
Reprint from Herom, volume 6.1  -  © Leuven University Press



Contents

new Light on the early Days of sagalassos and its surroundings 7
John Lund

Late Achaemenid and early Hellenistic Pisidian Material 
Culture from Düzen tepe (sW Anatolia) 11
Dries Daems, Dennis Braekmans, Jeroen Poblome

the Pottery of Late Achaemenid sagalassos: An overview 49
Dries Daems and Jeroen Poblome

A taste of time. Foodways and Cultural Practices in Late 
Achaemenid-early Hellenistic Düzen tepe (sW Anatolia) 63
Sam Cleymans, Dries Daems, Bea De Cupere, Elena Marinova, 
Jeroen Poblome

Hellenistic and Italic Amphorae from sagalassos 97
Patrick Monsieur, Dries Daems and Jeroen Poblome

Instructions to Authors 119

Reprint from Herom, volume 6.1  -  © Leuven University Press
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abstract
Amphorae have traditionally been regarded as ideal proxies for reconstruct-
ing contacts between sites within socio-economic networks, because of their 
intrinsic functionality as transport vessels of agricultural produce. Taking 
abstraction of exact provenance and trade routes, they also generically rep-
resent material attestations for participation in wider trade networks. The 
aim of this paper is to present an overview of a small number of fragments 
that can be considered the oldest attestations of amphora fragments, dated 
to the middle/late Hellenistic (c. 200-25 BCE) and early Roman imperial 
(25 BCE – 100 CE) periods, found at the archaeological site of Sagalassos, 
located in ancient Pisidia in southwest Anatolia. The proposed outer date of 
arrival of the oldest of these fragments coincides with a phase of develop-
ment of the urban fabric of Sagalassos and its associated material culture. 
It is suggested that the appearance of amphorae at Sagalassos and the asso-
ciated participation in wider trade networks is one attestation of a wider 
transition phase, signifying a shift from the primordial roles of individual 
households towards the workings of the newly developing urban commu-
nity as a whole.
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introduction
The aim of this paper is to present an overview of a number of middle/late 
Hellenistic (c. 200-25 BCE) and early Roman imperial (25 BCE – 100 CE) 
amphora fragments found at the archaeological site of Sagalassos, located in 
ancient Pisidia in southwest Anatolia.

Whereas the importance of material culture has long been acknowledged 
for tracing trade and exchange in the past,1 amphorae particularly have been 
regarded as ideal proxies for reconstructing contacts between sites within 
socio-economic networks, because of their intrinsic functionality as trans-
port vessels of agricultural produce.2 The pivotal importance of amphorae 
implies their extensive study, resulting, at times, in a very detailed descrip-
tion of aspects of fabric, form, chronology, content, provenance and distribu-
tion. Establishing the provenance of amphorae found at a given site has great 
potential to show patterns of connectivity and trade. Counting sherds and/
or defining the minimum number of individual vessels or estimated vessel 
equivalents can be indicative of the intensity of contact.3 However, we should 
be careful using amphora fragments to automatically assume direct trad-
ing contacts between settlements or assess the respective weights of trade 
routes.4 At any rate, such studies are most effective when the spatial and tem-
poral dimensions of the material are contextually linked, requiring the mate-
rial to derive from securely datable archaeological deposits. Additionally, the 

1. Peacock 1977a.
2. Peacock and Williams 1986; Lawall 1998, p. 76. For an historical overview, see Garlan 1983.
3. Fulford 1977; Orton 1975; 2009.
4. Lawall 2005, pp. 190-194; Panagou 2016, pp. 209-210.
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attested material culture needs to be embedded in a conceptual approach of 
ancient socio-economic systematics, to make things speak.

Unfortunately, for the material discussed in this paper such arguments are 
difficult to construct. The town of Sagalassos reached its largest extent dur-
ing Roman imperial times and continued to be inhabited into the middle 
Byzantine period. These later occupation phases have covered and/or 
destroyed much of the archaeology related to the late Achaemenid origins of 
the community and its original phase of urbanisation in middle Hellenistic 
times. As a result, the material presented here was in most cases not found 
in situ, making any attempts at linking aspects of connectivity to a secure 
chronological dimension through these amphorae impossible. Of the stud-
ied fragments, three were found during archaeological surveying campaigns 
within the Ağlasun valley, which Sagalassos overlooks, while the others were 
found during excavations at the site proper. Of the latter, two were found in 
a topsoil layer, five in erosional layers, two in late antique fill layers, one in a 
fourth century CE occupation layer, one in a foundation trench of a building 
constructed in the second half of the first century CE, and two in foundation 
trenches linked to construction works in the first half of the first century 
CE. As even the fragments from the oldest stratigraphic deposits consisted 
of reworked material brought in during construction works related to the 
early Roman imperial period, little to no direct chronological information 
can be derived from this material. The only chronological framework that we 
can rely on is external, relating to periods of circulation of specific types of 
amphorae, obtained from other sites. This allows setting the brackets for the 
Sagalassos fragments to between middle Hellenistic and early Roman impe-
rial times, ranging from c. 200 BCE to 100 CE.

Even though our material comes with clear limits, we considered its presenta-
tion to hold some importance. The listing of amphora finds from non-coastal 
regions in the ancient world has relevance for understanding past realities of 
circulation of goods, as well as approaching socio-economic patterns of these 
past worlds. At Sagalassos, a lot of attention has so far been dedicated to its 
local pottery production, allowing the presented material to instigate some 
reflection on wider aspects of urban life. Specifically, (part of) the material 
can be related to the initial stages of urbanisation, which is an area of growth 
in studying the history of the region of Pisidia.
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presenting the material
The amount of fragments of Hellenistic and Italic amphorae from Sagalassos 
is at present very limited.5 All were found in locations other than their origi-
nal contexts. In general, the archaeological harvest at Sagalassos is related 
mostly to the Roman imperial, late antique and Byzantine periods in line 
with the archaeological opportunities offered by the extant urban framework. 
It should therefore come as no surprise that the discussed amphora frag-
ments are small, resulting from the long object history, starting as imported 
amphorae in periods before the main archaeology of the site and ending up 
as sherds in residual positions in scattered deposits. Nevertheless, the identi-
fication of the origin of the amphorae and the broad external chronological 
framework based on typology and fabric provide a first glance at the rela-
tions of an inland, mountainous site in Asia Minor with some well-known 
agricultural production centres and regions on the Aegean and Tyrrhenian 
coasts. All of the amphorae originally carried wine.

Rhodian Hellenistic amphorae

1. SA-2002-DA2-94 (Fig. 1)

Rim fragment with small part neck and traces of handle, preserved height 4.5 
cm, preserved length 7 cm. Exterior light beige with traces pale slip, core beige 
to brown, well levigated fabric with nearly no inclusions visible, hard fired. 

Fig. 1. Rim fragment of Rhodian amphora.

5. The fieldwork leading to this paper was carried out in the 2009 Sagalassos season. Dr. 
Philip Bes kindly prepared the initial selection of the amphora material. The sherds 
discussed in this paper were found during a variety of excavations initiated by Marc 
Waelkens as director of the Sagalassos Archaeological Research Project (1990-2013).
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2. SA-2003-SS-134

Lower part vertical handle fragment, preserved height 7.5 cm, diameter 3.5 
cm. Exterior beige, core light brown to light red, well levigated fabric with 
fine white inclusions, one notable red brown inclusion, hard fired.

3. SA-2003-LA2-80 (Fig. 2)

Upper part vertical handle fragment, broken at the bend towards horizontal 
part, split off lengthwise, preserved height 5.5 cm. Light brown, well levigated 
fabric with fine colourless, grey and dark inclusions, hard fired. Two other 
Rhodian fragments, a small shoulder fragment with print of handle attach-
ment and a small wall fragment could form part of the same amphora.

Fig. 2. Wall fragment of Rhodian amphora.

4. SA-1996-B-197

Bottom with beginning of peg toe, interior slightly twisted clay pellet, pre-
served height 6 cm. Exterior light brown, core red pink, well levigated fabric 
with fine white and red brown inclusions, badly eroded and decomposing.

5. SA-2003-SS-107 (Fig. 3)

Fragment lower wall, maximum length preserved 6.5 cm. Exterior light 
brown, traces pale slip, core light red, well levigated fabric with fine white 
and dark inclusions, hard fired.
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Fig. 3. Wall fragment of Rhodian amphora.

The output of wine and amphorae on Rhodes in the Hellenistic period was 
very considerable.6 The top shaped Rhodian amphora with its fine rounded 
handles was easily recognisable, then as now. These containers were widely 
distributed throughout the Mediterranean and Levant. Although produc-
tion started already around 300 BCE, the massive output from Rhodes is 
best situated between c. 250-80 BCE with a peak in the second century BCE. 
Both handles of the Rhodian amphorae were systematically stamped with 
the respective names of the eponym officials and the producers providing 
invaluable dating clues.7 Unfortunately, no stamped handles have been dis-
covered at Sagalassos so far. The First Mithridatic War most probably led to 
a serious decline of production which ended with the capture of Rhodes in 
43 BCE by Cassius. Production was resumed from Augustan times onwards 
and Rhodian amphorae of a more slender form with typical horned handles 
were successfully distributed throughout the empire during the first century 
CE. As far as is known, no fragments of this Roman imperial version turned 
up at Sagalassos, although production centres in the peraia of Rhodos on 
mainland Asia Minor are well attested and considered prolific.8

6. Grace and Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, pp. 289-316; Empereur and Hesnard 1987, 
pp. 18-20; Withbread 1995, pp. 53-67.

7. Grace 1953; Finkielsztejn 2001.
8. Hesnard 1986; Empereur and Picon 1986, pp. 116-117; 1989, pp. 224-225; Peacock 1977b, 

pp. 266-270.
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Knidian Hellenistic amphora?

6. SA-2000-TSW2-13

Middle to lower wall fragment, rather coarse fabric, irregular break, dark 
brown matrix with lots of small white, dark, red brown and colourless inclu-
sions. Some letters of a graffito post cocturam preserved: ]Ι Π (height 1.5 cm) 
followed at a distance of 1.5 cm by the smaller letters ΥΛ(?) (height 0.5 cm). 

Knidian wine and amphora production became important around the end 
of the fourth and the early third centuries BCE.9 Typical morphological fea-
tures were the egg shaped body, the slender tall strap handles and the ringed 
toe. From the final decades of the third century BCE on, stamping on the 
handles became regular. As much as the Rhodian stamps, the Knidian ones 
are invaluable tools for dating. No Knidian stamps were found in Sagalassos. 
A wide variety of fabrics is considered to point to a large number of produc-
tion sites, as also indicated by the stamps. Hellenistic Knidian amphorae cir-
culated widely in the Cyclades, Athens and mainland Greece. An appreciable 
production continued in Roman imperial times.

Koan Hellenistic amphorae and imitations from the Asia Minor coast

7. SA-2000-TSW2-13 (Fig. 4)

Upper vertical part of the two tubes of a double barrelled handle, broken 
at the bow to the horizontal part, preserved height 8 cm, diameter 2.6 cm. 
Fairly levigated fabric, exterior greenish beige, core beige, some red brown, 
black and colourless inclusions, medium-hard fired. Almost certainly origi-
nal from Kos.

Fig. 4. Handle fragment of Koan amphora.

9. Grace and Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, pp. 317-354; Empereur and Hesnard 1987, 
pp. 20-21; Withbread 1995, pp. 68-80; Koehler and Wallace Matheson 2004, pp. 163-169.
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8. SA-2008-MAC-0084-00136 (Fig. 5)

Upper horizontal part of a double barrelled handle, width 4.8 cm, preserved 
length 5.5 cm. Beige slip, core brown, fabric with white and dark inclusions, 
scaly at break, hard fired. Probably Koan imitation from a centre on the Asia 
Minor coast.

Fig. 5. Handle fragment of Koan imitation amphora.

9. SA-2006-DA-47-88

Wall fragment, preserved length 11 cm. Light greenish slip, core and inte-
rior red brown, fabric with colourless and brown inclusions, a fair quantity 
of white inclusions, sandy but medium-hard fired. Probably Koan imitation 
from a centre on the Asia Minor coast.

10. SA.2002-DA2-111 (Fig. 6)

Fragment shoulder with handle attachment, preserved length 8 cm, rounded 
to quadrangular section handle of 2.8 x 3.3cm. Greenish grey exterior, core 
light brown to pink brown, fabric with red-brown and some white inclu-
sions, medium-hard fired. Imitation of a Rhodian example from Kos or Asia 
Minor coast?
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Fig. 6. Shoulder fragment of Koan imitation amphora.

Wine and amphorae from Kos manifested themselves in the course of the 
third century BCE.10 Initially, different types with strap and rounded handles 
existed, but in the end the double barrelled handles became typical, as well as 
the thin wall of the body. The slender types of the second and first centuries 
BCE were much imitated, with fabrics macroscopically hard to distinguish. 
Petrological analysis and surveys on production sites proved this type to be 
made on different coastal sites such as at Myndos and even in the peraia of 
Knidos.11 Kos remained a prolific centre in Roman imperial times with an 
important distribution. Some fragments of this later production were also 
found in Sagalassos. In the first century CE, the Koan amphora type became 
one of the most imitated wine containers in the empire.

Chian Hellenistic amphora and lagynos

11. SA-1996-B-192 (Fig. 7)

Fragment shoulder broken at the carination to the lower wall, preserved 
length 3.5 cm. White slip on surface with red brown core and interior, well 
levigated fabric with nearly no inclusions visible apart some fine white par-
ticles, hard fired. 

10. Grace and Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, pp. 363-365; Empereur and Hesnard 1987, 
pp. 22-23; Withbread 1995, pp. 81-106.

11. Hesnard 1986; Empereur and Picon 1986, pp. 109-112; Empereur and Picon 1989, pp. 225-
226; Empereur and Hesnard 1987, p. 13; Monsieur and De Paepe 2002, pp. 163-166.
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Fig. 7. Wall fragment of Chian amphora.

12. SA-1999-LA-127 (Fig. 8)

Fragment shoulder most probably from a lagynos, preserved length 7.5 cm. 
White slip on surface with red brow core and interior, slightly laminated, well 
levigated fabric with nearly no inclusions visible, some white and red brown 
particles, hard fired.

Fig. 8. Shoulder fragment of Chian lagynos.

The production of wine amphorae on Chios was impressive in Archaic and 
Classical times. In the second half of the fourth century BCE, a new amphora 
type was designed with a long neck, rounded handles and a triangular shaped 
body ending in a massive toe.12 In the course of the third century BCE, Chios 
probably lowered its mass production and focused more on quality wine, 
which is supposedly reflected in a substantial decrease of amphora and lagy-
noi output for export. The production of this amphora type continued into 
Augustan-Tiberian times. 

12. Grace and Savvatianou-Petropoulakou 1970, pp. 359-363; Empereur and Hesnard 1987, 
pp. 21-22; Monsieur 1990; Withbread 1995, pp. 134-153.
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Italic Republican amphorae from the Tyrrhenian coast

13. SA-2008-MAC-0084-00136 (Fig. 9)

Fragment upper vertical part of a handle with break on the carination to the 
horizontal part, preserved height 12 cm. Exterior light pink red, core dark 
pink red, coarse fabric with much inclusions, especially black, red brown and 
colourless particles, medium-hard fired.

Fig. 9. Handle fragment of Tyrrhenian amphora.

14. SA-2001-DA1-136 (Fig. 10)

Wall fragment, length preserved 3.5 cm. Pink red coarse fabric with much 
inclusions, especially black sparkling particles, medium-hard fired.

Fig. 10. Wall fragment of Tyrrhenian amphora.

15. SA-2001-DA2-111

Chip of a wall fragment, length preserved, 3.5 cm. Brown red coarse fabric 
with much inclusions dominated by black particles, some white.
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16. SA-2002-SS-83 (Fig. 11)

Wall fragment, preserved length 5.8 cm. Pink red coarse fabric with core of 
grey and red brown layers, fair amount of inclusions, red brown particles as 
abundant as black.

Fig. 11. Wall fragment of Tyrrhenian amphora.

The fabrics of these Italic amphora fragments leave no doubt as to the loca-
tion of the production sites on the Tyrrhenian coast. All sherds point to a 
volcanic environment, most probably Campania known as a major wine and 
amphora production region.13 One diagnostic handle can be identified safely 
as a late Graeco-Italic or an early Dressel 1 type, dated to 150-50 BCE. The 
thickness of the three wall fragments indicates that these belonged to ampho-
rae, although Campanian table and cooking wares were also distributed in the 
Eastern Mediterranean. Our fragments, however, can be assigned to a specific 
amphora type, with implications for the chronology. The sherds formed part 
of the more slender versions of the Graeco-Italic types (second century BCE), 
the sturdy Dressel 1 types (first century BCE) or the Dressel 2-4 types with their 
double barrelled handles in imitation of Koan prototypes (first century CE).

discussing the amphorae
Although out of context and reduced to rough external chronological indi-
cators, we tend to read in the examples collected at Sagalassos that these 
did not appear before the original phase of urbanisation of this settlement, 

13. Hesnard et al. 1989; Ricq de Boüard et al. 1989; Peacock and Williams 1986, pp. 84-92 and 
105-106; Tchernia 1986, pp. 42-100; Maza 1988; Monsieur and De Paepe 2002, pp. 166-
169; Olmer 2003.
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from around c. 200 BCE onwards.14 (Table 1) Apart from a presumed demo-
graphic concentration within the newly constructed urban framework, this 
phase also saw the origin of an extensive territory administratively linked to 
the new town. The newly found momentum of development was also trans-
lated into the initiation of a new line of pottery tableware production, mostly 
in line with Anatolian models.15

On the other hand, we should avoid coming to far-reaching historical con-
clusions based on this limited amount of material, from secondary and 
scattered deposits. Moreover, research on contemporary amphora material, 
especially at inland Anatolian sites or sites along the south coast of the pen-
insula, is not yet encompassing enough to gauge and compare importance of 
types and patterns.

Sites such as Gordion, Pessinous and Xanthos16 also did not reveal large 
quantities of Hellenistic and Italic amphorae, although Gordion seems a 
case on its own regarding the import of Rhodian amphorae. The pre-Helle-
nistic period yielded a certain amount and diversity of Pontic, Aegean and 
Levantine amphorae, possibly due to the position of Gordion on or near the 

14. Talloen and Poblome 2016.
15. Poblome et al. 2013a; 2013b; van der Enden et al. 2014.
16. Lawall 2008; 2010; Monsieur 2001; Monsieur and De Paepe 2002; Lemaître 2015.

Table 1. Overview of Hellenistic and Italic amphorae found at Sagalassos.

type origin chronology fragment context/locus

1 Hellenistic type Rhodos 250-50 BCE rim SA-2002-DA2-94
2 Hellenistic type Rhodos 250-50 BCE handle SA-2003-SS-134
3 Hellenistic type Rhodos 250-50 BCE handle SA-2003-LA2-80
4 Hellenistic type Rhodos 250-50 BCE bottom SA-1996-B-197
5 Hellenistic type Rhodos 250-50 BCE wall SA-2003-SS-107
6 Hellenistic type Knidos? 200 BCE- 50 CE wall SA-2000-TSW2-13
7 Dressel 5 Hellenistic Kos or imitation 200-50 BCE handle SA-2000-TSW2-13
8 Dressel 5 Hellenistic Kos or imitation 200-50 BCE handle SA-2008-MAC-0084-00136
9 Dressel 5 Hellenistic Kos or imitation 200-50 BCE wall SA-2006-DA-47-88
10 Imitation Rhodian Hell.? Kos or imitation 200-50 BCE shoulder SA-2002-DA2-111
11 Hellenistic type Chios 200BCE - 25 CE shoulder SA-1996-B-192
12 Lagynos Chios 200-50 BCE shoulder SA-1999-LA-127
13 Greco-Italic or Dressel 1 Campania 150-50 BCE handle SA-2008-MAC-0084-00136
14 Gr-It or Dr 1 or Dr 2-4 Campania 150BCE - 100 CE wall SA-2001-DA1-136
15 Gr-It or Dr 1 or Dr 2-4 Campania 150 BCE - 100 CE wall SA-2001-DA2-111
16 Gr-It or Dr 1 or Dr 2-4 Campania 150 BCE - 100 CE wall SA-2002-SS-83
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Persian Royal Road. In the wake of arrangements of the Galatian settlement 
around 260 BCE, imported amphorae seem to become rare. This is con-
trasted with a group of 34 Rhodian amphora stamps discovered in the con-
text of the so-called SET house. These formed a chronologically homogenous 
group of the first decade of the second century BCE. Mark Lawall proposed 
in a very convincing way a link with the base that the Roman commander 
Manlius Vulso set up at Gordion in 189 BCE, upon the abandonment of the 
city by the Galatians. The clustering of Rhodian amphorae in this case seems 
to reflect supply of the Roman army rather than market dependent exchange 
or trade. As impressive amounts of Rhodian amphorae otherwise came to 
light in Ionia and Pergamon,17 military logistics of supply could tap into the 
supply to these markets. 

Although both Pessinous18 and Sagalassos were confronted with the expedi-
tion of Manlius Vulso, the available evidence at both sites is too scant and 
hazy to consider explaining the presence of Rhodian amphorae at both 
sites in this way. Moreover, a clear chronological framework is lacking. No 
stamps were found at these sites and the amphora fragments were too small 
to extract dating clues from their typology. Rhodian Hellenistic amphorae 
were produced and exported successfully during a window of 150 years,19 of 
which there is ample proof on some Asia Minor coastal sites. At Perge,20 the 
excavations at the acropolis yielded 12 legible Rhodian stamps with a chro-
nology between c. 234-146 BCE (Table 2). On the south-eastern Cilician 
coast, at Kinet Höyük,21 probably ancient Issos, some 30 Rhodian stamps 
were evenly spread in a longer chronological range, i.e. between 250-100/80 
BCE. Strangely enough, although not situated far from the coast, we should 
remark that Xanthos revealed only a small amount of Rhodian amphorae.22 
We cannot propose a detailed scenario as to why and how, but the presence 
of Rhodian Hellenistic amphorae at newly urbanising Sagalassos can per-
haps be seen in the context of the relative proximity of Rhodos, its massive 
wine and amphora production and the generally successful distribution of 
the latter in these parts of the ancient world.

17. See the famous Pergamon Deposit with more than 900 Rhodian amphora handles found 
on the Burgberg and dated to c. 198-161 BCE: Börker and Burow 1998.

18. The Rhodian amphorae of Pessinous are not yet published. Some 10 fragments were 
identified.

19. Rhodian wine production and export culminated between c. 190-150 BCE: Lund 2011, pp. 
287-289.

20. Laube 2003.
21. Monsieur and Poblome, in press.
22. Lemaître 2015, p. 12: amongst them there is one illegible stamp.
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Table 2. Legible Rhodian amphora handles found on the acropolis of Perge.23

period date eponym manufacturer month device
1 IIa-b c. 233-220+ Soteridas
2 c. 233-220+ Damonikos Artamitios
3 c. 219-210+ Mentor Badromios
4 II? c. 234-199? Menandros I
5 IIIa c. 194 Sostratos head Helios
6 IIIc c. 177-175 Kallikrates II Petageitnuos
7 c. 176-174 Damokles II Petageitnuos
8 IIc-IIIe c. 199-167/165+ Damokrates I rose
9 IIIe c. 165-163 Archilaidas Artamitios
10 IIIb-IVa c. 186-153+ Marsyas Karneios
11 IVa c. 154-153 Gorgon Karneios
12 IVa-b c. 160-146+ Hippokrates rose
13 III-IV c. 194-146 Herakleitos I or II?

Sagalassos also yielded some other typical Hellenistic wine amphorae from 
Chios, Kos, several unknown production centres on the Asia Minor coast, and 
perhaps Knidos. These types occurred in small quantities at the inland site of 
Pessinous as well, but not anymore at Gordion as upon its abandonment in 
189 BCE there was only an important resettlement phase by the end of the first 
century CE.24 There is also a remarkable paucity of Hellenistic amphorae in 
Xanthos.25 The nearly complete absence of Knidian amphorae at Sagalassos is 
not necessarily surprising. Whatever the reasons may be, Knidian amphorae 
did not occur regularly along the western and southern coasts of Asia Minor, 
nor in the Levant.26 In contrast, the presence of Knidian amphorae is massive 
in Athens, the Cyclades and somewhat less at Alexandria.27 It seems as if the 
markets of Asia Minor were mostly reserved for Rhodian wine. 

What could have been expected in Hellenistic Sagalassos are Pamphylian 
amphorae. Perhaps these went unnoticed. These vessels were rather well rep-
resented on the acropolis of Perge.28

23. Arrangement after Laube 2003, pp. 133-134. For the chronology of the manufacturers the 
upper dates of a combination with eponyms were chosen.

24. Monsieur 2001; Monsieur and De Paepe 2002; Lawall 2008, p. 164.
25. Lemaître 2015, p. 10.
26. E.g. at Kinet Höyük where only some fragments were probably identified; even in 

Pergamon these are poorly represented: Börker and Burow 1998, pp. 56-58 and 110-112.
27. Koehler and Wallace Matheson 2004.
28. Grace 1973; Laube 2003, pp. 132-135.
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The evidence on activities of Italic and Roman merchants within Anatolia 
and on the south coast of Asia Minor is not very abundant and the nature 
unclear. Considering the current state of the art, amphorae do not qualify as 
telling tracers even though these do occur in a certain variety on different 
sites. Nevertheless, it is difficult to grasp their importance because there is no 
quantified data available.29 We mostly rely on the publication of isolated finds 
of Italic amphorae, which, in a fragmented condition, can be difficult to rec-
ognise.30 At Sagalassos only Campanian amphorae were identified and with 
the exception of a handle of a Graeco-Italic or an early Dressel 1A type, their 
poorly preserved state does not allow assignation with certainty to a specific 
typology. Strikingly, no other Tyrrhenian or Adriatic productions were rep-
resented. This is in contrast with the typological variety attested in wrecks or 
of finds on land elsewhere. Central Adriatic wine amphorae of the Lamboglia 
2 and Dressel 6A types are known from Pessinous, Kinet Höyük, Tarsos 
and some underwater locations.31 A geographically related group, carrying 
another commodity, the Apulian and Brindisian oil amphorae were attested 
in Pessinous, Patara, Xanthos, Kinet Höyük and Tarsos.32 Finally, there are 
different types of Tyrrhenian origin: the wine amphorae Dressel 1A and B and 
Dressel 2-4 (Pessinous, Patara and Xanthos)33 and those for fish-based prod-
ucts, the Dressel 1C and Dressel 21-22 (Xanthos and Museum of Anamur)34. 
The oldest imports of Italic amphorae in the Eastern Mediterranean were 
Central Adriatic Graeco-Italic types. Six complete examples were found in 
the fill of a man-hole within the South Stoa at Corinth, containing materials 
of the 146 BCE destruction.35 To be sure, the import of Italic amphorae in 
Greece and Asia Minor needs to be considered partly in the light of Roman 
colonialism and military expeditions, such as the Mithridatic wars and the 
wars of Pompeius against the Cilician pirates.

29. Lund 2000, p. 89; Lemaître 2015, p. 3.
30. Lemaître 2015, p. 24.
31. Pessinous: unpublished, at least 8 fragments were identified. Kinet Höyük: Monsieur 

and Poblome, in press. Tarsos: Jones 1950, n° 1050, fig. 169 and 177. Underwater finds: 
Museum of Bodrum: Oğuz Alpözen 1975, p. 21, n° 1 and p. 28, n° 1; Museum of Anamur: 
Zoroğlu et al. 2008, p. 48, n° 34-37.

32. Pessinous: unpublished, at least 2 fragments. Patara: Dündar: 2013; Lemaître 2015, p. 19. 
Xanthos: Lemaître 2015, p. 18. Kinet Höyük: Monsieur and Poblome, in press. Tarsos: 
Jones 1950, fig. 143, A.

33. Pessinous: Monsieur 2001; Monsieur and De Paepe 2002. Xanthos: Lemaître 2015, pp. 
13-16 and 18; Patara: Dündar 2013; Lemaître 2015, p. 19.

34. Lemaître 2015, pp. 4-5, 16, 18; Zoroğlu et al. 2008, p. 48, n° 39.
35. Romano 1994, pp. 86-88, n° 63-68. 
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first interpretations and conclusions
With little to no information preserved regarding the original contexts of 
these fragments, can we still use this material to understand aspects of local 
community development within a larger framework? The material under 
scrutiny in this paper represents the oldest examples of amphora encoun-
tered at Sagalassos, with the beginning of their circulation situated between 
200 and 150 BCE. Interestingly, amphorae were all but absent from the 
material record at the nearby late Achaemenid to early Hellenistic site of 
Düzen Tepe. Radiocarbon dating and palynological studies, combined with 
evidence from ceramological studies, have indicated that Düzen Tepe was 
inhabited from the fifth century onwards, until its abandonment somewhere 
during the second century BCE, with the main occupation of the settlement 
probably situated during the fourth and third centuries BCE.36 This places 
the arrival of amphorae at Sagalassos near the end date of the occupation 
period of Düzen Tepe, or even outside of this time period altogether when 
the maximal end-date of the circulation period – 50 BCE for the Hellenistic 
amphorae and 79 CE for the early Roman imperial pieces – is considered. 
This leaves ample room for these objects to have reached Sagalassos only 
after Düzen Tepe was already abandoned. As a result, the absence of ampho-
rae at Düzen Tepe can be attributed to chronological differences. However, 
it can be argued that the main underlying explanation goes deeper and is 
related to differences in socio-cultural frameworks.

The absence of amphorae at Düzen Tepe and contemporary Sagalassos cannot 
be attributed to a supposed isolation of local communities from wider sys-
tem dynamics. Although Düzen Tepe was characterized by a predominantly 
locally-oriented socio-economic system, it clearly had no problem familiar-
izing itself with wider developments to provide a template for local artisanal 
production where possible/wanted, nor to supplement local production with 
import whenever the former was not possible, sufficient or desired.37 Could 
the observed Anatolia-oriented template of material culture perhaps be symp-
tomatic of the community not having access to Aegean/Mediterranean trade 
patterns that would have allowed amphorae to reach the site? As amphorae 
did reach the later, middle Hellenistic community at Sagalassos, while a simi-
lar Anatolia-oriented template was still observed for its material culture, con-
nectivity cannot have been the only factor. Did the people of Düzen Tepe 
perhaps have no need for importing amphorae and their contents because 
of sufficient local production? Archaeobotanical and palynological research 

36. Vanhaverbeke et al. 2010; Daems et al., this issue.
37. Daems and Poblome 2016; Daems et al., this issue.
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indicated local olive and grape cultivation and processing taking place at 
Düzen Tepe or in the immediate vicinity of the site, suggesting local produc-
tion of oils and wine must have existed, insofar as vine cultivation can be 
directly linked to wine making.38 But also at Hellenistic Sagalassos we have the 
same indications for local grape or olive production, suggesting local produc-
tion did not prevent the import of other wines.

Interestingly, the proposed outer date of circulation of these amphorae and 
the demise of Düzen Tepe roughly coincided with the initial phase of devel-
opment of the urban fabric of Sagalassos and its associated material culture.39 
Are these (quasi) simultaneous developments happening coincidentally? Or 
can we suspect these processes to be in some way interconnected? We should 
not necessarily interpret practices and the processes behind them to be 
directly causally connected, but perhaps rather to be symptomatic of larger 
developments shaping social, economic, cultural and political configurations 
and developments at this time.

Even in Moses Finley’s minimalist assessment of the ancient economy, individ-
ual households as basic economic units were never completely self-sufficient, 
despite the ‘ideology of autarky’.40 Diversification in household production 
therefore already required a certain amount of production beyond its own 
needs, generating inter-household exchange to obtain goods necessary for 
the average household to perform all its functions. Such inter-household reci-
procity provided the necessary economic base for family-based social organi-
zation and can be subsumed under the moniker of ‘domestic economy’.41 In 
such a system, local grape and olive production was sufficient to fulfil basic 
local needs, leaving no incentive to participate in trade systems connected 
with the Aegean, let alone Campania, which could have resulted in the import 
of amphorae. Yet, amphorae, more or less by definition, were geared towards 
long-distance markets based on the exchange of production surpluses.42

In the post-Finley era it has been commonly asserted that the ancient econ-
omy went beyond the limitations of the domestic economy model.43 Keeping 
things simple and putting aside the role of individual entrepreneurship, most 
other economic incentives beyond the level of the household can be sub-

38. Bakker et al. 2012, pp. 253-259; Vermoere 2004, pp. 133 and 136-139; De Cupere et al. 2017; 
Cleymans et al., this issue.

39. van der Enden et al. 2014; Poblome et al. 2013b; Talloen and Poblome 2016.
40. Harris and Lewis 2016, pp. 5 and 25-28.
41. Ault 2007
42. Lawall 2016, p. 263.
43. Hopkins 1983; Mattingly and Salmon 2001; Harris and Lewis 2016.
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sumed under the marker of ‘political economy’. On this level, household pro-
duction was connected to the outside world through the emergent nexus of 
the community as a local socio-political unit. Although these three scales (in 
a simplified model consisting of household, community, and outside world) 
could in theory interact freely with each other, certain lines of structura-
tion guided much of this intra-scalar communication along fixed pathways. 
However, such pathways do not merely offer constraints but also act as a 
catalyst for further system dynamics to emerge and develop. Therefore, we 
should like to suggest that the appearance of amphorae at Sagalassos can be 
seen as a material trace of a wider transition phase, moving from the pri-
mordial roles and activities of households to those of the community as a 
whole. In this respect, the attestation of amphorae at Sagalassos from middle 
Hellenistic times onwards can be regarded as symptomatic of wider develop-
ments crystallizing as urbanisation at work.
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