W. Voigtlinder, on the other hand, emphasized the local produc-
tion of Miletos for amphora production with the results of his analysis.®® Another recent study
by P. Dupont suggests a wider region such as Southern Ionia and Caria instead of Miletos.®
The Dat¢a Peninsula provides new data on the suggestions for the production site of Milesian
amphorae, and the ceramic workshops and sherds recovered from the dumps found around
the region provide evidence of the existence of production outside Miletos.”” Among the de-
bated opinions persisting today is the suggestion that these amphorae were produced locally in
South Tonian under the control of Miletos.”! The most prominent feature of Milesian amphorae,
which began to acquire a standardized form in the mid-seventh century BC, is the protruding
high and thin torus-shaped rim with a single offset fillet under the rim. The Milesian amphora
cat. no. 37 (fig. 4.37) examined in this study was found at a depth of 11.45 m and 11.25 m in
Room no. 2 during the 1986 excavation.”? The convex, torus-shaped rim and the single fillet at

03 Clinkenbeard 1986, 354.

64 Zeest 1960, 18, pl. 3, 9a-b. M.L. Lawall typologically classified these amphorae as Red 1, Red 2 and Y. Sezgin as

KLes 1-3.
05 For similar finds, see Ruban 1983, 285, fig. 1, no. 14; Cook and Dupont 1998, 158, fig. 23.4b; Fantalkin 2001, 94-95,
fig. 34, no. 2; Monachov et al. 2020, 115, LG.2.
For a similar fragment of cat. no. 35, see Ruban 1990, 18, fig. 4, Type 2. For similar fragments of cat. no. 30, see
Cistov and Domzalski 2002, 105, fig. 8, no. 10-12; Tzochev 2011, 81, fig. 6, no. 20.
7 Dupont 1982, 203-4, fig. 1d; 1983, 27, 32, 34, 42, fig. 19.
68

66

Voigtlinder used the term “Goldglimmer” (Golden Mica) especially for a substance in the clay content and sug-
gested that it was produced in Miletos; see Voigtlinder 1986, 46. M. Seifert, who published another study of clay
analyses, is skeptical of this idea, since the gold mica content is related to the geological structure of the Buyiik
Menderes basin; see Seifert 2004, 51.

69 Dupont 2007, 621-22.

70 Tuna 1987, 313-17.

71 Sezgin 2012a, 140.

72 According to the information in the excavation books, the other ceramic groups recovered together with the am-
phora fragment show periodic differences.



Archaic and Early Classical Trade Amphorae from Old Smyrna 27

the transition point of the rim and neck are characteristic features that became popular from
the mid-sixth century BC onwards. The broken handle comes out right over the sharp protrud-
ing fillet. This Old Smyrna find is similar to the amphora found at Kalabaktepe near Miletos,
dated to the last two decades of the sixth century BC.”? Even though the clay and slip color
are not the same, they are likely the product of the same workshop. The find dates back to the
mid-sixth century BC and later, in line with similar examples.”* The amphora cat. no. 38 (fig.
4.38), found during the recent excavations, was uncovered in the room named TG-1. It dates
back to the fifth century BC. The almond-shaped rim with a high echinus, the cylindrical neck
that narrows slightly towards the shoulder, the pear-shaped body, and the high ring foot with
a deeply hollowed, flared curved ring base are all characteristic of fifth century BC Milesian
production. The almond-shaped rim profile is similar to the Black Sea finds, while the toe
resembles the Athenian example. Especially the gold mica additive, seen in parts of the clay
structure, leaves no doubt that it was produced in Miletos or its environs. It can be dated from
the mid to the last quarter of the fifth century BC and later, in line with similar ones.” The last
amphora fragment in this group, amphora cat. no. 39 (fig. 4.39), has a similar form to the toe
of amphora no. 38 and is within the same date range.”

Samian Amphorae

A broad typology for Samian amphorae, which began to be produced in the last quarter of the
seventh century BC, was created by V.R. Grace. To make a typology for the products of the
fifth century BC, they were compared to Samian coins in terms of similarities.”” Some research-
ers use the Samos-Miletos nomenclature for a commercial group that began to be produced
in the second half of the sixth century BC.”® While the rim profiles of the early Samian am-
phorae of the last quarter of the seventh century BC and the first half of the sixth century BC
vary, there are two distinct characteristic features. One is the creation of horizontal fillet at the
transition point from the neck to the shoulder, while the other is the bow-shaped, elliptical-
sectioned handles that emerge from the center of the neck and connect to the center of the
shoulder.” The Samian amphora cat. no. 40 (fig. 5.40) has a rim and neck profile. Uncovered
in Old Smyrna, its context is unknown. The mouth of the amphora is protruding and slightly
curved, and the neck has a conical form. The features presented in Samian amphorae date to
the first half of the sixth century BC. These include elliptical bow-shaped handles that emerge
from the center of the neck and connect to the shoulder and a horizontal overlapping fillet
marking the junction between the neck and shoulder. These are also seen on this Old Smyrna
example. The find is dated to the first half of the sixth century BC, in line with similar finds.5°

73 For similar example, see Naso 2005, 76, 83, fig. 3, cat. no. 10.

74 For other similar examples, see Voigtlinder 1982, 55, fig. 28, no. 171; Ruban 1991, 182, fig. 2.1.

75 For similar ones, see Cook and Dupont 1998, 175, fig. 23.9¢ (base); Monachov 2013, 30, fig. 1, no. 5 (rim profile,

Type 1-B).

76 For parallel examples, see Cook and Dupont 1998, 175, fig. 23.9¢; Lawall 1995, 180-81, fig. 75 (below).

77 Grace 1971. A similar study was conducted by H.B.A. Mattingly for the comparison of Samian coins and amphorae;

see Mattingly 1981, 81-85.
78 Johnston 1990, 47; Lawall 1995, 176-95, figs. 69-77; Whitbread 1995, 129.

79 Sezgin 2009, 296.

80 A similar find from Daskyleion is dated to the second half of the sixth century BC; see Atila 2005, 116, fig. 4, cat.

no. 24. For similar examples dated to the first half of the sixth century BC, see Calvet and Yon 1977, 19, pl. 11, cat.
no. 115; Docter 2000, 69-70, cat. 3, fig. 8c; Buyskykh 2014, 96, fig. 10, no. 8.
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lonian Alpha / Erythrai? Amphorae

The place or places of production of this group of amphorae, which emerged as a new type
in the late sixth and early fifth centuries BC, is debatable, as is the case for the Ionian Beta
examples discussed below.8! The most characteristic features of these amphorae are the offset
ridge in the middle of the necks or between the neck and the shoulder, and the high plastic
ring toes that hollowed. Two different variations of the rim profile are seen in these amphorae:
a thick, curved and dipper-sectioned type is common, while an elongated almond-shaped type
with a flared rim is also seen. The basic form features and the presence of offset ridge in the
neck and neck-shoulder transitions are similar to the Samian productions of the second half
of the sixth century BC.®? M. Lawall, who based his classifications on finds from the Athenian
Agora, classifies the products of several workshops on Samos and the opposite shores as the
“Samos-Miletos” group, while the late examples of type S-1 are similar to the group with offset
ridge.®? In the S-3 type, these offset ridges are seen in the neck-shoulder transition.84 P. Dupont
attributed this group to Miletos based on similarities in the rim with the Milesian productions
of the second half of the sixth century BC.%> One of the other sites where the characteristic fea-
tures of this type are observed is Clazomenai; this group of amphorae was also recovered from
sondages on the Akpmar Necropolis and Karantina Island.®® Y. Sezgin says that the finds from
Karantina Island should be analyzed extensively and suggests that Clazomenai may have been
one of the production sites of the Ionian Alpha amphora.®”

One of the important data sources for the Tonian Alpha amphorae is the Tektas Burnu
Shipwreck, located west of Sigacik, and southeast of Cesme. The ship mostly carried com-
mercial amphorae that numbered more than 200; however, the place of production of most
is unidentified, except for the types produced in Mendea and Chios.®® In his doctoral thesis
D.N. Carlson analyzed all the unknown finds and identified them as the “Pseudo Samian” type,
since O. Lordkipanidze used this name to define Phasis amphora finds.?> Among these ampho-
rae, a commercial amphora sealed with the EPY (Epsilon-Rho-Upsilon) monogram on the neck
provides evidence of production at Erythrai.?® This amphora, understood to be an Erythrai pro-
duction thanks to its sealing system, shares a similar form with the 200 other amphorae found
on the wreck, showing that they were produced contemporaneously. It is noteworthy that both
stepped and unstepped examples were used together. Especially the presence of types with

81 The nomenclature proposed by Sezgin for these amphora groups, whose place of manufacture is unknown, has

also been used by us. Other suggestions have been made, but these remain debatable.

82 Sezgin states that the Ionian Alpha group, which was produced intensively in the first half of the fifth century BC,

fills a gap in the chronology of Samian amphorae and that a group of production should be sought in Samos. He
also noted that this group had not been published among the finds from Samos; see Sezgin 2012a, 246.

83 Lawall 1995, 370-72, fig. 73-74.

84 Lawall 1995, 371, fig. 76.

85 Cook and Dupont 1998, 175-76, figs. 23.9d-g.

86 Doger 1988, 264-65, fig. 51, pl. 20, cat. no. 133 (Yildiztepe Necropolis); Glingdr 1994, 42-43, figs. 37-39, cat. nos.
130-35 (Karantina Island); Sezgin 2012a, 247, Tonia. 0.18, @.20, .15, a.14, .19, a.3 (Akpinar Necropolis). See also
Ersoy 2004, 60, fig. 23d.

87 Sezgin 2012a, 251.

88 The Tektas Burnu Shipwreck is dated to 440-430 BC with the help of Mendean and Chian amphorae; see Carlson

and Lawall 2005 / 06, 33.

Carlson 2004, 36-40. O. Lordkipanidze used the nomenclature “Pseudo Samos” based on Zeest’s typology of
“Samos and Protothasos”; see Lordkipanidze 1968, 39-40.

89

90 The abbreviation “ERY” is a monogram used on the city’s coins from the fourth century BC until the Roman period.

For later finds in which the abbreviation ERY is used as an amphora seal, see Kirkanli 2021, 31-33.
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high plastic ring toes and types with almond-shaped echinus rims corroborates the idea that
this group is an Erythrai production.

While we know there was wine production in Erythrai from ancient sources, archaeologi-
cal data supports this as well.”! D.N. Carlson and M.L. Lawall proposed the typology of am-
phorae in the city and identified four main types of production from the mid-fifth century BC
to the early first century BC.92 The group with the tall rounded rim, short flaring neck and
round body was classified as Type 1, based on the ERY sealed finds from the Tektas Burnu
Shipwreck.”? S.Ju. Monachov, on the other hand, dated the echinoid-rimmed amphorae, which
he classified as Type 1-A, to the third quarter of the fifth century BC. He considered them as a
production of Erythrai.” The rim-neck fragments from Old Smyrna, cat. nos. 41 (fig. 5.41), 42
(fig. 5.42), and 43 (fig. 5.43), make critical contributions to this group of amphorae. Although
there are minor changes in the rim profiles of all three samples, they are products of the same
center judging from their basic form, clay, and slip colors. These amphorae - with protruding
almond-shaped echinus rims and thick necks that narrow down towards the shoulder - are
similar to the Erythrai amphorae from the Tektas Burnu Shipwreck. The three Old Smyrna frag-
ments, whose exact context is unknown, can be dated to the middle of the third quarter of the
fifth century BC, in line with their counterparts.”> Although the toe sherd cat. no. 44 (fig. 5.44)
with deep grooves, a dished outer face, and a high plastic ring is similar to the Milesian pro-
ductions in terms of basic form, it is considered to be among the Ionian Alpha group due to
its larger toe diameter and unknown place of production. It can be dated from the end of the
sixth century BC to the mid-fifth century BC, in line with similar examples.%°

lonian Beta Amphorae

A classification for these amphora groups found in many centers around the Black Sea was
first established by 1.B. Zeest. These amphorae were found extensively in layers from the first
half of the sixth century BC to the beginning of the fifth century BC and named “Samos” and
“Protothasos.”’ While Zeest's typology continues to be used by researchers today, the debate
on the production place of this type continues, and researchers have offered different sugges-
tions. Both series have various rim and toe combinations within themselves and show similar
morphological characteristics.”® Especially N.A. Leipunskaia’s evaluation of the Olbia finds has
added to the argument that this group of amphorae may have had more than one production
site rather than a single center.?? Based on clay analysis and typological studies, P. Dupont

91 The discovery of amorphous ceramic sherds and slags in Banyoz Tepe in 1988 indicates the presence of ceramic
workshops; see Ozyigit 1990, 125-26, 128, pl. 1.

Carlson and Lawall 2005 / 06, 33. The same typology was used in the study of the amphorae unearthed during the
1977-1988 excavations at Erythrai see Kirkanli 2021.

Carlson and Lawall 2005 / 00, 34-35. For the amphora rim sherds dated to the late fifth century BC and early
fourth century BC recovered during the sounding excavations in Erythrai and at Cennettepe, see Kirkanlt 2021, 36-
37, pls. 1-3, cat. nos. 1-3.

94 Monachov 2013, 29-31.

95 For similar ones, see Carlson 2004, 170, fig. 34, cat. no. 15; Carlson and Lawall 2005 / 006, 35, fig. 3 (Gordion);
Monachov 2013, 30-31, pl. 1.3 (Type 1 A).

90 For similar examples of the toe, see Doger 1988, 136, fig. 51, pl. 20, cat. no. 133; Carlson 2004, 173, 229, fig. 41;
Sezgin 2012a, 255, Ionia o.14.

97 Zeest 1960, 70, 79-80.
98 Sezgin 2009, 326.
99 Leipunskaia 1981, 23.

92

93
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suggested that Thasos, Abdera, Chios and Miletos could be the production centers.!?® V.V,
Ruban, on the other hand, categorized the finds in Zeest’s typology as Milesian production.'®!
Monachov classified the amphora finds from the centers around the Black Sea and those re-
corded in museums in a comprehensive study and considered this group of amphorae as
North Aegean productions.!®? One of the noteworthy centers of production is Chios, and the
studies conducted at Rizari on the island uncovered production residues.!®® These find provide
evidence that Chios may also have been a production center. M. Kerschner and H. Mommsen
included geological factors in their clay analysis studies on Ephesos finds, and suggested sites
on the Gulf of Ephesus, including Samos, as places of production.'’* For Clazomenai, where a
large number of fragments have been recovered, E. Doger states that evidence of production
should be sought in an area extending from north of Mount Mycale to Erythrai.!®> Recent stud-
ies suggest the existence of a production site originating from Ionia.!%

This group of amphorae, whose place of manufacture is still debated today, is frequently
found in the Old Smyrna layers. The four rim-neck sherds we analyzed in this study clearly
show the shallow grooves on the neck under the rim, which are characteristic of these types.
The rim, with an overhanging, bulbous almond form, is a common feature among all the
sherds. Cat. no. 45 (fig. 5.45), with a conical neck narrowing towards the shoulder and oval-
sectioned handles rising from below the rim, shows similarities to the pithoid type, according
to Monachov’s classification.'?” Although the profiles of rim sherds cat. nos. 46 (fig. 5.46), 47
(fig. 5.47), and 48 (fig. 5.48) differ slightly, they share basic characteristics and have straighter
necks.'% All four rim sherds are dated to the end of the sixth century BC and the beginning of
the fifth century BC, in line with other similar examples. The first of the two toes examined in
the study is cat. no. 49 (fig. 5.49) with a button-shaped low and sharp bottom, a hollow inte-
rior, and a spur on the upper edge of the outer face. It was a preferred toe type in the earliest
series of this group (pithoid form). The find dates from the second half of the sixth century BC
and possibly to the early fifth century BC, in line with similar finds.'*® The last find in the Ionian
Beta amphorae group is shallowly hollowed and has a flaring concave plastic ring toe. It can
be considered among the fifth series of Monachov’s classification. The find cat. no. 50 (fig. 5.50)
can be dated to the second quarter of the fifth century BC, in line with similar finds.!!

100 Gook and Dupont 1998, 182; Dupont 2007, 622.

101 Ruban 1991.

192 These amphorae, which Zeest cites as Samian and Protothasian, are grouped in five different variations in a single

group and date from the mid-sixth century BC to the mid-fifth century BC; see Monachov 2003b, 256-57.

103 Tsaravopoulos 1986, 138-39, pl. 31.5.

104 11 this study, 39 percent of the fragments recovered from the early levels under the Tetragonos Agora include

Zeest’s Samian and Protothasos types. Only one sample was analyzed in the analysis results; see Kerschner and
Mommsen 2005, 125-26.
This group of amphorae is grouped as “UYB” in E. Doger’s classification; see Doger 1988, 132.

106 Birzescu 2012, 113-24; Sezgin 2012a, 259-71.
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For similar examples, see Monachov 1999a, 52, fig. 6, no. 1; Chistov et al. 2012, 24, pl. 11, no. 5; Astashova and
Lomtadze 2017, 89, pl. 91.6, cat. no. 181.

For similar amphorae of amphora 47, see Lomtadze 2005, 332, fig. 6, no. 11; Monachov et al. 2019, 117, NA.9. For
parallel examples of amphora number 48, see Monachov 2003a, 255, fig. 25, no. 5; Astashova and Lomtadze 2017,
91-92, pl. 92.15, no. 205. For similar examples of the rim fragment number 49, see Ruban 1991, 187, fig. 5, no. 1;
Monachov 2003a, fig. 25, no. 5.
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109 por similar examples, see Monachov 2003b, 248-49, fig. 1, no. 4; Astashova and Lomtadze 2017, 58, fig. 92.4, cat.

no. 194; Zavoykin 2018, 145, fig. 4, no. 10.

For close analogies see Lomtadze 2005, 332, fig. 6, no. 11; Monachov et al. 2019, 33, fig. 9, no. 10-11, 13; 119,
NA.13.
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Conclusion

Located at a strategic point northeast of the Gulf of Izmir, the settlement of Old Smyrna is
included in the commercial sphere of the Aegean coast and its islands. The impact of being
located in such a fertile geography paved the way for establishing a strong import and export
network with its surroundings. There is a considerable void in the literature of Old Smyrna,
which has been a long-term research topic for both foreign and Turkish researchers since the
20th century. However, relatively few commercial amphorae have contributed to it. The large
number of amphora fragments recorded in the excavation storage, especially in the classifica-
tion works carried out by us with the start of the new period excavations since 2014, reveals
the commercial activity of Old Smyrna. In this context we have categorized many amphora
groups first by place of production and then typologically and chronologically within them-
selves, without deviating from the methods adopted by scholars who have researched the
subject.

The majority of amphorae discovered during previous excavations and some discovered
during recent excavations were dated based on the contexts of the ceramic groups with which
they were found and through comparison with samples from centers around the Aegean and
Black Seas.

As a general assessment, these amphorae dated from the seventh century BC to the end
of the fifth century BC and belonged to various groups according to their forms. The first is
the Attic SOS amphorae, which represent the most distant trade. This group of amphorae,
widely and popularly exported from the middle and last quarter of the seventh century BC to
the first quarter of the sixth century BC and found in many centers, was also founded in the
same period in Old Smyrna. Chian amphorae, whose typology can be traced clearly except
for the funnel-shaped neck group, first appeared with the white-slipped amphorae of the late
seventh century BC and early sixth century BC. This dominated the Archaic Period together
with Clazomenian amphorae. The fifth century BC bulging-neck types from Chios were also
popular as imported products during the period when Persian authority was observed. It is
understood from the finds that Clazomenai, which had a wide commercial network with Chios
in the Archaic Period, had a close relationship with Old Smyrna from the late seventh century
BC through the sixth century BC until the early fifth century BC at the latest. During the fifth
century BC, the commercial relations between Old Smyrna and Clazomenai stopped for the
political reasons according to data obtained from amphora finds. The amphorae with plastic
bands under the mouth, which emerged as a new type with the weakening of Persian poli-
cies, were produced throughout the fourth century BC, with the earliest example dating from
the early fifth century BC. It shows that an intensive export to Old Smyrna was underway
again.'! Among the fragments we examined from Teos, which have recently begun to accept
as a production site from the sixth century BC, there is one fragment. However, it still raising
questions. Amphorae from Lesbos, one of the leading centers in the Aeolian region, are not
a group found extensively in the Archaic Period layers of Old Smyrna. But an amphora with
the standard features of this period is included in this study. Imported pieces were also identi-
fied in the fifth century BC. Our example of Samian amphorae, a preferred group in the pro-
duction market of the Archaic Period, was dated to the first half of the sixth century BC. The
Milesian amphorae found in Old Smyrna are important because they show a trade connection

U1 The study of amphorae from Old Smyrna, some of which date to the second half of the fifth century BC and the

majority to the fourth century BC, is currently under publication.
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with Miletos during the sixth century BC and the fifth century BC, when the city was under
Persian control. The most remarkable groups in this study are the Ionian Alpha and Ionia Beta
amphorae, for which the researchers who conducted the amphora research made different
suggestions as to their place of production. These types, which were intensively produced
and traded in the late sixth century BC and early fifth century BC, were also in demand in Old
Smyrna. By comparing the echinus-rim specimens in the Tonian Alpha group with finds from
the Tektas Burnu Shipwreck, it can be argued that this group was produced in Erythrai. Most
researchers agree that the Tonian Beta amphorae found in the Old Smyrna layers were pro-
duced in an Tonian center of uncertain origin. All but one of the sherds analyzed in this article
date between the late sixth century BC and early fifth century BC, while one example dates to
the second quarter of the fifth century BC. By suggesting that these types are distributed from
a center originating from Ionia, it can be argued that there may have been production in Old
Smyrna. However, this idea is not provable without a clay analysis study or the presence of
any production residues or workshops in the city.

As detailed above, amphorae were imported from the last quarter of the seventh century
BC until the end of the fifth century BC. Our data proves that Old Smyrna was an import mar-
ket for many centers that dominated the amphora trade during this period. It is also believed
that the city’s residents demanded quality and luxury products from a wide range of nearby
centers. In addition, commercial actions changed from time to time due to the effects of politi-
cal movements in the region. To summarize, the commercial amphorae found in Old Smyrna
have been used to conclude the city’s close or distant commercial relations. With this study,
the finds from Old Smyrna will make critical contributions to the literature on amphorae.

Catalogue

SOS Amphorae
1. Fragment of rim-neck. BYR 83, G 3 square, 10.85 m. Diam. of rim: 20 cm, h: 14,4 cm. Fabric:
lime, stone, sand (little), mica (little); 5 YR 7 / 6 (reddish yellow). Slip: 7.5 YR 7 / 4 (pink).
Glaze: 7.5 YR 4 / 4 (brown).
2. Fragment of rim-neck. BYR 84, H 2 square, 10.42 m. Diam. of rim: 19 cm, h: 10,3 cm. Fabric:
lime, stone, sand (little), mica (little); 5 YR 7 / 6 (reddish yellow). Slip: 5 YR 6 / 6 (reddish
brown). Glaze: 10 YR 3 / 1 (very dark gray).
3. Fragment of rim-neck. BYR 83, G 2 square, 10.40 m. Diam. of rim: 20 ¢cm, h: 13,6 ¢cm. Fabric:
lime, stone, sand; 5 YR 7 / 6 (reddish yellow). Slip: 5 YR 8 / 4 (pink). Glaze: 10 YR 3 / 1 (very
dark gray).
4. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 20 cm, h: 10,9 ¢cm. Fabric: lime, stone, sand, mica (little);
5 YR 8/ 4 (pink). Slip: 7.5 YR 8 / 3 (pink). Glaze: 5 YR 4 / 1 (dark gray).
5. Fragment of rim-neck. BYR 84, E-13 square, 11.28 m / 11.21 m. diam. of rim: 18 cm,
h: 15,3 cm. Fabric: lime, stone, sand, mica (little); 5 YR 7 / 6 (reddish yellow). Slip: 2.5 YR 7 / 4
(light reddish brown). Glaze: 7.5 YR 3 / 1 (very dark gray).
Comparanda (1-5): Petrie 1888, 61, pl. 24, no. 9 (Tell Defenneh); Jacopi 1929, 120, pl. 4,
Tomb 86 (Rhodes); 1931, 352, pl. 8, Tomb 205 (600 BC), (Rhodes); Burr 1933, 570-71, figs. 29-
30, nos. 126-29, (seventh century BC) (Athens); Eilmann and Gebauer 1938, 28, pl. 39, no. 5;
Lambrino 1938, 137, fig. 94; Robertson 1940, 19, fig. 8e (seventh-sixth century BC) (Al Mina);
Weinberg 1948, 227, pl. 83, D69, (seventh century BC) (Corinth); Brann 1956, 372, fig. 5, no.
88, (600-540 BO) (Corinth) (second quarter and beginning of the third quarter of the sixth cen-
tury BC); Karageorghis 1960, 278-79, fig. 57 (seventh-sixty century BC) (Cyprus-Nicosia); Brann
1961, 338-39, pl. 80, F 40-42, (third quarter of the seventh century BC), 354, pl. 80, G 37, (third
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and end of the seventh century BC), 369-70, pl. 80, H 45-46, (last quarter of the seventh cen-
tury BC) (Athens); 1962, 32-33, pl. 2, nos. 24 (last quarter of the seventh century BC), 26 (first
half of the seventh century BC), 27 (middle of the seventh century BC), 28 (end of the seventh
century BC), (Athens); Daux 1966, 788, fig. 3 (seventh century BC) (Porto Cheli); Hind 1983
/ 84, 79, fig. 10. (Berezan); Karadima and Koutsoumanis 1995, 683, fig. 10 (sixth century BC)
(Samothrace); Johnston 2005, 363, fig. 26, no. 196 (end of the seventh century BC); Gimatzidis
2010, 288, cat. no. 661, pl. 89-661, 122f (Sindos); Filis 2013, 71, fig. 14a (seventh century BO),
(Akanthos).

Chian Amphorae
6. Fragments of rim. Diam. of rim: 12 ¢m, h: 4,9 c¢m. Fabric: lime, stone, sand, mica (little); 7.5
YR 5/ 3 (brown). Slip: 2.5 Y 8/ 2 (pale brown). Glaze: 7.5 YR 2.5 / 3 (very dark brown).
7. Fragments of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 12 cm, h: 8,9 cm. Fabric: lime, stone, mica, sand (little),
5 YR 7 / 6 (reddish yellow). Slip: 2.5 YR 8 / 1 (white). Glaze: 2.5 YR 6 / 6 (light red).

8. Fragment of rim-neck-handle. BYR 2022 / FMZ, ST 22 trench, west of the wall, 9.41 m / 9.26
m. Diam. of rim: 10,2 ¢m, h: 22,1 em. Fabric: lime (little), sand (little), mica (little); 5 YR 7 / 4
(pink). Slip: 7.5 YR 8 / 2 (pinkish white). Glaze: 10 R 4 / 6 (red) (dark), 10 R 5 / 6 (red) (lighv).
Comparanda (6-8): Anderson 1954, 169, fig. 5, no. 17 (end of the seventh century BC);
Karageorghis 1969, 447, 449, fig. 25 (Cyprus, end of the seventh century BC - beginning of the
sixth century BC); Boardman and Hayes 1973, 62, fig. 25, pl. 32, no. 2258 (Tocra, 620-590 BC);
Doger 1988, 217-18, fig. 26-27, no. 53 (Clazomenai, Monastrakia Necropolis, end of the sev-
enth century BC - beginning of the sixth century BC); Johnston 1993, 364, fig. 8b, pl. 78, no.
108 (Kommos / Crete, end of the seventh century BC); Hiirmiizlii 2003, 397, fig. 68, no. 200
/ m (Clazomenai, Akpmar Necropolis, end of the seventh century BC); Masson 2007, 360, fig.
1.1 (Karnak, end of the seventh century BC - beginning of the sixth century BC); Sezgin 2012a,
116, 130, Khi2.04 (Pitane Necropolis, end of the seventh century BC - beginning of the sixth
century BO).

9. Fragment of rim-neck. Necropolis. Diam. of rim: 10,2 ¢m, h: 16,7 cm. Fabric: stone, sand; 7.5
YR 6 / 4 (light brown). Slip: 7.5 YR 6 / 4 (light brown). Glaze: Rim, 5 YR 4 / 3 (reddish brown),
5 YR 5/ 4 (reddish brown); Trademark, 5 YR 3 / 3 (dark reddish brown).

Comparanda: Lambrino 1938, 110-12, Typ Al, figs. 71-74, 85e; Dimitriu 1966, 90, fig. 52, no.
369 (Histria, Archaic Period, Level 3); Roberts 1986, 67, fig. 42, pl. 18, no. 419-20 (Athens, 520-
480 BO); Lawall 1995, 356, fig. 23 (until 480 BC); Sezgin 1998, fig. 27 (Clazomenai, Akpinar
Necropolis, 530-510 BC) (especially rim); Monachov 1999a, 57-59, fig. 9, nos. 1-4 (Nymphaion
Necropolis, second half of the sixth century BC (similar decoration, more swollen neck); Irimia
2000, 143, fig. 4 and 10 4a-b (second half of the sixth century BO).

10. Fragment of rim-neck. BYR 07, trench of mudbrick fortification wall, between walls. Diam.
of rim: 13,8 ¢cm, h: 19,8 cm. Fabric: lime, stone, sand; 5 YR 6 / 6 (reddish yellow). Slip: 5 YR 7 /
3 (pink), inside: 5 YR 2.5 / 1 (black).

11. Fragment of rim-neck. BYR 07, trench of mudbrick fortification wall, between walls. Diam.
of rim: 13,4 c¢m, h: 19,3 c¢m. Fabric: stone, lime (little) sand (little); 7.5 YR 6 / 4 (light brown).
Slip: 7.5 YR 6 / 3 (light brown), inside: 7.5 YR 2.5 / 1 (black).

Comparanda (10-11): Boulter 1953, 104-5, pl. 39, no. 150 (Athens, middle of the fifth century
BO); Knigge 1976, 180-81, pl. 92.3 (Kerameikos, 470-460 BC); 146, pl. 62.5 (Kerameikos, mid-
dle of the fifth century BC); Williams and Fisher 1976, 107, pl. 20 (Corinth, 460-440 BC); Cistov
and Domzalski 2002, 106, fig. 9, no. 6 (third quarter of the fifth century); Monachov 2003a, 237,
fig. 7, nos. 4-6; Carlson 2004, fig. 29, no. 13 (Tektas Burnu Shipwreck, 450-440 BOC).

12. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 16,4 ¢cm, h: 20,9 cm. Fabric: stone (little), lime (little)
mica (little); 2.5 YR 6 / 6 (light red). Slip: 2.5 YR 7 / 4 (light reddish brown).

Comparanda: Lawall 1995, 92, fig. 33.6 (Athens, 425 BC); Monachov 2003a, 19-20, fig. 8, no.
6 (440-430 BC); Kakhidze and Khalvashi 2010, 136, pl. 74.6 (Pichvnari, third quarter of the
fifth century BO).
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13. Fragment of foot. BYR 84, b 2 - ¢ 2, 11.72 m / 11.62 m. Diam. of toe: 3,6 cm, h: 10,8 cm.
Fabric: stone, mica, sand (little); 2.5 YR 6 / 6 (light red). Slip: 2.5 YR 7 / 4 (light reddish brown).
Comparanda: Abramov et al. 1991, 74, fig. 2.8 (end of the fifth century BC); Monachov 2003a,
20, fig. 9, no. 6 (Olbia, 420 / 410 BC); Kakhidze and Khalvashi 2010, 136, pls. 74.7, 75.4.
(Pichvnari, last quarter of the fifth century BO).

Clazomenian Amphorae

Seventh Century BC

14. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: -, h: 11.4 cm. Fabric: stone, mica, lime, sand; 10 R 6 / 4
(pale red). Slip: 2.5 YR 5 / 8 (red). Glaze: 2.5 YR 4 / 2 (weak red) / 2.5 YR 4 / 4 (reddish brown).
Comparanda: Dupont and Skarlatidou 2005, 79, 81, fig. 2b (Abdera, beginning of the third of
the seventh century).

15. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 11 ¢m, h: 5,2 c¢m. Fabric: stone, lime, sand; 2.5 YR 6 / 6
(light red). Slip: 2.5 YR 6 / 6 (light red). Glaze: 10 R’ 5 / 6 (red).

Comparanda: Boardman and Hayes 1973, 04, fig. 25, no. 2268 (Tocra, Deposit D); Calvet and
Yon 1977, 18, cat. no. 106, pl. 10 (Cyprus, end of the seventh century BC); Doger 1988, 184, fig.
1, pl. 1, cat. no. 1 (Clazomenai / Kalabak 2 Necropolis, 635-630 BC); Dupont and Skarlatidou
2005, 79, 81, fig. 2a (Abdera, beginning of the third of the seventh century).

16. Almost complete. Diam. of rim: 14 ¢cm, Diam. of foot: 8,4 cm, h: 60,2 cm. Necropolis. Fabric:
stone, lime, sand, mica (little); 5 YR 6 / 6 (yellowish red). Slip: 5 YR 5 / 4 (reddish brown).
Glaze: 10 R 4 / 8 (red).

Comparanda: Boardman and Hayes 1973, 04, fig. 25, no. 2268 (Tocra, Deposit D); Calvet and
Yon 1977, 18, cat. no. 106, pl. 10 (Cyprus, end of the seventh century BC); Doger 1988, 188-89,
fig. 4, cat. no. 10 (Clazomenai / HBT Sector, 600-590 BC and before); Dupont and Skarlatidou
2005, 79, 81, fig. 2a (Abdera, beginning of the third of the seventh century).

First Half of the Sixth Century BC

17. Foot, body, handles. Necropolis. Diam. of foot: 7,5 ¢cm, h: 49,2 cm. Necropolis. Fabric: lime,
sand; 5 YR 6 / 6 (reddish yellow). Slip: 5 YR 6 / 4 (light reddish brown). Glaze: 10 R 4 / 3 (weak
red) / 10 R5/ 6 (red).

Comparanda: Doger 1988, 193-94, fig. 8, pl. 2, no. 19 (Clazomenai, Kalabak 2 Necropolis, first
half of the sixth century BC); Rizzo 1990, fig. 198 (Vulci, Tomba Cantorini, 600-575 BC); Sezgin
2012a, 62, 77, Kla5.07 (Clazomenai, Akpinar Necropolis, 600-575 BO).

18. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 15 c¢m, h: 4,6 cm. Fabric: mica, stone, sand; 7.5 R 6 / 6
(light red). Slip: 7.5 R 6 / 6 (light red), 2.5 YR 7 / 4 (light reddish brown), Glaze: 5 YR 4 / 1 (dark
gray).

Comparanda: Dimitriu 1966, 103, pl. 54, no. 525 (Histria, 600-570 / 560 BC); Doger 1988, 190,
fig. 5, no. 3 (Clazomenai, 600-590 / 570 BO).

19. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 14 ¢m, h: 6,6 cm. Fabric: stone, sand, lime; 2.5 YR 6 / 6
(light red). Slip: 2.5 YR 6 / 6 (light red). Glaze: 10 R 5/ 8 (red).

Comparanda: Dimitriu 1966, 103, pl. 54, no. 525 (Histria, 600-570 / 560 BC); Calvet and Yon
1977, 19, pl. 12, no. 121-22; Doger 1988, 189, fig. 4, no. 11 (Clazomenai, 600-590 BC and
before).

20. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 11,4 cm, h: 5,4 cm. Fabric: lime, stone, sand; 10 R 5 /
6 (red). Slip: 5 YR 5 / 4 (reddish brown). Glaze: 2.5 YR 3 / 1 (dark reddish gray) / 7.5 YR 5/ 6
(red).

Comparanda: Doger 1988, 189, fig. 4, no. 11 (Clazomenai, 600-590 BC and before).

21. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 13 ¢m, h: 5,2 cm. Fabric: stone, sand; 5 YR 6 / 4 (light
reddish brown). Slip: 2.5 YR 6 / 4 (light reddish brown) / 5 YR 5 / 4 (reddish brown).
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Comparanda: Tzochev 2011, 78, fig. 3, no. 10 (Bourgas, first half of the sixth century BO).

22. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 7,6 cm, h: 7,1 ¢cm. Fabric: stone, lime, sand, mica (little);
10 R 5 / 4 (weak red). Slip: 5 YR 5 / 6 (yellowish red), 5 YR 5 / 6 (yellowish red), 25 YR 7 / 6
(light red).

Comparanda: Ersoy 1993, 57, 402, pl. 39, no. 344 (Clazomenai); Yaldir 2009, 394, fig. 21, no.
T40 (Daskyleion, first quarter of the sixth century BO).

23. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 6 ¢cm, h: 7,3 cm. stone, mica, lime (little), sand (little);
Fabric: 5 YR 7 / 4 (pink), Slip: 5 YR 7 / 4 (pink), 5 YR 6 / 4 (light reddish brown).
Comparanda: Boardman and Hayes 1973, 62, fig. 25, no. 2263 (Tocra, 590-565 BC, Deposit 1D);
Atila and Okan 2018, 100, fig. 4, cat. no. 19 (Phocaea, first half of the sixth century BC).

Second Half of the Sixth Century BC
24. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of foot: 11,8 cm, h: 6,3 cm. Fabric: stone, lime, mica (little); 2.5
YR 6 / 6 (light red). Slip: 2.5 YR 6 / 4 (light reddish brown) / 2.5 YR 6 / 3 (light reddish brown).
Glaze: 7.5 R 5/ 6 (red).
Comparanda: Lambrino 1938, 133-34, figs. 76-77 (Histria, second half of the sixth century BOC);
Doger 1988, 197-98, fig. 10, pls. 3-4, no. 25 (Clazomenai, last quarter of the sixth century BO);
Monachov 2003a, 54, fig. 33, no. 2 (second half of the sixth century BO).
25. Fragment of rim, neck, handle. Diam. of rim: 13 c¢m, h: 10,7 cm. Fabric: lime, stone, sand; 2.5
YR 6 / 6 (light red). Slip: 2.5 YR 8 / 2 (pinkish white) / 2.5 YR 4 / 2 (weak red). Glaze: 2.5 YR
2.5/ 1 (reddish black).
Comparanda: Karageorghis 1970, 63, pl. 116.22 (Salamis / Cyprus, 550-500 BC); Doger 1988,
197, tig. 10, pl. 10, no. 25 (Clazomenai, last quarter of the sixth century BC).
26. Fragment of rim, neck, handle. Diam. of rim: 13 ¢m, h: 4,7 ¢cm. Fabric: stone, lime, sand (lit-
tle); 10 R 7 / 6 (light red). Slip: 7.5 YR 8 / 3 (pink) / 2.5 YR 7 / 8 (light red). Glaze: 7.5 YR 2.5 /
1 (black) / 10 R 5 / 6 (red).
Comparanda: Karageorghis 1970, 63, pl. 116.22 (Salamis / Cyprus, 550-500 BC); Doger 1988,
197-98, fig. 10, pls. 3-4, no. 25 (Clazomenai, last quarter of the sixth century BC); Monachov
1999a, 73, fig. 15, no. 3 (Berezan, 500-480 BC).
27. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 15 cm, h: 4,3 cm. Fabric: lime, stone, sand (little), mica
(little); 10 R 6 / 4 (pale red). Slip: 2.5 YR 7 / 4 (light reddish brown) / 5 YR 6 / 3 (light reddish
brown). Glaze: 5 YR 2.5/ 1 (black) / 5 YR 6 / 3 (light reddish brown).
Comparanda: Karageorghis 1970, 63, pl. 116.22 (Salamis / Cyprus, 550-500 BC); Doger 1988,
197-98, fig. 10, pls. 3-4, no. 25 (Clazomenai, last quarter of the sixth century BC); Monachov
1999a, 73, fig. 15, no. 3 (Berezan, 500-480 BC).
28. Fragment of rim. Diam. of rim: 10,4 ¢m, h: 3,4 cm. Fabric: stone, lime, sand, mica (little);
10 R 7 / 6 (light red). Slip: 5 YR 7 / 4 (pink) / 7.5 YR 8 / 3 (pink). Glaze: 2.5 YR 3 / 2 (dusky
red) / 2.5 YR 5/ 6 (red).
Comparanda: Karageorghis 1970, 63, pl. 116.22 (Salamis / Cyprus, 550-500 BC); Doger 1988,
197-98, fig. 10, pls. 3-4, no. 25 (Clazomenai, last quarter of the sixth century BC); Monachov
1999a, 73, fig. 15, no. 3 (Berezan, 500-480 BC).
29. Fragment of rim-neck. BYR 84, C-14, 11.80 m - 11.49 m. Diam. of rim: 13 c¢m, h: 7 cm.
Fabric: stone, sand, lime (little); 10 R 7 / 6 (light red). Slip: 2.5 YR 7 / 8 (light red) / 5 YR 6 / 6
(reddish yellow). Glaze: 2.5 YR 4 / 3 (reddish brown) / 10 R 5 / 6 (red).
Comparanda: Sezgin 2009, 129, pl. 24, cat. no. 7.16 (Pitane, 550-500 BO).
30. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 6,8 cm, h: 7 ¢cm. Fabric: lime, stone, sand (little), mica (lit-
tle); 5 YR 6 / 4 (light reddish brown). Slip: 5 YR 6 / 4 (light reddish brown) / 5 YR 8 / 1 (white),
5 YR 6/ 3 (light reddish brown).
Comparanda: Doger 1988, 197-98, fig. 10, pls. 3-4 (Clazomenai, Yildiztepe Necropolis, last
quarter of the sixth century BO).
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31. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 6,3 c¢m, h: 7,2 cm. Fabric: lime, sand; 2.5 YR 5 / 4 (reddish
brown). Slip: 5 YR 6 / 4 (light reddish brown) /5 YR 5 / 4 (reddish brown).

Comparanda: Monachov 1999b, 181, 183, fig. 2.2 (Taurikon / Myrmekion, second half of the
sixth century BO).

32. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 5,9 cm, h: 10,7 cm. Fabric: stone, lime (little), sand (little),
mica; 10 R 5/ 4 (weak red). Slip: 2.5 YR 6 / 6 (light red) / 10 R 4 / 2 (weak red).
Comparanda: Doger 1988, 207-8, fig. 19, 25, pl. 3, cat. no. 38 (Clazomenai, Yildiztepe
Necropolis, end of the sixth century BC, around 500 BC); Monachov 1999b, 181, 183, fig. 4
(Porthmeion, beginning fifth century BO).

Teian Amphora

33. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 6 cm, h: 9,9 cm. Fabric: stone, lime, mica; 10 R 5 / 4 (weak
red). Slip: 10 YR 6 / 2 (light brownish gray).

Comparanda: Monachov 1999b, 168, fig. 7 (end of the seventh century BC - middle of the sixth
century BC); Pesenti 2015, 298-99, no. A-S-29.

Lesbian Amphorae

34. Almost complete. Diam. of foot: 7,7 ¢cm, h: 62 cm. Fabric: mica, stone; 10 YR 5 / 2 (grayish
brown), Slip: 10 YR 2 / 1 (black).

Comparanda: Ruban 1983, 285, fig. 1, no. 14 (middle of the sixth century BC); Cook and
Dupont 1998, 158, fig. 23.4b (first half of the sixth century BC); Fantalkin 2001, 94-5, fig. 34, no.
2; Monachov et. al. 2020, 115, LG.2 (second and third of the sixth century BC).

35. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 3,6 cm, h: 15,2 ¢cm. Fabric: mica, stone, lime; 10 YR 6 / 3
(pale brown). Slip: 10 YR 6 / 2 (light brownish gray).

Comparanda: Ruban 1990, 18, fig. 4, type 2 (end of the sixth century BC - beginning of the fifth
century BC).

36. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 2,8 cm, h: 12,7 cm. Fabric: mica, stone, sand (little); 7.5 YR
5/ 1 (gray). Slip: 10 YR 7 / 1 (light gray).

Comparanda: Cistov and Domzalski 2002, 105, fig. 8, nos. 10-12 (end of the fifth century BC-
first quarter of the fourth century); Tzochev 2011, 81, fig. 6, no. 20 (Classical Period).

Milesian Amphorae

37. Fragment of rim-neck. BYR 86, A / 11-12, 11.45 m / 11.25 m. Diam. of rim: 15.4 ¢cm, h: 8 cm.
Fabric: mica, stone, lime (little); 7.5 YR 7 / 4 (pink). Slip: 7.5 YR 4 / 1 (dark gray).
Comparanda: Ruban 1991, 182, fig. 2.1 (Berezan, 550 / 490-480 BC); Voigtlinder 1982, fig. 28,
no. 171 (Miletos, sixth century BC); Naso 2005, 76, 83, fig. 3, cat. no. 10 (Miletos / Kalabaktepe,
520-500 BO).

38. Almost complete. TG-1 trench, BYR 15, 6.42 m. Diam. of rim: 14,3 c¢m, h: 76,2 cm. Fabric:
sand, lime, mica, gold mica; 5 YR 6 / 6 (reddish yellow). Slip: 5 YR 7 / 4 (pink).

Comparanda: Dupont 1982, 175, fig. 23.9e (foot profile, middle of the fifth century BC);
Monachov 2013, 30, table 1, no. 5 (rim profile, type 1b / last quarter of the fifth century BO).

39. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 3.8 cm, h: 4.7 cm. Fabric: lime, mica, stone (little); 5 YR 7 /
6 (reddish yellow), Slip: 2.5 YR 7 / 4 (light reddish brown).

Comparanda: Cook and Dupont 1998, 175, fig. 23.9e (middle of the fifth century BC); Lawall
1995, fig. 75, below (fifth century BO).

Samian Amphora

40. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 12,2 ¢cm, h: 12,2 cm. Fabric: mica, sand, lime (little); 2.5
YR 6/ 6 (light red). Slip: 2.5 YR 7 / 3 (light reddish brown).
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Comparanda: Calvet and Yon 1977, 19, pl. 11, cat. no. 115 (Salamis / Cyprus, 600-550 BC);
Docter 2000, 69-70, cat. 3, fig. 8c (Carthage, 600-550 BC), Atila 2005, 116, fig. 4, cat. no. 24
(Daskyleion, second half of the sixth century BC); Buyskykh 2014, 96, fig. 10, no. 8 (Borysthenes,
not after middle of the sixth century BO).

Ionian Alpha / Erythraiz Amphorae
41. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 14,4 cm, h: 11,4 cm. Fabric: stone (little), sand, lime,
mica (little); 5 YR 6 / 6 (reddish yellow). Slip: 2.5 YR 6 / 4 (reddish yellow).
42. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 15 ¢m, h: 11,3 cm. Fabric: lime, mica, stone (little); 5 YR
6 / 4 (light reddish brown). Slip: 2.5 YR 7 / 4 (light reddish brown).
43. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 14,2 ¢cm, h: 11,8 cm. Fabric: sand, lime, mica (little); 7.5
YR 6 / 4 (light brown). Slip: 5 YR 7 / 3 (pink).
Comparanda (42, 43, 44): Carlson 2004, 170, fig. 34, cat. no. 15 (Tektas Burnu Shipwreck, 450-
440 BO); Carlson and Lawall 2005 / 06, 35, fig. 3 (Gordion); Monachov 2013, 30-31, fig. 1.3 /
type 1a, end of the fifth century BC).
44. Fragment of foot. BYR 84, C2 (?) 13.45 m / 13.40 m. Diam. of rim: 4 ¢m, h: 7,6 c¢m. Fabric:
lime, sand, mica (little); 5 YR 7 / 4 (pink). Slip: 5 YR 6 / 1 (gray).
Comparanda: Doger 1988, 264-65, fig. 51, pl. 20, cat. no. 133 (Clazomenai, Yildiztepe
Necropolis, end of the sixth century BC); Carlson 2004, 173, 229, fig. 41 (Tektas Burnu
Shipwreck, middle of the fifth century BC); Sezgin 2012a, 255, Ionia a. 14 (Clazomenai, Akpinar
Nekropolisi / beginning of the fifth century BO).

Ionian Beta Amphorae
45. Fragment of rim-neck. Diam. of rim: 11,1 ¢m, h: 12 cm. Fabric: lime, mica; 5 YR 6 / 4 (light
reddish brown), Slip: 5 YR 6 / 6 (reddish yellow).
Comparanda: Monachov 1999a, 52, fig. 6, no. 1; Chistov et. al. 2012, 24, pl. 11, no. 5; Astashova
and Lomtadze 2017, 89, pl. 91.6, cat. no. 181.
46. Fragment of rim. Diam. of rim: 13 ¢m, h: 10,7 c¢m. Fabric: lime, sand, mica; 2.5 YR 6 / 4 (light
reddish brown). Slip: 5 YR 6 / 6 (reddish yellow).
Comparanda: Lomtadze 2005, 332, fig. 6, no. 11 (end of the sixth century BC - beginning of the
fifth century BC); Monachov et al. 2019, 117, NA.9 (500-480 BO).
47. Fragment of rim. Diam. of rim: 11 ¢m, h: 8,1 cm. Fabric: sand, mica, lime; 5 YR 5 / 6 (yellow-
ish red). Slip: 5 YR 7 / 4 (pink).
Comparanda: Monachov 2003a, 255, fig. 25, no. 5; Astashova and Lomtadze 2017, 91-92, pl. 92-
15, no. 205 (end of the sixth century BC - beginning of the fifth century BC).
48. Fragment of rim. Diam. of rim: 10,2 ¢m, h: 5,3 cm. Fabric: lime, sand, mica (little), stone
(little); 10 R 6 / 6 (light red), Slip: 5 YR 7 / 2 (pinkish gray).
Comparanda: Ruban 1991, 187, fig. 5, no. 1; Monachov 2003a, 255, fig. 25, no. 5 (500-470 BC).
49. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 4,8 cm, h: 6,6 cm. Fabric: mica, stone, lime; 2.5 YR 6 / 6
(light red). Slip: 7.5 YR 6 / 4 (light brown).
Comparanda: Astashova and Lomtadze 2017, 58, fig. 92.4, cat. no. 194 (second half of the
sixth century BC); Zavoykin 2018, 145, fig. 4, no. 10 (Phanagoria, end of the sixth century BC
- beginning of the fifth century BC); Monachov 2003b, 248-49, fig. 1, no. 4 (Olbia Necropolis,
550-500 BO).
50. Fragment of foot. Diam. of foot: 3.6 ¢cm, h: 7,7 cm. Fabric: sand, mica, lime; 2.5 YR 6 / 4
(light reddish brown). Slip: 10 YR 8 / 3 (very pale brown).
Comparanda: Monachov et. al. 2019, 33, fig. 9, no. 10-11, 13; 119, NA.13 (second quarter of the
fifth century BC); Lomtadze 2005, 332, fig. 6, no. 11.
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FIG.2 Amphorae 1-13.
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FIG. 3 Amphorae 14-32.
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FIG. 4 Amphorae 33-39.
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FIG. 5 Amphorae 40-50.
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