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MERSIN UNIiVERSITESI
KILIKIA ARKEOLOJISINI ARASTIRMA MERKEZI
BILIMSEL SURELI YAYINI ‘OLBA’

Amag
Olba siireli yaymi; Kiigiikasya, Akdeniz bolgesi ve Ortadogu’ya iligkin orijinal
sonuglar iceren Arkeolojik calismalarda sadece belli bir alan veya bolge ile sinirl
kalmaksizin 'Eski Cag Bilimleri'ni birbirinden ayirmadan ve bir biitiin olarak benim-
seyerek bilim diinyasina degerli ¢caligmalar1 sunmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Kapsam

Olba siireli yayin1 Mayis ayinda olmak tizere yilda bir kez basilir. Yayinlanmasi
istenilen makalelerin en ge¢ her yi1l Kasim ay1 sonunda gonderilmis olmas1 gerek-
mektedir.

1998 yilindan bu yana basilan Olba; Kiigiikasya, Akdeniz bolgesi ve Ortadogu’ya
iligkin orijinal sonuclar iceren Prehistorya, Protohistorya, Klasik Arkeoloji, Klasik
Filoloji (ile Eski¢ag Dilleri ve Kiiltiirleri), Eski¢ag Tarihi, Niimizmatik ve Erken
Hiristiyanlik Arkeolojisi alanlarinda yazilmig makaleleri kapsamaktadir.

Yaym Ilkeleri
1. a- Makaleler, Word ortaminda yazilmig olmalidir.

b- Metin 10 punto; 6zet, dipnot, katalog ve bibliografya 9 punto olmak tizere, Times
New Roman (PC ve Macintosh ) harf karakteri kullanilmalidir.

c-Dipnotlar her sayfanin altina verilmeli ve makalenin basindan sonuna kadar sayisal
siireklilik izlemelidir.

d-Metin icinde bulunan ara bagliklarda, kii¢iik harf kullanilmali ve koyu (bold)
yazilmalidir. Bunun disindaki segenekler (tiimiiniin biiyiik harf yazilmasi, alt ¢izgi
ya da italik) kullanilmamalidir.

2. Noktalama (tireler) isaretlerinde dikkat edilecek hususlar:
a) Metin icinde her climlenin ortasindaki virgiilden ve sonundaki noktadan sonra bir
tab bosluk birakilmalidir.

b) Ciimle i¢inde veya ciimle sonunda yer alan dipnot numaralarinin herbirisi nok-
talama (nokta veya virgiil) isaretlerinden 6nce yer almalidir.
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¢) Metin icinde yer alan “fig.” ibareleri, parantez icinde verilmeli; fig. ibaresinin
noktasindan sonra bir tab bosluk birakilmali (fig. 3); ikiden fazla ardigik figiir belir-
tiliyorsa iki rakam arasina bogluksuz kisa tire konulmalt (fig. 2-4). Ardisik degilse,
sayilar arasina nokta ve bir tab bosluk birakilmalidir (fig. 2. 5).

d)Ayrica bibliyografya ve kisaltmalar kisminda bir yazar, iki soyadi tasiyorsa
soyadlar1 arasinda bogluk birakmaksizin kisa tire kullanilmalidir (Dentzer-Feydy); bir
makale birden fazla yazarli ise her yazardan sonra bir bogluk, ardindan uzun tire ve
yine bosluktan sonra diger yazarin soyadi gelmelidir (Hagel — Tomaschitz).

3. “Bibliyografya ve Kisaltmalar" boliimii makalenin sonunda yer almali, dipnot-
larda kullanilan kisaltmalar, burada agiklanmalidir. Dipnotlarda kullanilan kaynaklar
kisaltma olarak verilmeli, kisaltmalarda yazar soyadi, yayin tarihi, sayfa (ve varsa
levha ya da resim) siralamasina sadik kalinmalidir. Sadece bir kez kullanilan yayinlar
icin bile ayn1 kurala uyulmalidir.

Bibliyografya (kitaplar i¢in):
Richter 1977 Richter, G., Greek Art, NewYork.
Bibliyografya (Makaleler i¢in):

Corsten 1995 Corsten, Th., “Inschriften aus dem Museum von Denizli”, Ege
Universitesi Arkeoloji Dergisi 111, 215-224, lev. LIV-LVIL

Dipnot (kitaplar ve makaleler igin)

Richter 1977, 162, res. 217.

Diger Kisaltmalar

age. ad1 gecen eser
ay. ayni yazar

vd. ve devami
yak. yaklagik

v.d. ve digerleri

y.dn. yukart dipnot

dn. dipnot
a.dn. asag1 dipnot
bk. Bakiniz

4. Tiim resim, ¢izim ve haritalar i¢in sadece "fig." kisaltmasit kullanilmali ve figiirlerin
numaralandirilmasinda stireklilik olmalidir. (Levha, Resim, Cizim, Sekil, Harita ya
da bir bagka ifade veya kisaltma kesinlikle kullanilmamalidir).
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Kapsam / Yayin Ilkeleri XI

. Bir bagka kaynaktan alint1 yapilan figiirlerin sorumlulugu yazara aittir, bu sebeple

kaynak belirtilmelidir.
Makale metninin sonunda figtirler listesi yer almalidir.

Metin yukarida belirtilen formatlara uygun olmak kaydiyla 20 sayfayr gegmeme-
lidir. Figiirlerin toplami1 10 adet civarinda olmalidir.

. Makaleler Tiirkge, ingilizce veya Almanca yazilabilir. Tiirkge yazilan makalel-

erde yaklagik 500 kelimelik Tiirkge ve Ingilizce yada Almanca ozet kesinlikle
bulunmalidir. ingilizce veya Almanca yazilan makalelerde ise en az 500 kelimelik
Tiirkce ve Ingilizce veya Almanca 6zet bulunmalidir. Makalenin her iki dilde de
bashig1 gonderilmeldir.

Ozetin altinda, Tiirk¢e ve Ingilizce veya Almanca olmak iizere alti anahtar kelime
verilmelidir.

Metin, figiirler ve figiirlerin dizilimi (layout); ayrica makale icinde kullanilan 6zel
fontlar ‘zip’lenerek, We Transfer tiirlinde bir program ile bilgisayar ortaminda gon-
derilmelidir; ¢ikti olarak gonderilmesine gerek yoktur.

Figiirlerde ¢oziiniirliik en az 300 dpi; format ise tif veya jpeg olmalidir.
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Scope

Olba is printed once a year in May. Deadline for sending papers is the end of
November each year.

The Journal ‘Olba’, being published since 1998 by the ‘Research Center of Cilician
Archeology’ of the Mersin University (Turkey), includes original studies done on
prehistory, protohistory, classical archaeology, classical philology (and ancient lan-
guages and cultures), ancient history, numismatics and early christian archeology of
Asia Minor, the Mediterranean region and the Near East.

Publishing Principles
1. a. Articles should be written in Word programs.

b. The text should be written in 10 puntos ; the abstract, footnotes, catalogue and
bibliography in 9 puntos ‘Times New Roman’ (for PC and for Macintosh).

c. Footnotes should take place at the bottom of the page in continous numbering.

d. Titles within the article should be written in small letters and be marked as bold.
Other choises (big letters, underline or italic) should not be used.

2. Punctuation (hyphen) Marks:

a) One space should be given after the comma in the sentence and after the dot at the
end of the sentence.

b) The footnote numbering within the sentence in the text, should take place before
the comma in the sentence or before the dot at the end of the sentence.

¢) The indication fig.:
*It should be set in brackets and one space should be given after the dot (fig. 3);

*If many figures in sequence are to be indicated, a short hyphen without space
between the beginning and last numbers should be placed (fig. 2-4); if these are not
in sequence, a dot and space should be given between the numbers (fig. 2. 5).
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d) In the bibliography and abbreviations, if the author has two family names, a short
hyphen without leaving space should be used (Dentzer-Feydy); if the article is written
by two or more authors, after each author a space, a long hyphen and again a space
should be left before the family name of the next author (Hagel — Tomaschitz).

3. The ‘Bibliography’ and ‘Abbreviations’ should take part at the end of the article.
The ‘Abbrevations’ used in the footnotes should be explained in the ‘Bibliography’
part. The bibliography used in the footnotes should take place as abbreviations and
the following order within the abbreviations should be kept: Name of writer, year
of publishment, page (and if used, number of the illustration). This rule should be
applied even if a publishment is used only once.

Bibliography (for books):
Richter 1977 Richter, G., Greek Art, NewYork.

Bibliography (for articles):

Corsten 1995 Corsten, Th., “Inschriften aus dem Museum von Denizli”, Ege Universitesi
Arkeoloji Dergisi II1I, 215-224, pl. LIV-LVIL

Footnotes (for books and articles):

Richter 1977, 162, fig. 217.

Miscellaneous Abbreviations:

op. cit. in the work already cited

idem an auther that has just been mentioned
ff following pages

et al. and others

n. footnote

see see

infra see below

supra see above

4. For all photographies, drawings and maps only the abbreviation ‘fig.” should be used
in continous numbering (remarks such as Plate, Picture, Drawing, Map or any other
word or abbreviaton should not be used).

5. Photographs, drawings or maps taken from other publications are in the responsibil-
ity of the writers; so the sources have to be mentioned.

6. A list of figures should take part at the end of the article.
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The text should be within the remarked formats not more than 20 pages, the drawing
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. Papers may be written in Turkish, English or German. Papers written in Turkish

must include an abstract of 500 words in Turkish and English or German. It will be
appreciated if papers written in English or German would include a summary of 500
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A BRONZE BOWL WITH SWIVELLING HANDLE FROM
SARHOYUK - DORYLAION

Mahmut Bilge BASTURK — Elif BASTURK *

oz
Sarhdéyiik — Dorylaion’dan Déner Halka Kulplu Tun¢ Bir Kap

1989 yilindan bugiine arkeolojik kazilarin devam ettigi Sarhdyiik-Dorylaion yerlesmesi, Geg
Kalkolitik Cag’dan MS 12. yiizy1l sonlarina dek neredeyse kesintisiz bir yerlesim silsilesi gos-
termektedir. Hoyiik tizerinde temsil edilen kiiltiirel donemlerden biri de Ge¢ Phryg/Akhamenid
Donem tabakasidir. Bu tabakanin iizerinde, Geg Klasik — Erken Hellenistik Donem’e geg¢isi temsil
eden tabakalar agiga ¢ikarilmistir. Makalenin konusunu olusturan déner halka kulplu tung kabi,
Erken Hellenistik Donem’in en erken tabakalari tarafindan az miktarda tahrip edilmis bir baglamda
tespit edilmistir. Dogu Akdeniz kokenli bir formun, smirlt benzer 6rnekleriyle beraber, Akhamenid
Dénem iislup 6zellikleriyle yorumlandig: ve iiretimine devam edildigi anlasilmaktadir. Merkezi
rozet figiirli, agizdaki kisa dil/yumurta dizisi ve hayvan bash eklentileri ile dikkat ¢eken kap,
MO 6. yiizyil sonundan MO 4. yiizyil baslarma dek tarihlenebilecek ozelliklere isaret etmektedir.
Ancak, incelenen kabin acgiga cikarildigi tabakadaki diger buluntular tizerine yapilan ¢aligmalar,
kabin MO 4. yiizy1ilin ikinci yarist ortalarinda halen kullanimda oldugunu veya kabin éngériilenden
daha geg bir tarihte iiretilmis olabilecegini géstermektedir. Kabin detaylari, incelenen eserin Orta/
Geg Akhamenid donemde heniiz net olarak bilemedigimiz bir metal isleme geleneginin parcasi
olabilecegini disiindiirmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dorylaion, Hellenistik, Akhamenid, Pers, Tung Kap, Geg Klasik Dénem.

ABSTRACT

The ancient site Sarhdyiik — Dorylaion/Dorylacum, being excavated since 1989, exhibits an
almost uninterrupted settlement sequence between the Late Chalcolithic period and the end of the
12t century AD. One of the strata represented on the mound is the Late Phrygian / Achaemenian
period with Late Classical — Early Hellenistic phases covering the layer. The bronze bowl with a
rim band and swivelling handle was unearthed in a context lightly disturbed by the earliest con-

* Assoc. Prof. Dr. Mahmut Bilge Bastiirk, Anadolu University, Faculty of Humanities, Archacology
Department, Protohistory and Near Eastern Archaeology. Yunusemre Campus, Eskisehir / TURKEY.
E-posta: bilgebasturk @ gmail.com; mbbasturk @anadolu.edu.tr. Orcid No: 0000-0003-4421-6084
Dr. Elif Bastiirk, Ahi Evran University, Faculty of Arts and Sciences, Archaeology Department, Proto-
history and Near Eastern Archaeology. Bagbasi Campus, Kirsehir / TURKEY.

E-posta: elif.basturk @ gmail.com. Orcid No: 0000-0003-3937-7779
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struction phase of the Early Hellenistic period. The bowl attracts attention with its central rosette
medallion, tongue pattern on the rim and animal headed terminals. It recalls the stylistic features
of a period between the end of the 6™ and the first quarter of the 4 century BC. The study on the
context of the bowl, with the help of some intact vessels, suggests a later date, indicating that the
bowl was in use or produced during the midst of the second half of the 4™ century BC. The details
of the bowl may indicate a Middle/Late Achaemenid workmanship, which is yet unknown to us

Keywords: Dorylaion/Dorylacum, Hellenistic, Achaemenid, Persian, Bronze Bowl, Late
Classical.

Rising just to the north-east of modern Eskisehir city centre, Sarhoyiik (Dorylaion)
is one of the largest mounds in the area, with a diameter of 450 x 400 meters and a
height of 17 meters above today’s plain level. Thanks to the excavations being carried
out since 19891, what is left of the necropolis and the outer town, and the mound itself
have been protected against the expansion of the modern city (fig. 1).

Recent studies have revealed detailed information on the stratigraphy of the mo-
und, an almost uninterrupted settlement process with eight distinct cultural phases?,
the earliest beginning with the Late Chalcolithic Period, and the latest belonging to
the end of the 12" century AD. The phases before Late Bronze Age have not yet been
unearthed with actual architectural layers, but identified with numerous samples of
findings3. A new level, SH 0 was also added to the stratigraphical sequence, since this
level gives data about the very last activities on the mound during the 19" century,
with the destruction of Byzantine structures for the railroad construction, until around
1922, with the military trenches dug for the protection of the topographical crest and
the commanding height. The periodisation on the mound can be given as follows:

SH 0 Late 19" century — Turkish War of Independence (early 20" century)
SHI Late Roman / Byzantine period
SH I Roman period

SH 111 Hellenistic period

SHIV Iron Age

SHV Late Bronze Age

SH VI Middle Bronze Age (no actual architectural layers)

1 Archaeological investigation at Sarhdyiik — Dorylaion/Dorylaeum began in 1989, under the direction
of M. Darga until 2003, and continued by T. Tiifek¢i-Sivas between 2005 and 2012. Current studies at
Sarhoyiik ares conducted by Eskisehir Eti Archaeological Museum, under the scientific consultancy of
M. B. Bastiirk. The excavations are supported by Republic of Turkey — Ministry of Culture and Tourism,
and Anadolu University.

2 Please note that the previous periodisation in the publications refer to seven cultural phases, SH I to SH
VII. For a general stratigraphy and a detailed introduction of the excavations at Sarhoyiik, see Tiifekgi-
Sivas — Sivas 2014, 151-165; Tiifek¢i-Sivas 2018, 97-124. Also see Bastiirk et al. 2017, 263-274 and
Bagtiirk 2019 for the stratigraphical sequence.

3 For prehistoric material from the site, see Sivas 2004; Sivas 2009 and Bastiirk — Bastiirk 2017.
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SH VII Early Bronze Age (no actual architectural layers)
SH VIII  Late Chalcolithic period (no actual architectural layers)

In relation with the finding that will be discussed below, the stratigraphy of the
Hellenistic period is one of the well-understood and unearthed periods on the mound,
despite the permanent continuity of the building activities destructing the previous
levels, and creating a real puzzle for solving the sub-stratigraphical phases of the
Hellenistic settlement. However, the periodisation within the Hellenistic period can be
presented as follows, with the help of the current data, from the excavations carried
on the southern slope*:

SH III.1 Late Hellenistic — Early Roman

SH II1.2 Late Hellenistic

SH II1.3 Middle — Late Hellenistic

SH 111.4 Early — Middle Hellenistic

SH 1IL.5 Early Hellenistic

SH IIL.6.1 Early Hellenistic

SH I11.6.2 Late Classical — Early Hellenistic Transition

Enough evidence of a Phrygian settlement on the mound has been unearthed on the
western slopes of the mound, in SH IV, exhibiting a Late Phrygian — Middle Phrygian
occupation sequence. Both the Middle Phrygian (800-550 BC) and Late Phrygian /
Achaemenid (550-330 BC) phases consist of at least two construction phases, accom-
panied by a number of distinctive cultural features / phases represented by Lydian,
Classical and Achaemenian material’, but a comprehensive sequence is yet early to es-
tablish, due to the lack of detailed and wide-scope excavations within these layers. The
bronze bowl that is the focus of this paper was unearthed beneath the layer SH I11-6-2,
which will be discussed below, under the title “stratigraphical context and dating”.

The bowl with a rim band and swivelling handle was unearthed during the 2019
excavation season, and draws attention with its structure and decorative features (fig.
3-4). The bowl was suffering a high amount of corrosion, not only because of the
nature of the soil, but also because of the iron object below it, which not only conglu-
tinated to the bowl and increased the amount of rust, but also caused the bowl to crack
due to the pressure (fig. 3; fig. 11, d-e). Thanks to the professional team at Eskisehir
Eti Archaeology Museum, the bowl could be studied only after a serious restoration
— conservation process (fig. 2). The bowl can be examined in separate parts, the bowl
itself and the handling set.

4 The stratigraphical phases of the Hellenistic period is being prepared as a separate article by the recent
authors.
5 For the Middle and Late Phrygian levels, see Tiifek¢i Sivas 2018, 103-104; Bastiirk 2019, 572-573.
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Bronze Bowl

The circular broad bowl (fig. 3-4) has an inner diameter of 29 c¢m, and an outer
diameter of 31.2 c¢cm, varying between 30.9 and 31.5 cm. With the rim band attached,
the diameter can be measured as 31.2 x 32.3 cm. Bearing the crack in mind, the bowl
has a circumference of 98 cm (+- 1 cm). It can be considered as shallow, with a height
of 5 cm and a depth of 4.4 cm. The inverted and thickened rim has a width varying
between 0.5 — 0.6 cm. It is hard to provide an exact number for the thickness of walls,
but the numbers vary between 0.2 cm (at the thinnest) and 0.6 (on the upper part).
Because of the corrosion, some parts of the bowl have totally lost the bronze compo-
sition, and only the corrosion could be measured (fig. 5, a, d). The ratio of height to
edge diameter is 1/ 6.2.

The decorative elements (fig. 4) on the bowl were not easy to figure out, because
of the corrosion and the lightly chased motifs. No motifs could have been thoroughly
identified before three-dimensional computed tomography was executed (fig. 5, a-h),
and the results went through computer enhancing as well as photographical techniques
(fig. 6). The main decorative element on the bowl is the central lightly chased ten-petal
rosette in the tondo, radiating from a central dot (fig. 4, c; fig. 6). The rosette was
limited with a circle of 2.9 cm, and a second pattern of eighteen petals surrounds the
central rosette. The outer petals were framed by a circle of 11.9 cm. A third circle of
14.6 cm encompasses the whole central decoration, dividing the radius into two, and
separating the central decorated half from the undecorated outer half of the bowl. The
decoration pattern follows simple geometric ratios: the radius of the inner ring was
taken as one unit, the second four units, outer ring encircling the decoration as five
(after a gap of one unit), and the inner radius of the bowl is ten units (radiuses: 1.45
cm; 5.95 cm; 7.3 cm; 14.5 cm). The measurements deviate in a range of +- 3 mm,
despite the crack and slight smash.

The exterior of the bowl is quite modest, and only a band of lightly chased 78 short
tongues bordered by two horizontal lines encircles the external rim (fig. 4, d; fig. 7).
One of the tongues seems to be continuing under the rim band, which makes one spe-
culate if it is an error of the production process, or the rim band is a latter attachment.
If the rim band is a latter attachment, there must have been total 100 short tongues
encircling the bowl, but the authors tend to think this as the lowest possibility (see the
discussion on the dating below).

Rim Band

The arced cast rim band, with a thickness of 1.1 to 1.3 cm, was attached to the bowl
just below the rim. Despite the poor condition of preservation of the bowl itself, the
rim band is very well preserved, possibly because of the thickness and the solid struc-
ture. No rivets have been identified, so the attachment was welded directly to the rim
wall. A wide bolster added to the welding can be seen below the band (fig. 8), and the
traces of the welding process are clearly visible beneath the terminals. The band has
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an arc of 32.8 cm, which exactly corresponds to one-third of the total circumference
of the bowl (98 cm).

The band was cast with two finials, in the form of calves’ heads (fig. 4, a; fig.
9). The calf’s head on each terminal has a length of 4.5 cm, and rises from the band
with a height of 1.7 cm. The width of the terminal is 1.3 cm, slightly exceeding the
width of the band. Relatively big and recessed ears were reclined backwards, placed
on each side, slightly above the band, and visible only in profile. Two small pointed
comma shaped “eyebrows” nearly in the form of small horns were placed between the
protruding forehead and the eye sockets, and a small curved horn is also barely visible
on both sides of the neck, between the ears and the eyes (fig. 4, a). The eyes on each
sides of the calf’s head have a shape of upturned droplets following the curvature of
the cheek, and are not frontally visible. Two cavities created on each side of the face
highlight the bulge connecting the forehead and the nose. A rounded protrusion forms
the nose of the calf, slightly curved downwards and connected to the cheek. Lightly
incised vertical grooves beginning beneath the eye socket reach the nose, imitating a
“beard”.

Two rings, placed 6.8 cm apart from each other, were welded to the rim band for
the handle (fig. 8). The thickness of each ring is 0.6 cm, while the inner diameter is
2 cm.

Handle

The “omega” shaped handle with a length of 10.1 cm and 8 cm inner diameter runs
through the mentioned handle rings. The solid structure and thickness (0.7 cm at the
thinnest, 0.9 cm at the thickest point), seems to have helped a better preservation. The
cast handle has two ram head terminals, one placed on each curved end (fig. 4, b; fig.
10). Quite smaller than the calves’ heads, each ram’s head has a length of 1.9 cm and
a height of 1.2 cm. The width from one ear to the other well exceeds the diameter of
the handle (fig. 10), with a width of 1.4 cm, making the head noticeable compared to
the size of the handle.

The horn of the ram, beginning on the forehead, curved behind the ear, reaches the
cheeks with a pointed end. Elliptical ears, covering the horns partially, spread open
and are frontally visible. Diamond-shaped eye sockets were placed vertically, and a
convex small dot accentuates the eye, which can be seen frontally. A thin ridge, ascen-
ding beneath the horn roots, reaches the curved nose, slightly bending to the cheeks.

Stratigraphical Context and Dating

The bronze bowl with swivelling handle was brought to light on the southern slope
of the mound, in the trench that has been excavated since 2017, in order to understand
the stratigraphical sequence in this area and to compare the other data previously ob-
tained during the earlier excavations. During the 2019 excavation season, the earliest
architectural layer of the Hellenistic period, represented by a house with two phases,
was unearthed (SH IIL.6). According to the pottery data, stone founded mudbrick
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house was built towards the end of the 4™ century BC, most probably as a relatively
large dwelling (SH 111.6.2). Sometime after the first construction phase, a series of
modifications took place in the house, where the space was divided with secondary
mudbrick walls without stone foundations, and the house was used as a “workshop”
for daily routine, based on the findings such as an “Olynthus mill”®, a series of loom-
weights, amphora fragments and a series of other findings. The end of the last phase
of the house (SH I11.6.1) can securely be dated to around 280 BC, with the help of a
series of intact vessels (local and imported), and a coin of Lysimachus, all obtained in
situ from the same stratum, sealed by an earthquake’.

Beneath the mentioned SH II.6 building — named by the excavators “The
Lysimachus House” after the coin — another context was excavated in a quite smaller
area. Between the western walls of the house and the western profile of the trench,
a triangular sounding containing somewhat earlier pottery findings was revealed.
The context was sealed with the debris of a fallen mudbrick wall, and the thickness
of the deposit beneath the fallen wall was about 30 - 35 cm (approximately between
810.55 — 810.90 meters above sea level). The context was partly damaged by the
stone foundations of the abovementioned house, but some intact pieces, as well as
the bronze bowl presented here, were unearthed partly in situ, since a floor could be
barely detected only in the area where the bowl was found. The findings possibly slid
together somewhere from the western unexcavated trench (fig. 11, b). Two bone need-
les and two “L” shaped iron objects (one beneath the bowl) were also unearthed from
the same context (fig. 11, d-e), but none provide a datable data, or a clue about their
functions and relations with the bowl or within each other. The iron objects, especially
the one beneath the bowl, could have been used as hanging apparatuses, but they are
quite thick for such a purpose, when compared to the diameter of the handle. However,
the solid massive iron objects might belong to a short trestle or a kind of shelf system
related to the broken wall. The bowl would have had fallen from the same wall it was
hanged, or from the possible shelf or trestle it was laying on.

Apart from some miscellaneous amorphous sherds and small pieces belonging to
the last third of the 4" century BC, two nearly intact vessels, a lekythos and an amp-
hora, draw attention both for the chronological frame of the context.

The first one of these is a middle-sized globular lekythos (fig. 11, a), found just
near the western trench profile, within the same archaeological feature. Slightly above
the floor level, the lekythos was found just beneath the debris of the fallen wall with
some fallen mudbricks around. With the lacking mouth, the preserved height reaches
to 20 cm, with a diameter of 16.2 cm, and despite the missing mouth, it is clear the
diameter exceeds the mid-height. The fabric is slightly different from local produc-
tions, a light olive brown (2.5 Y 5/6) well fired clay, with partially flaked, thin but
dark black glaze (GLEY 1 2.5/N). The form exhibits a relatively developed profiles:

6 For the typology and chronology of the “hopper rubber” hand mills knows as “Olynthus Mill”, see Flan-
kel 2003.
7 The study on the mentioned earthquake and the sealed group of findings is still going on, and being

prepared as a separate publication.
8 For the stages of form development of globular lekythoi, see Boulter 1953, 80-81, with earlier bibliogra-
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the drip-ring is not on the junction of the body and the neck, but placed in the middle
of the substantially longer neck. The shoulder is slightly flattened and the lower wall
gradually straightened. The strap convex handle was attached to the wall just above
the drip-ring. The ring foot, however, has a thick but flaring profile, in contrast to the
features of the body, makes one think of a slightly earlier date®.

A very close parallel for this artefact (with a straight ring foot) was dated by
Sparkes — Talcott, between 325-310 BC!0. Rotroff suggest a wider range for the same
sample, noting that while “this shape was current in the 4" century”, the context of the
piece would allow a date as late as 275 BC!1, and dates the mentioned form between
325 — 275 BC consequently!2. Both sources refer to the same black-glazed lekythos
neck (P 12702) as the closest parallel, which is dated to mid-4™ century BC!3. Taking
the clay, glaze, the foot shape and the closest parallels into consideration, the authors
date the lekythos to the last third of the 4t century BC!4.

The second relatively intact vessel sharing the same archaeological context with
the bronze bowl is an amphora with the foot missing. The mouth of the vessel was
unearthed just beneath the abovementioned debris of the mudbrick wall, and relatively
vertical, the amphora was placed on the floor level with some middle-size rubbles, and
somehow preserved there, with the fallen bronze bowl (see fig. 12, b, c¢). Because of
the tight triangular shape of the excavation unit (fig. 12, a), the amphora had to be une-
arthed on the eastern half of the context, where the vessel was found nearly in touch
with the bronze bowl, and had to be removed before the bowl could be unearthed (fig.
11, b, d-e; fig. 12, b, ¢). It is hard to figure out the reason for the placement of a vessel
without a foot here, or the general nature of the context, because of the destruction
of the upper level and the erosion on the southern slope of the mound. Unfortunately,
no indication of any kind of stamping was detected. Lacking the foot (fig. 11, c¢), the
preserved height of the vessel is 57.5 cm, with a diameter of 27.1 cm, which is equal
to the height of the upper part (26.6 cm). The out-thickened and rounded rim has an
inner diameter of 9.2 cm (10.3 cm externally). The clay with a very dark grey core
(GLEY 1 3/N) is brownish (2.5 Y 3/1), with a dull reddish brown exterior colour (5
YR 4/3). The inclusions are fine sand, fine lime and medium mica.

The amphora was thoroughly examined by S. YU. Monachov, who identified the
vessel as of Heraclea Pontica origin, and dated it between 360-350 BCI5. Parallel
series of contemporary amphorae from Heraclea Pontica can be compared from

phy; also see Sparkes — Talcott 1970, 150-154; Rotroff 1997, 169-171.

9 The foot of the parallel in Sparkes — Talcott 1970 (see the footnote below), which “sinks down, loses its
flaring profile and becomes a thick lifeless ring” (Sparkes — Talcott 1970, 152), is slightly different than
the Sarhoyiik sample, since the latter has a flaring foot.

0 Sparkes — Talcott 1970, 151-152, also see 313, cat.no. 1108: fig. 11, pl. 38.

11 Rotroff 1997, 169.

12 Rotroff 1997, 349, cat.no. 1110, fig. 69, pl. 81. See also p. 455 for the context of the mentioned finding.

13 Fort the incised neck, see Lang 1956, 9, cat.no. 37, pl. 2.

14 Compare the discussion in Boulter 1953, 80-81.

15 Personal conversation with S. YU. Monachov, 8 May 2020. Monachov’s suspicions about the mica

temper is worth noting, for mica is indeed not a peculiarity of the southern Pontic amphorae (Monachov
2009, 24).
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different sites!®, and a similar mouth profile can be seen on a Heraclean amphora
from Gordion!7. It is worth mentioning that the relations between Dorylaion and the
Black Sea region can be traced at least back to the 4™ century BC, possibly following
a similar cultural process with Gordion!3.

The stylistic features of the bowl for a close dating is much more puzzling!®. The
development of the form with rim bands and swivelling omega shaped handles are
discussed in Matthaus20, and the emergence of the type of this vessel seems to appear
in Egypt, during the New Kingdom. During the 8" and 7 centuries onwards, the form
spreads to the Northern Mesopotamia and the Mediterranean Basin, and accepted as
a contribution and influence of the Phoenician toreutics in the Mediterranean world?!.
Amongst the material studied by Matthdus, comparable parallel forms come from
Cyprus, namely Amathus, Idalion and Tamassos, and are dated to Cypro-Archaic
period, mostly to CA 1122 (625 — 480 BC).

A parallel of Sarhoyilik bowl appears amongst the celebrated “Lydian Treasure”, a
silver platter from Ikiztepe. The bowl was dated to the end of the 6th century BC, with
the help of the comparisons to the bronze bowls from Amathus presented by Matthaus,
and a bronze bowl in Getty Museum, which will be mentioned below. The bowl from
Ikiztepe lacks any terminals on the rim band, and the omega-shaped handle has finials
in shape of buds?3.

The closest parallel to the Sarhoylik sample is a bronze bowl in the J. Paul Getty
Museum (78.AC.403). As a result of looting and disperse, the bowl has no prove-
nance or any clue for a dating. However, the bowl was dated to around 530 BC, with
reference to the abovementioned bowls from Amathus and ikiztepe2?4. Although the
form resembles similarities with the mentioned samples, the Getty bowl has a central
rosette and animal-head terminals that are lacking on the previous parallels. The cent-
ral incised decoration with 16 petal rosette in the centre of a larger 32 petal rosette is
framed by three concentric rings. Larger than the one on the Sarhdyiik bowl, the arc
of the rim band covers nearly the half of the circumference of the rim diameter. Both
the rim band and the omega-shaped handle has bird-headed terminals?S. Since the only

16 For the typology of amphorae from Heraclea Pontica, see Monachov 2003, 123-144, for the parallels to
the one studied here, see especially 132-138 and plates 88-93. See also Monachov et al. 2019, especially
HP 63-HP 68. For a comparison with the other types, see Monachov — Kuznetsova 2017, 74-75, fig. 4.4,
4.5. For a chart of the basic types of Heraclean amphorae, see Balabanov 2009, pl. 9.

17 Lawall 2009, 162, pl. 95, 5.

18 For the interactions between the Pontic region and Gordion, see Dusinberre 2019, 122; Lawall 2012.

19 See Treister 2015, especially pp. 23-24 and notes 1-4 with bibliography, and p. 70 for a short evaluation
on the difficulties of dating metal wares belonging to the “Achaemenid period”.

20 Matthdus 1985, 128-132; plates 22-26.

21 Matthius 1985, 132.

22 Matthdus 1985, 131-132.

23 Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, cat.no. 61; see also von Bothmer 1984, cat.no. 57.

24 https://www.getty.edu/art/collection/objects/8512/unknown-maker-east-greek-patera-east-greek-about-
530-bc. Access date/time: 20.07.2020 / 23.04.

25 Similar bird headed (swan/goose?) terminals on an omega shaped stula handle have been published
recently from the Late Iron Age stratum of Alaybeyi Hoyiik, where the terminals were interpreted as
Achaemenian influence. For a discussion of similar terminals, see See Altunkaynak — Ozdemir 2019,
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direct parallel seems to be the Sarhdyiik sample for now, the Getty bowl should be
reconsidered accordingly.

The simplest form of rosette medallion decoration is quite hard to date, for it can
be attested since the 6™ millennium BC, and was still in use during the middle ages,
and simple sort tongue / egg pattern on the rim is much harder to date on the metal
inventory. The simple rosette form can be traced on the pieces from the “Lydian
Treasure”, mostly on the handles or under the foots of the jugs, pitchers, goblets, an
alabastron, etc2. Short tongue / egg patterns also appear on the shoulders of the bowls
amongst the same Ikiztepe findings?’. A goblet from Erebuni (end of the 5™ — begin-
ning of the 4™ century), bears a short tongue / egg pattern, accompanied by a sixteen
petal rosette28. The same group consists of a rhyton in the shape of a calf’s head, dated
to the middle or third quarter of the 4™ century BC bears a band decorated with short
tongues?’. The elaborate silver amphora from Filippovka has a short tongue pattern
on the shoulder of the vessel, which is dated to the mid-5" — early 4% century BC3°.
A band of chased short tongues / eggs or “kymatia” around the rim can be seen on the
oinochoe from Toptepe (late 6™ or early 5™ century BC)3!.

The most reliable features for a close dating seem to be the animal-head terminals
on the rim band and the handle, however, these also recall an earlier date, challenging
the date suggested by the associated pottery.

Calf’s head terminals with similar stylistic features can be seen on the material
from different contexts, mostly dated to the second half of the 6% — midst of the
5t centuries BC. Most striking ones come from the southern border of Phrygia,
amongst the “Lydian treasure”, where we can also find the parallels for the form of
the Sarhdyiik bowl, two large shallow bronze bowls with swivelling “omega shaped”
handles32. Stylistically comparable calf head terminals with long and reclining ears,
“comma” shaped eyebrows pointing forwards and detailed “beards” appear on the
silver ladles?3, spoon handles34, an incense burner3, and bracelets36. Mostly related
to Tkiztepe Tumulus, the elaborate findings are dated to the midst of the 6™ — begin-
ning of the 5" century BC, taking the destruction of Sardis by the Persians in/around
547/546 BC, and with the siglos discovered in the dromos, which can be dated to

256-274.

26 Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, cat.no. 13, 16, 18-22, 65, 76.

27 Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, cat.no. 44, 46-47, 49.

28 Treister 2015, 69, fig. 21-23.

29 Treister 2015, 70, 93, fig. 24-27, especially 27.3.

30 Treister 2010, 238; Yablonsky 2013, cat.no. 358.

31 Cahill 2010, cat.no. 162; Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, cat.no. 106.

32 Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, 51, fig. 103.

33 For ladles, see Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, cat.no. 24-26, 31 with the bibliography in cat.no. 24. Also see
“H(iztepe”, same place, 48-52. For the bracelet with calf-head terminal from Kizoldiin, see p. 57, fig.
125. See also Muscarella 1988, 313-314, cat.no. 438 and note 2 with bibliography; for possible forgeries
of the animal-headed terminals on armlets and bracelets, see Muscarella 2000, 65-67.

34 Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, cat.no. 68.

35 Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, cat.no. 73.

36 For the one from Gokceler Tumulus (?), see Cahill 2010, cat.no. 192. See also further notes below.
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around 500 BC?7, as Late Lydian / Persian. A bronze mirror38 (early 5™ century BC?),
and a silver ladle3? (5™ century BC49) from Sardis can be added to these, with handles
terminating in a calf’s head.

The bracelets with calf-head terminals deserve special note here, for they are the
most common findings that are both seen in the hands of the delegations from different
regions as “tributes™! and found in a series of Achaemenian / Persian contexts, with
some variations in style. The impact of the Achaemenian art on the satrapal regions —
and beyond — is clear, and can be demonstrated with numerous findings ranging from
the “eastern satrapies” such as Oxus treasure*?, to the Black Sea coasts*3, and the
Mediterranean, such as Vouni in Cyprus#t. Achaemenid Period burials from south-eas-
tern Turkey, such as Hacinebi Tepe#> and Deve Hoyiik*¢ cemeteries, exhibit calf-head
terminals on bracelets. Hacinebi cemetery is dated to approximately 5™ century BC,
due to the comparisons with Deve Hoyiik findings, which give a date between 480
— 380 BC#7. The wide-spread appearance of the calf figure may point a standardised
model, since very similar pieces far from each other show close similarities, such as
a golden bracelet with calves’ head terminals from Vani*® in Georgia may well be
compared to a fitting mould unearthed in Persepolis* as discussed by Rehm?. The
context of Vani golden bracelets was dated to ca 400 — 350 BC by Lordkipanidzed!,
but the range can also be expanded to the 5™ century BC52.

Rich burials and findings with strong Achaemenian influence from Vani are worth
mentioning here, for the context of the Grave 24 is notably interesting. Among nu-
merous golden, silver and bronze objects33, the burial also includes a silver ladle with
wild goat terminals facing each other>4, which has been compared to the silver ladle
with lion terminals in the above mentioned “Lydian Treasure”, in relation to Ikiztepe

37 See Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, 29-30.

38 The mirror is from “Butler Tomb 213” (Butler 1922, 84, fig. 82). See also Cahill 2010, cat.no. 134;
Hanfmann 1983, 63.

39 Waldbaum 1983, 146, cat.no. 965, pl. 56.

40 Waldbaum 1983, 146.

41 For the delegations from different nations carrying such bracelets see Schmidt 1953, pl. 27-B, 32-B,
37-A,B, 43-A.

42 For the bracelets and armlets with calf terminals from Oxus Treasure, see Dalton 1905, pl. 17.138,
18.134, 19.140.

43 See Nieling — Rehm 2010, for a comprehensive understanding. See especially Rehm 2010 in the same
book for the calves’ head bracelets. For a comprehensive study of the Achaemenian or inspired objects
from excavated contexts in the northern provinces and its periphery, see Treister 2012.

44 Zournatzi 2017, especially 12-13.

45 Stein 2014, 268, 273, fig. 20.4, HN2279.1, HN 2293, fig. 20.7, HN12123, HN12124; McMahon 1996,
fig. 14, c-e.

46 Moorey 1980, fig. 11, 265-280. For stylised ones, fig. 12, 282-285.

47 Mc Mahon 1996, 27; Stein 2014, 272.

48 Miron — Orthmann 1995, 149, cat.no. 148.

49 Schmidt 1957, 79, fig. 16.

50 Rehm 2010, 166, 169, fig. 5-6, also see notes 9 and 63-67 with bibliography.

51 Lordkipanidze 1991, 167.

52 For the discussion, see Kakhidze 2007, 112 with bibliography. Also see Barag 1975, 24-25.

53 See Kacharava — Kvirkvelia 2009, especially 263-305.

54 Kacharava — Kvirkvelia 2009, especially 297, fig.56.
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findings53 and dated to the 5% century BC (though similar style also appears in the 4
century and the Hellenistic era’®). The context also hosts four Heraclean amphorae,
dated to 390-380 BC57, and a Panticapaean obol dated to 340 — 330 BC gives a post
quem for the burial8, in the third quarter of the 4™ century BC. The style of this spe-
cial kind of bracelet seems to appear in the 6™ century BC, however, it can well be
traced up to the first half of the 4™ century BC59.

The cast silver handle of an iron knife in the form of a stag, decorated with inlays
of gold, unearthed in the central burial 5 of the barrow no. 4 within the early Sarmatian
barrows of Filippovka®0 also has similarities with the calves on the rim band. The be-
ards of the stag represent the “Achaemenid style”, although the details were given by
simple vertical lines like those on the calves’ heads on Sarhdyilik bowl, accompanied
by a circular eye encircled with drop-shaped frame, similar to the Sarhdyiik sample®!.
The piece was most probably produced by a provincial workshop, inspired by an ear-
lier genuine item, and has been dated to 5™ century BC62 - 4% century BC3.

Commentary

The bronze bowl of Sarhéyiik with a rim band and an omega-shaped swivelling
handle exhibits a series of different aspects merged on a single artefact. The form of
the vessel seems to be of Phoenician origin, spreading through the Mediterranean sin-
ce the 7™ century BC%. However, at the very first sight, the Sarhdyiik bowl (with the
Getty sample mentioned above), exhibits some typical features that can be compared
to the Achaemenid or Achaemenid-inspired toreutics. The utilisation of an earlier
Phoenician form with Achaemenid-style decoration and applications is inspiring, and
makes one think a result of interculturation during the Persian hegemony. The same
phenomena can be traced amongst the “Lydian Treasure” with samples of Lydian/
Persian hybridisation%, such as Persian decorative details applied to traditional Lydian
pottery shapes6®. The impact of the Persian cultural tradition was not immediately
overthrown by Alexander at all, but, in Sardis for example, Achaemenid bowls conti-
nued to be a common drinking vessel during the Hellenistic period¢”.

Since the Achaemenid style terminals remind of a late 6™ — mid 5™ century date,

55 Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, cat.no. 30.

56 See Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, 86, “ladles” for later references.

57 Kacharava — Kvirkvelia 2009, 295, fig. 50, a; fig. 54.

58 Kacharava — Kvirkvelia 2009, 304-305, fig. 62, a. See also Treister 2012, 38-42, and note 64 for chro-
nology.

59 For an earlier evaluation for the bracelets and other contexts, see Amandry 1958, for the dating of the
bracelets, see especially 20-21.

60 Shemakhanskaya et al. 2009.

61 Shemakhanskaya et al. 2009, col. pl. 1-2.

62 Shemakhanskaya et al. 2009, 215, with bibliography on analogies of similar heads. For the dating, see
p. 219.

63 See Treister et al. 2010, 83 for the discussion on dating. See also Yablonsky 2013, 53-54.

64 Matthius 1985, 132.

65 For a comprehensive study of the Lydian elements synthesized in Achaemenid art, see Miller 2007.

66 Miller 2007, 50.

67 Dusinberre 1999, 94; Rotroff — Oliver 2003, 61-63.
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the stylistic details of the Sarhdyiik piece, especially the calves’ heads, reject a direct
parallelism. First of all, the dimensions of the above mentioned terminals are about
1.5 — 2.5 cm in length, which is nearly the half of those on Sarhdyiik bowl, which is
quite reasonable, for the mentioned artefacts belong to a much more smaller spectrum,
such as bracelets, armlets etc. The thick rim band with relatively robust terminals sho-
uld belong to another group of casting repertoire, such as cauldrons, buckets or large
vessels such as jugs®, which is not clearly visible within the archaeological inventory.
The dimensions of the rams’ heads on the handle slightly resemble the wild goat / ram
terminals from Late Lydian / Achaemenid or related contexts, but the overall preser-
vation and the workmanship disables a direct analogy.

The second question is the mostly rudimentary workmanship of the artefact.
Although the corrosion has a deep impact on the preservation of the piece, especially
on the central incised rosette motif and the uneven tongue/egg pattern on the rim, the
elementary level is apparent when compared to the silver or golden artefacts, mostly
produced following the “court-style”. Both the calves’ and ram’ eyes draw attention
with their distinct orientation. Calves’ big eyes in shape of upturned droplets show a
different orientation than the pieces mentioned above, and the rams’ eye diamond-
shaped sockets, placed vertically on the face, seem quite sloppy. The supposedly eyeb-
rows of the calf had nearly taken a shape of short horns placed on the forehead, and
the outlined beard leading to the ears were given just as vertical grooves, in contrast
to the abovementioned calf representations.

The context of the artefact gives a time span between 360/350 BC and the end of
the third quarter of the 4™ century BC, beneath the securely dated SH II1.6.1 and SH
I11.6.2 phases, the first belonging to the time of Lysimachus, and the second slightly
earlier, pointing the last decades of the 4" century BC. Apart from the datable intact
vessels discussed above, the general assembly of the findings and stratigraphical
data suggest a date sometime around 330/320 BC, indicating the very end of the
Achaemenid period, in contrast to the abovementioned loose analogies with the gol-
den or silver prestige items. Although the form of the bowl gives a rather earlier date,
the attachments can be dated between 5™ to the end of the 4™ centuries BC, as noted
above. Since the precious metal vessels can be used for long times, it is not hard to
suggest that the Sarhdyiik bowl would have been in use for an obscure period, and
probably belongs to an unknown date earlier than the context dated to the last third of
the 4" century BC. The authors suggest a date as the first quarter of the 4™ century BC,
but the range can be expanded to the very last decades of the 5% century BC. However,
one should also consider that the bowl and the context can well be contemporary, since
we know that at least some of the Achaemenian metal vessel forms were still being lo-
cally produced (for example in Egypt) during the second half of the 4™ century BC®.

Since we do not have enough historical evidence for the situation at Sarhdytik du-
ring the 5" and 4" centuries BC, the archaeological evidence demonstrates a settlement
process with cultural interactions characterised by Late Phrygian, Lydian, Classical

68 For handles with animal heads on jugs, see Ozgen — Oztiirk 1996, cat.no. 14-15.
69 Lefebvre 1923, pls. 7-8.
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and Achaemenian material’0. The existence of Black Figure, Red Figure, Marbling
Ware and Black Lustrous Ware in large numbers accompanied by Achaemenid “Tulip
Bowls” suggests strong relationships between Sarhdyiik and Lydia, as well as the
Greek World, during the Persian hegemony. The location of the site is quite suitable
for this, for it allows direct access from Phrygia proper both to the Lydian heartland
and to Daskyleion/Dascylium, the satrapal centre of the Hellespontine Phrygia. Recent
investigations in Kiitahya — Seyitomer (about 70 km southwest of Sarhdyiik) have al-
ready revealed a strong Achaemenian occupation with two main phases belonging to
the 5™ and 4™ centuries BC7!, with material comparable to Sarhdyiik, especially from
the 4™ century BC layer (Seyitomer I11-A). Although the literary evidence is scarce, it
is not hard to imagine a vivid life in the region during the 4" century BC.

Further study in the contexts of 5" and 4™ centuries BC Sarhdyiik / Dorylaion will
surely add valuable information to our understanding of the “Late Achaemenid” or/
and “Late Classical” local cultures in Anatolia, especially the last phase of the “Iron
Ages”, and the transition to the Hellenistic era. The finding itself already stands as a
serious warning for the datings and “stylistic chronologies” provided according to the
material without reliable archaeological and stratigraphical evidence.

Note: The authors are fully aware of some similar bronze vessels with somewhat
similar rosettes in the tondo, similar rim bands and “omega shaped” handles with
terminals, appearing -and disappearing- in the “antique markets/bazaars” or “dealers’
auctions” labelled as “Achaemenian / Persian”, and do strongly refuse taking the loo-
ted material without provenance into consideration for the evaluation of an excavated
material.

Acknowledgements

The authors wish to thank to the Ministry of Culture, General Directorate of
Monument and Museums, and E. Yurt, Director of the Eskischir Eti Archaeology
Museum, for providing the necessary permissions for the analysis. The main credit
belongs to S. Okumus-Tek, 1. Tasdemir, E. Biirkiik and E. Erol, specialists in the resto-
ration-conservation laboratory of the museum, who had literally resuscitated the bowl.
We are indebted to S. YU. Monachov for sparing his time to evaluate the amphora and
for his precious contribution. Thanks to Eskisehir Ozel Anadolu Hastanesi, especially
L. Bilir MD, and technician E. Yattikalkmaz, the tomographic analysis of the bowl
could have been realised. We also thank to N. Aytaglar and B.S.A. Oransay, for sharing
their opinions generously on the dating.

70 For a study on the Iron Age pottery traditions at Sarhdyiik and surrounding regions, see Kaya 2019. For
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Fig. 1 Location of Sarhtyiik — Dorylaion
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Fig. 2 Bronze bowl before and after the restoration Fig. 3 The bronze bowl, rim band
— conservation process at Eskisehir Eti and swivelling handle.

Archaeology Museum.
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Fig.4 a. calf attachment b. ram Fig. 5 a.tomographic section scanning, b. x-ray

attachment, c. interior drawing result, c-d. 3D section scanning, e-h. 3D
of the bowl, d. section drawing. computed tomography.

Drawings: Bahar Kose, Yeliz

Kaya.

Fig. 6 Computer enhanced photography Fig. 7 Short tongue/egg pattern on the rim.
of the central rosette.
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Fig. 8 Rim band and the details of the Fig.9 Details of the calf’s head terminal.
welding.

Fig. 10 Ram’s head attachments on the handle.
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Fig. 11 a. globular lekythos, b. general appearance of the context, c. Heraclean amphora, d-e.
unearthing the bowl and the iron object beneath
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Fig. 12 a. plan of the Hellenistic layers with the mentioned context, b. close plan of the context
in the sounding, c. schematic section drawing of the context (from west).






