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ABSTRACT 

The objective of the paper is to explain and suggest about the three stamped amphora handles which were 
recorded at the site of Kaletepe that is considered to be the demos center of ancient Tymnos. The interpreta-
tion of field data is based on the widely accepted chronological span of the Rhodian trade amphorae. Despite 
the lack of an eponym or an accompanying month name on the stamps, they broadly allow the dates to be-
tween 256-86 B.C. 
It is conceivable, for the present, that Tymnos was one of the trade nexus of the Peraia. The contributory role 
of this demos in the trafficking of Rhodes across the Mediterranean becomes clear as it can be better under-
stood through the availability of the amphora stamps. Also, plenty of fragmentary canonical forms, that 
were come across all over Kaletepe can be valuable to add to our knowledge about the short-range origins 
and extent of circulation of the merchantable products in the periphery of Hellenistic Rhodes. 
Owing to the uncertainty about his provenance and the nuances in the linguistic clues, the name of Imas ap-
pears to be rather conspicuous, hence can be highlighted as an indicator of a policy oriented toward “glocal-
ization”, in our mini data set. The verisimilitude of his localness (presumably, a non-Rhodian/ Peninsular 
fabricant) is suggestible while the remaining names also deserve an emphasis for manifesting the Peraia’s 
role in the well-developed market of the Island. Inferentially, Tymnos is deemed to contain the potential ev-
idence to unveil new names which can help gain further insight about the dynamic commercial life led by a 
major actor of the Hellenistic era, simply Rhodes. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Kaletepe is an unobtrusive site, rising in the NE of 
the modern town of Bozburun which is ancient 
Tymnos (Fig.1). The vast majority of the archaeologi-

cal debris appears in the form of surface materials 
that are associable with the Hellenistic-Roman and 
post-Roman periods. 

 

Figure 1. The position of Kaletepe in the west of the Rhodian Peraia 

The reason for the site’s long negligence by the re-
searchers is owed to the terra-incognita character of 
the ancient Bozburun Peninsula (where the site is 
situated) as wells as to its “demos” status (like the 
neighbouring settlements) arising from small scale, 
rural, socio-political “domains”. It is often difficult to 
trace substantial evidence over such ruralities. Like-
wise, the town lost its architectural texture due to the 
modern public works and dense settlement; nothing 
remarkable remained, to launch an attractive re-
search project, except for our knowledge about its 
dependency on Karia during the Classical period 
and on Rhodes (as a member of the Rhodian 
“Peraia” on the mainland) in the Hellenistic age. As 
a matter of fact, the architectural features that are 
subject to a plan or drawing can be barely found. 
Despite such lacuna, three epigraphs and some asso-
ciate materials along with supportive ceramic pieces, 
which were documented during the 2012 campaign, 
are regarded as the samples highlighting the possi-
ble status of the Peninsula in the ancient commercial 
environment. Under this scope, this paper shall in-

tensely lay emphasis on the Hellenistic period of 
Tymnos.  

Of the presumptive inlets, which could have 
served the growing trafficking of the Hellenistic pe-
riod, must be Gelme Bay and the modern marina 
(see Fig.1). Forgetting about the territories of the 
neighbouring demoi for a while, the bulk of the agri-
cultural products must have been dispatched from 
the mini-peninsula stretching to Apostol Promonto-
ry, in the western sector and the enclaves between 
Avlana-Yeşilova districts. This is a separate topic 
which shall be discussed in a future article. What is 
of significance here is that Tymnos could have of-
fered a notable potential, in terms of wine and olive 
oil, even of grain production in antiquity. 

2. RHODIAN AND PERAIAN AMPHORAE 

The place and importance of Rhodes in the an-
cient trade world has been a topic for many re-
searches. We are particularly acquainted with dis-
tinctive evidence through the vast quantity of Rho-
dian amphorae that were retrieved in Alexandria 
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(Şenol 2009: 47). Before the taking over by Rome in 
the overall Mediterranean, following the 2nd century 
B.C. (Polybius 30.5; Akşit 1971: 66-67), many other 
cities and regions like Attica, Delos, Pergamon, 
Naukratis, etc. were also involved in surviving close 
trade links with the Island (Coulson et al. 1997: 47-
48). There is knowledge that the source of the am-
phorae assemblages excavated in early Hellenistic 
Ephesus is attributable to Rhodes, the local character 
Nikandros group, Knidos region, Rhodian Peraia 
and Kos (Lawall 2007: 29). Something beyond dis-
pute is that Rhodes preserved a key status for the 
“logistic” function along with supplying many facili-
ties in maritime trade. She was on the main sailing 
routes in the Mediterranean, having two ports in the 
northern tip of the island (de Graauw 2014: 134). The 
reputation of the Island was a rightful outcome of 
her strong relations with many sub-geographies, as 
well as of her persistent policies that were insepara-
ble of a notable number of dominions and some-
times allies, including the Peraia on the opposite 
mainland. As we are informed, the Peraia unveiled 
significant samples of the amphorae manufactured 
by the Rhodian potters1, hence, it, either way, assist-
ed the maritime trade in the Hellenistic period. Atel-
iers and discards were also reported from the near 
environs, in almost the same way as for the Knidian 
(Reşadiye) Peninsula (Tuna et al. 1991: 38-49). Of the 
well-documented evidence on the storage and trans-
portation of the local products has been acquired 
through the works of the potter, Hieroteles (Tuna 
and Empereur 1989). The scholars have no doubt 
that his amphorae travelled from the Aegean to the 
Black Sea and Alexandria. Many were (beginning 
from the first quarter of the 3rd century B.C.) seized 
in Hisarönü/ Çubucak excavations that were carried 
out in the north of the Peraia (Tuna and Empereur 
1989: 288; Şenol 2009: 123). 

Obviously, an ideal piece of evidence for any am-
phora is a complete one with both the eponym and 
the year on one handle and the name of the fabricant 
on the opposite. Quite intact stamps and their vari-
ants are available in the Alexandria Museum inven-
tory (www.amphoralex.org (amphoralex)). The 
Peraia had typical amphorae and fabricants. A reali-
ty, regardless of localness, was that the region co-
acted with Rhodes as it was an integral part of the 
Island’s trade and commercial life, for a substantial 
period. This is quite perceptible through the stamp-
ing practices, stylistic similarities, eponymous 
marks, etc. Perhaps equally prevalent for the Knidi-
an and Koan amphorae, the sharpening perpendicu-
lar angles on the handles date to the 2nd-1st centuries 
B.C. Also, those found in the Peraia were observed 
to be in concordance with the manufactures for stor-
ing late Rhodian wine, beginning from the end of the 

2nd century B.C.2 We are enlightened about the gen-
eral Rhodian typologies through the systematic pub-
lications of Grace while the classification of Mona-
chov is based on the long-necked and short-necked 
amphorae (Monachov 2005: 71). We found the two 
types (to which Monachov calls attention) at Kal-
etepe. Apart from these, we observed numerous ca-
nonical forms (the base scatters, in particular), which 
were similarly reported from the rest of the Peraia.3 

What is intended with this study is not to brief 
and compile who did what, how and to which extent 
but to take the pre-established chronologies as de-
fault (although some are still argumentative). Oth-
erwise, we would run into the problem of remedy-
ing a chronology, which is totally beyond our objec-
tive. Widely accepted is that Rhodes’ severe in-
volvement in the wine trade started later than those 
of some other famous poleis (e.g. Cnidus, Miletus, 
etc.). The emergence of the transport amphorae was 
only in the 4th century B.C. while the use of the 
stamped category by the Island is attributable to the 
turn of 4th-3rd century B.C. (Monachov 2005: 69-70). 
Grace (1934) examines the development process and 
canonical arrangement of the catalogued Rhodian 
amphorae in seven periods and Finkielsztjn (2001) 
revises and refines to an absolute chronology. Lawall 
(2007: 31) reminds4 them in one final work and gives 
as such: 

“Period I (ca. 304 to ca. 235 B.C); Period II (ca. 234 
to ca. 199 B.C); Period III (ca. 198 to ca. 161 B.C); Pe-
riod IV (ca. 160 to ca. 146 B.C); Period V (ca. 145 to 
ca. 108 B.C); Period VI (ca. 107 to ca. 86 B.C); Period 
VII (ca. 85 to Augustan period).” 

Although there is uncertainty about some groups 
and hardly explored fabricant names (as wells as the 
problems in associating fabricants and eponyms and 
sometimes rigours between the eponymous officials 
and priests of Halios) (Badoud 2014: 22-23), we shall 
track the chronology given above. 

3. DATA, CONTEXT AND CHRONOLOGY 

Presumably, part of the amphorae pieces detected 
at Kaletepe had relation with the sepulcher remains. 
But, as was previously stressed, this hilly terrain 
must have been initially inhabited at the outset 
(Oğuz-Kırca 2016: 236-237, 240). That it solely hosted 
many underground (particularly the Roman) tombs 
would be an objectionable approach (without any 
other contemporaneous ruins) since the platforms 
for daily use activities such as the press stones (con-
textual ceramic included) reinforce the stress of set-
tlement all over this site. From such perspective, al-
beit appearing as complex confusing contexts from 
time to time (e.g. the terrace sets), the density of the 
off-site profiles of the stamped amphorae that attest 
to trafficking corroborates our arguments about the 
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site’s function as a residential/ even production/ 
dispatch area, etc. However, the inquiry made in this 
paper, particularly about the origins of the stamps, is 
not a working hypothesis but rather a spin-off dis-
cussion emanating from the spatio-archaeological 
studies over the long-skipped site of Tymnos. 

Describing an amphora and an attempt for 
chronologization 5  (even within the pre-established 
limits) requires great caution. Neither can we claim 
an absolute date from the angles as we are totally 
devoid of the morphological features and complete 
condition of the vessels, in the case of Kaletepe. But 
the stamped handles are quite indicative of the trade 
amphorae. Amongst our data that include many 
other material of the same type, three samples catch 
the eye with very readable names inscribed on the 
handles. Two of them, which do not exceed 10 cm in 
the physical extent, carry the rectangular stamps of 
Imas and Nikarchos while that of Euphranoridas is 
circular. The rest could not be defined with the same 
precision. 

 
Stamp 1 

Reading: IMА (fabricant) 
Description: Fragment/ handle of transport ampho-
ra. Oval handle to sharp turn. Horizontally inscribed 
rectangular stamp, appearing with a caduceus sym-
bol at the top line (toward right), in the relative ver-
tical position. The fabric has a hard, fairly pinky-
brown texture with creme-light yellow slip on the 
outer surface; chaff remains visible. No remain of a 
paint. 
Dimensions: ~ 2x5 cm; length of handle not exceed-
ing 9 cm. 
Findspot and Context: In the SW sector of Kaletepe, 
found amongst many sherds that are scattered near-
by a lower code water source (45-50 m). Visible are 
the profiled blocks that belong to the possible tombs, 
an altar? and part of an architrave?; Π form rock 
tomb (Fig.2, shown with black arrow on the right), 
level areas of the aloni type and modern orchards, in 
the vicinity. A few minutes walk to the water source 
(where traces of looters were observed) lie a next 
group of terra-cota bases and extremely eroded 

mixed, multi-coloured fragments (as well as the 
handles, one of which might bear the radiated head 
of Helios?, rose in the center? with retrograde let-
ters? while the letters on some rectangular stamps 
are almost worn) that are datable to the Classical-
Roman periods. The lid of a Roman urguentarium? 
is conspicuous (Fig.2, shown with black arrow on the 
left), alongside of a good many surface fragments. 
Date: possibly 188-186 B.C/ 160-146 B.C 
Period/Culture: Period IIIb/ IV, Hellenistic 
Display: Fig.3(a) 
 
Stamp 2 
Reading: NIKAPXO (fabricant) 
Description: Horizontally inscribed rectangular 
stamp. Calcareous fabric; red light clay colour with 
creme slip on the outer surface. 
Dimensions: ~ 1.5x 5.5-6 cm; length of handle meas-
uring ca. 7 cm. 
Findspot and Context: Appeared amongst numerous 
sherds that were seen along the steep slope in the 
southern sector of Kaletepe. Many of them seem to 
be the off-site scatters that flew off the peak or the 
upper code terraces. No significant ruins apart from 
the Karian type architectural blocks that are visible 
all over the main site. 
Date: 145-108 B.C/ 107-88/86 B.C 
Period/Culture: Period V/ Period VI, late Hellenistic 
Display: Fig.3(b) 
 
Stamp 3 
Reading: ΕΥΦΡΑΝΟΡΙΔΑ 6  (eponym), retrograde, 
letters outwards 
Description: Circular stamp with a dot in the middle, 
incised on rather a short handle. Partly calcerous 
cover; paler red-pinky color with yellow-creme slip 
on the surface. 
Dimensions: ~ 2 cm diameter; length of handle 
measuring ~ 5 cm. 
Findspot and Context: Same as Stamp 2 
Date: 256-249 B.C.7/ 246-235 B.C.8 
Period/Culture: Period Ic9, Hellenistic 
Display: Fig.3(c) 
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Figure 2. Selection of images of field data (surface fragments; urguentarium lid? with black arrow on the left; Π form 
rock tomb with black arrow on the right) 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 (a). Stamp of Imas 
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Figure 3 (b). Stamp of Nikarchos 

 

 

Figure 3 (c). Stamp of Euphranoridas 
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Other 
 a)  

Reading: None 

Description: Two similar circular and extremely 
eroded stamps; appearing with a rose figure? or a 
Knidian lion.10 Reddish texture appearing with ti-
ny grids. 
Dimensions: ~ 2 cm. diameter 
Findspot and Context: Over the skirts of Kaletepe; 
interwoven with many other Roman fragments. 
Date: 3rd century B.C.? 
Period/Culture: Hellenistic? 
Display: Fig.4 (1, 2) 
b) 

Reading: Monogram? ending with “E”, rest is 
missing 

Description: Rectangular stamp. Fine reddish clay; 
texture appearing with very thin chaff. 
Dimensions: ~ 1 cm. width; tapering long side 
Findspot and Context: Kaletepe 
Date: 3rd century B.C.? 
Period/Culture: Hellenistic? 
Display: Fig.4 (3) 
c) 
Reading: Monogram? beginning with “H/P”?, 
rest is missing. Perhaps Rhodon(os)?  
Description: Rectangular stamp; reddish clay sili-
cate, micaceous texture 
Dimensions: ~ 1x2 cm. 
Findspot and Context: Kaletepe 
Date: 3rd century B.C.? 
Period/Culture: late Hellenistic? 
Display: Fig.4 (4) 

 

 

Figure 4. “Stamps of other (uncertain) group (rose/ Knidian lion? (1-2); monogram? ending with “E” (3); monogram? be-
ginning with “H/P?” (4)) 

Even though we have to be contented with basi-
cally the names of the two potters and an epony-
mous official in our case, the literature on the vast 
quantity of trade amphorae aids us to assign them to 
the era between the 3rd and 1st centuries B.C, on a 
broad scale. The likely interval for the three solid 
evidence are pertinent to the dates which begin 
around 256 B.C. and end ca. 86 B.C.  

Looking further through a selection of the corpus 
of the Rhodian stamped amphorae, we find out and 
may record the following: 

- Stamp 1 (Imas) is enlisted with the 
eponymous priests (with the reading 
“IMA”) of the Sun in Rhodes, whose origins 
are announced uncertain or uncommon 
(Stoddart 1850: 26-27, 29, 117 (no.169). But 
views have changed over the last century, in 
favour of being a fabricant. Two rectangular 
samples of Period IV from Egypt (one of Ras 
el-Soda origin and the other of an unknown 
provenance) and bearing caduceus symbols 
below the names, with a lateral 
cornucopia 11 ? are hosted in the Krakow 
Museum (Hasegawa 2013: 161-162 (no.8), 
165 (no.19). 

- A caduceus symbol was used by many 
potters (Nilsson 1909: 159). They are well 

visible on the products of e.g. Dion, 
Drakontidas, Philon 12 , Eukleitos who was 
attributed to the Rhodian Vth period (Coul-
son et al. 1997: 52-53 (no.s.15-17), etc. At the 
same time, it was grabbed in various regions 
and sites; Knidos, Kos, etc. 13  A circular 
stamp of Imas (depicted with a caduceus) 
that resembles those resting in Alexandria 
was found in Xanthus (Stoddart 1850: 44, 
55). Those retrieved in Egypt, Naukratis (?) 
are displayed in the transport amphora 
catalogue of the British Museum. Registered 
as a “Rhodian fabricant”, all of his stamps 
are dated to 160-145 B.C (Period IV). The 
caduceus is seen to be depicted below the 
name, in this group.14 The stamps of Imas- 
all dated to Period IV, are displayed in 11 
matrices of the Alexandria Collection 
(www.amphoralex.com). 

- Grace articulates that there is connection be-
tween fabricant Imas and eponym Pausanias 
II; the date must be later than 180 B.C. while 
Timourrhodos and Damainetos are also giv-
en as the associated eponyms (Grace 1934, 
219 (fig.2), 225).15 It could well have matched 
the period of the eponymous official, 
Symmachos (Period IIId: 175/173-169/167 
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B.C.)16 ; a fine rectangular stamp with the 
names of Symmachos and Ima on both 
handles (dated to 188-186 B.C) was found in 
Sicily (IG XIV (SEG 52: 890,2). 

- Nikarchos is a common name17 which can be 
found in various contexts, particularly in the 
corpus of Greek inscriptions, e.g. Nikarchos 
Mennis- an archont in Delos (end of 3rd cen-
tury B.C) (IG XI.4 114) 18 , Nikarchos of 
Myrina (2nd century B.C) from Kos who was 
amongst the winners of pentathlon (IG XII,4: 
Kos (Klee, Geschichte 8,II.B1); Zarnowski 
2013: 119). According to Grace, the rectangu-
lar seals bearing the name of Nikarchos 
(Niκάρχου) (Stamp 2) do not antedate the 
2nd century B.C. (1934: 231 (R.64)). The stamp 
of a potter (on a Rhodian amphora handle) 
of the same name which was found in Bot-
tiaia in Macedonia, at Pella is dated to 146-
108 B.C, in SEG 50: 61219 whereas the stamp 
with the identical name allows a date to the 
late Hellenistic period, specifically falling in-
to the VIth period (ca. 107-88/86 B.C), in the 
matrice of Rhodian stamps.20 This part is ra-
ther perplexing. 

- We can safely propose that he (Stamp 3) was 
the eponymous official- Euphranoridas 
(nominativus form) as the space left between 
“I” and “” (following the half readable 
“Δ”) is quite equal to the space used for the 
legible “A” in the first syllables. Presumably, 
the fabricant associated with eponym Eu-
phranoridas is Aksios, corresponding to Pe-
riod Ic. 21  In the matrice of stamps of the 
Rhodian eponyms, Ic is dated to 246-235 
B.C.22  while Lawall denotes 256-249 (2007: 
47).23 

Nilsson (1909) records that the circular stamps of 
Euphranoridas (151), like those of Hieroteles as at-
tributed to Period I-II24, is characterizable with the 
button type (Nilsson 1909: 151). Let us also address 
that Lawall (2007) points, regarding the usage of the 
similar button stamps by the eponyms, to the likely 
association of fabricant Hieroteles with many names 
within which Euphranoridas is included (39 (AH 
21a-c).25 An unusual thing about Euphranoridas is 
his denomination as a fabricant by Nilsson (1909) 
when the chronology was not well established in the 
beginnings of the 20th century B.C. Opposed to this, 
Euphranor (with a circular stamp) is in the list of the 
eponyms (154). The name with a nuance- Eu-
phranor(os) for example, who is mostly depicted 
with a bunch of grapes26 or a rose in the middle,27 
seems to be completely away from our sample due 
to the stylistic difference. The only hint for Eu-
phranor(os)28 might apply to the Period attested as II 

(last quarter of 3rd century B.C.) which somehow 
approximates that of Euphranoridas (see above). But 
this still seems to be a very poor indicator, also due 
to the stylistic differences between the two. 

 
- It is too hard to make an explicit remark on 

the uncertain group. The extremely eroded 
group (a), could have depicted a Knidian li-
on or a Rhodian rose. The sample ending 
with “E” (b) seems to be part of a monogram 
stamp so it might be put to analogy with the 
specimen given amongst the late 3rd-2nd cen-
tury B.C. finds of Nikandros group ending 
with “IE” (uncovered in Ephesus, Lawall 
2007: 50 (AH 48)). The problem is with the 
shape (circular) of the stamp found in Ephe-
sus. The final one (c) could have been a work 
of Rhodon (Stoddart 1850: 11)29 II? (Period V 
(145-108 B.C)) that was exported to Pompeii, 
Delos, Cyprus, etc. (Grace 1934: 231 (no. 62); 
Coulson et.al 1997: 56 (no.s 27-28)). We are 
never sure. Perhaps slightly appearing as 
“H…”, an analogy might be established with 
the specimen, attributed to Samos? in the 
British Museum. 30  The provenance of the 
circular stamp with the reading (H[ ]o?) and 
displayed in the Krakow Archaeological 
Museum has not been identified yet but was 
grabbed in Ras el-Soda (Egypt) during the 
2nd World War (just like the case of Imas). 
No chronology was attributed to this sample 
(Hasegawa 2013: 165 (no.21)). 

4. DISCUSSION 

The interpretation of evidence presented in this 
paper is not an easy touch due to the lack of system-
atically acquired field data but we can confidently 
manifest that the presence of the stamps imply an 
active trafficking of the merchantable products. Of 
the possible practices is that, the products reaped in 
the khorai were filled in the amphorae which were 
manufactured in the collecting or nearby stations 
and then exported, in order to meet the requirements 
of Rhodes, in the first step. 

For some, the production of the Peraian amphorae 
terminated in the 2nd century B.C. and that the Rho-
dian amphorae were sent back to be filled with the 
Peraian wine instead (Held et al. 2009: 225). If we 
were able to judge through a complete historical 
lense, we could perhaps question the cost-effectivity 
of manufacturing all the amphorae in Rhodes even 
though this could also be a practical method of man-
aging an “intra-system”. Reading from the reverse, 
why not pause for a while about the issue of contin-
uation under a regained autonomous status. That 
none of our evidence bears a clear rose symbol may 

http://epigraphy.packhum.org/book/342?location=54
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hold up this case to an extent, but this cannot be a 
definite judgement, either. 

We are not to be stuck with monocausalities, 
though. Many other factors might have been behind 
the scene, such as, it is equally possible that some of 
the Rhodian potters kept on residing in the Peraia 
(e.g. Hieroteles who has been discussed as a Rhodian 
potter of the Peraia (see Tuna and Empereur 1989)). 
Perhaps, the local potters (regardless of chronologi-
cal sequence) had to operate in the officially imposed 
procedures under the patronage of Rhodes, as an 
outgrowth of the political economy.  

From the aspect of periodization, the stamps of 
Kaletepe offer different spans of time but mostly re-
fer to the Hellenistic. This must have appertained to 
both the activities of the Rhodians on the mainland 
and the Peraians (being the heirs of the Karian civili-
zation) themselves. Even though there will always 
be a “margin of error (Badoud 2014: 23-24)”, we 
choose to bring forward the idea of glocalization 
which made it profitable for Rhodes to survive her 
interests in the international trade environment.  

What about the different geographies that dis-
closed the Rhodian amphorae and their relation to 
the notion of citizenship or localness in the socio-
political background? Were they all manufactures of 
the culturally integrated Rhodian (non)citizens, out-
bound products of the dominions, and the like? New 
questions can be raised. In this regard, could Imas be 
a Peraian (he might well be a Tymnian) origin fabri-
cant? We are quite aware that multi samples need to 
be examined in order to understand this, however 
can turn to something interesting that was recorded 
about our semi-enigmatic figure; Nilsson attributes 
the name of Euphranodiras to purerly free Greek 
patronyms and names (probably to establish an 
organic link with the citizenship of Rhodes) whereas 
he attests Imas amongst the barbaric. Such a clue 
comes out when he rejects to put his name (where 
IMA is not an abbreviation, either) in the Greek 
onomastics but throws him into the category of 
indigenous slaves (Nilsson 1909: 84, 89, 99). 

Regardless of having a preference over the two 
intervals, the potential duration of the performance 
of Imas must be 40-42 years, in the broadest scale, 
which would be a considerable period from a craft-
man’s aspect. Further to that, anyone can pose an 
extra question: Could Imas attain his mature style in 
the upcoming times? That the position of the 
caduceus rests above the name (it is consistently 
traceable below the names of the fabricants who 
acted later than Imas)31 in our sample may hint at an 
early production. If so, it is conceivable that 188-186 
B.C which is our “possible” earlier date (although 
the date set in PHI is disputable from our point of 
view) and the eponym Symmachos might be a point 

of intersection for his name (not specifically for Imas 
but for both, theoretically, the intersection of Period 
IIId and IV which is ca. 167-160 B.C.). Moreover, the 
broken bar Alpha (that began to be in used (in 3rd-1st 
centuries B.C) inter alia the normal former cases, 
McLean 2002: 4132) can suggest a temporal context 
that holds by this final tentative date, in any case. 
However, an exception comes out with some proto-
types depicting the caduceus at the bottom.33 Should 
these be of earlier dates, the situation gets complicat-
ed. Something appreciable for Tymnos is the cadu-
ceus symbol (the equivalent of Mercury in the Ro-
man mythology) which has strong links with trade 
and prosperity. This is known to be the symbol 
(wand) of God Hermaios, frequently given by 
Homer in his Iliad (e.g. XXIV.343). Within the nu-
mismatic context, it is commonly found as a patron 
divinity on Patara coins, relating to the well-being of 
the commercially oriented polis and its merchants, 
since the earlier periods (Özüdoğru 2007: 35). 

Turning to Stamp 2, Nikarchos must be the latest 
representative in our small trio data set. Leaning on 
the epigraphical context within which the stamp of 
the potter in Pella34 shows up, it could be a product 
of the late Hellenistic interval of 145-108 B.C.35 when 
Caria and Lycia were already declared civitas libera 
(Akşit 1971: 66-67). But, no one should expect that 
the Rhodians could have left the Peraia, all of a sud-
den. Yet, our judgement is wide open to any refusal 
at this point. 

Stamp 3 predates all the other readable samples. 
As it seems, the Peraia was possibly kept in close eye 
from the earliest times of political integration as Pe-
riod I match up with the beginnings of the Rhodian 
practice of stamping (Grace 1953: 118; Lawall 2007: 
30). Also worthy of note may be that, whether it is 
Euphranor or Euphranoridas, the letters deciphered 
as “EY” in Turgut-Bayır ateliers (Tuna and Em-
pereur 1989: 289) might have had relation with 
Stamp 3. In view of the floating intervals, the poten-
tial period for Euphranoridas’ officiating is about 18 
years within which he could have shared some time 
with Hieroteles. Yet, we cannot know how long Eu-
phranoridas held office or co-appeared with the as-
sociated fabricant(s). 

The monograms are majorly attributed to Rhodes 
and Knidos whereas an abbreviation tradition of the 
Peraia is lacking. In parallel to how Doğer states 
(Doğer and Şenol 1996: 65-66), we choose to refrain 
from being assertive as to whether they belonged to 
the eponymous officials or fabricants, despite diver-
gent views about the subject matter. But provenance 
can matter. The monogram? ending with “E” shows 
resemblance with the sample presented in the “Un-
certain provenience” catalogue by Grace (1934: 289 
(no.269). That nothing remains relational with 
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Rhodes may reinforce a view towards a non-
Rhodian origin. Yet, a case ending with an “E” could 
not be determined.  

For the unattributed monogram? beginning with 
“H/P”?, it might have belonged to Samos? Cyprus? 
Rhodes?36. We simply cannot know, hence definitely 
leave it open. 

The handles of the post 167 B.C simply apply to 
the period when Rhodes gradually began to lose 
control and influence in the ancient world. These 
could too be the discards of local production rather 
than being likely associated with the commercial 
concerns. As per the supportiveness of the bases and 
in the context of their contribution to the commercial 
life, the non-Rhodian plaster banded amphorae back 
up views on localness, to an extent. Some of the dis-
connected samples present semblance with the pro-
to-Koan and Knidian/ late Knidian samples, though. 
Notwithstanding, the relationship of the vast majori-
ty with Rhodes is still strong and apparent (Fig. 2). 
Particularly those with the hallowed or conical bases 
are in accord with the ovoid form Rhodian and 
Knidian amphorae. The hallowed bases also remind 
of the second half of 4th- first quarter of 3rd century 
B.C. Cypriot typologies (Şenol 2009: 130-131, 193). 
Again, there is a possibility that ring plaster banded 
and cylindrical solid toes with round bases (Doğer 
and Şenol 1996: 63, 69-70) or short conical (Doğer 
1994: 198) bases (these are not typical of the Rhodian 
amphorae and many were reported from Karaca-
Naltaş ateliers), belonged to the potter Hieroteles or 
one of his contemporaneous fabricants. When it is 
considered that the canonical form Rhodian ampho-
rae began to emerge ca. 240 B.C. (Doğer and Şenol 
1996: 68), it is unexceptional that the Peraia could 
have joined this well-developed market in a similar 
way. 

5. CONCLUSION 

Tymnos is one of the current cases (despite unsys-
tematic evidence) to develop an idea in favor of the 
glocalization of widely appealed products in the in-
fluential sphere of Hellenistic Rhodes. 

Just as we are certain that the products of Hiero-
teles travelled relatively long distances, so must be 
valid for the potential Tymnian/ other Peraian fabri-
cants. The only mainstay that we have is that some 
of the distinctive bases resemble Type 1 class Koro-
noi and Knidian samples and that they were manu-
factured by the mainlander (not necessarily of Knid-
ian origin) fabricants (Monachov 2005: 75-76 
(fig.2.2)). 

Although it was not mentioned, the availability of 
the black glazed pieces encourage us to add to the 
views about the flatter base proto Peraian amphorae 

that could have survived from the late Classical pe-
riod. Some of the instances recalling the Chian and 
Cypriot typologies (they could have been dispatched 
from these spots, as well) give rise to thought about 
the Peraia’s affairs with more distant islands in the 
Mediterranean before falling under the hegemony of 
Rhodes. 

In our case, two appears with an endorsing name 
of the fabricant while only one shows up through the 
appellation of the eponym Euphranoridas. Fabricant 
Imas (who was presumably a non-Rhodian/ Peraian 
and in activity during when the eponymous official 
Symmachos also held office) is a recent evidence 
from Tymnos. Owing to the undecided provenance 
among the scholars and the nuances in the linguistic 
clues, his name needs to be overemphasized in our 
small data set. Insofar as being a mainlander holding 
a demesman status (in that case, a Tymnian?, etc.) or 
Rhodian citizenship37, he might well have been an 
ordinary member of the indigenous population. Ob-
viously, much more archaeological evidence should 
become available to comment that Imas or any other 
was a Peraian. The remaining names also deserve a 
highlight for manifesting the Peraia’s role within the 
socio-economic domain of ancient Rhodes, as well as 
being some fine indicators and components of a 
well-developed market in the Hellenistic period. 
Equally arguable is Tymnos’- a long neglected site’s 
(in)direct involvement in the process. 

Should our arguments (despite the limitations of 
the study) about the contributory status of Tymnos 
to the amphora manufacture or traffic in the Peraia 
be correct, new quests can be pursued in Kaletepe 
and the near surroundings. However, the owners of 
the stamps could well be bound up with the other 
loci. To put it differently, we don’t strain at pinning it 
on Tymnos. What matters is the potential Peraian 
imprint and expected future data on the same and 
equivalents.  

About local production and reminding the case of 
Bybassos that lies to the north of the Peraia; it would 
be a good solution to work through the application 
of chemical analyses of the visually detectable sam-
ples in our catalogue, given above. Following their 
petrographical examinations38, the compatibility of 
the amphorae attributes with the local geographical 
and pedological characteristics can be assessed and 
some informative results can be obtained. 

Lastly; in as much as their traceability along the 
coasts, it is considered that Tymnos has the potential 
to contribute to the generation of new evidence and 
knowledge in respect of trade in late antiquity, ac-
companied with a complementary field- underwater 
archaeology. 
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1 A general perception is that the ancient potters were male or they worked solo. The prosopographical studies have 

shown that they could, although rare, be female or the males could have worked with the potters who owned ateliers 
(Coulson et.al 1997: 48, 57, 59). Also see Hasegawa 2013: 162 (no.10) for “Διόκλεια”. 

2 For sharp perpendicularity that emerged down to the late Hellenistic, see Şenol 2009: 125, 128-129. 
3 See Tuna and Empereur 1989; Tuna et.al 1991; Doğer and Şenol 1996; Cankardeş-Şenol 2006; Held et.al 2009; Akyol 

et.al. 2013; Oğuz-Kırca 2015. 
4 Also see Monachov 2005: 71. 
5 Dates are given with a separatrix in Stamp 1 and Stamp 2 as the nuances in date were fixed by different sources to 

similarly inscribed names found in different loci. 
6 Referable to the circular sample with inventory no. ALEX ABC 0125.17 (amphoralex). This sample also has no 

preposition before the reading. The others belonging to the same name all seem to be rectangular.  
Referable to the Rhodian sample found in the basilika of Ephesos (Lawall 2007, 33 (AH 7)). 
7 Lawall 2007: 47. 
8 www.amphoralex.com 
9 Lawall 2007: 33 (AH 7). Also check AH 70 for the similarity in terms of abbreviation in late Knidian stamps (EΥΦ). 
10 For a thorough appearance of the scalp of the Knidian lion of the 3rd century B.C., see Johnston 2013: Fig. 39, RN 

(registration number) 1955,0920.72 in the British Museum. 
11 For Imas with cornucopia, also see inventory no. ALEX ABC 0368.24 (amphoralex). 
12  See the images (Villing et al. 2013-2015 JB.0825, JB.0948, JB.0751) with RN e.g. 1925,0119.413.b; 2011,5004.69; 

2011,5003.301. 
13 See the images (Villing et al. 2013-2015 JB.0335, JB.0123) with RN e.g. 1925,0119.669; 1955,0920.130. Also refer to 

Stoddart 1850: 63, for the parergic mark of Cleombrotus. 
14  For the Rhodian amphorae found in Naukratis, particularly see the catalogue of the British Museum 

(www.britishmuseum.org/naukratis). See the images (Villing et al. 2013-2015 JB.0928, 0929, 0930, 0931) with RN 
2011,5004.101; 2011,5004.48; 2011,5004.21; 2011,5004.1). 

15 Also find different periods of Pausanias in Grace 1953: 118. 
16 In 38 matrices of the Alexandrian inventory (amphoralex), Symmachos’ stamps are dated to Period IIId. 
For a stamp of Symmachos found in Tanais, see Matera 2014: 82 (Tom II, no.69); the same with a rose symbol acquired 

in Naukratis (?), see the image (Villing et al. 2013-2015 JB.0904) with RN 2011,5003.74). 
17 For the name actually pointing to cultural Hellenisation, also see “Anu-uballit Nikarchos (son of Anu-iksur)”, the 

governor of Uruk under Seleukos 2nd around 244/43 B.C. (Sherwin-White and Kuhrt 1993: 150-151). For the economic 
and commercial relations of the Seleucids, as well as the affairs with Rhodes, immunities like ateleia, etc., especially see 
pp.65-71. 

18 Also see Dillon and Baltes 2013: 207-246. 

http://epigraphy.packhum.org/allregions
http://inscriptions.packhum.org/regions/6
http://epigraphy.packhum.org/regions/8
http://epigraphy.packhum.org/regions/8
http://www.britishmuseum.org/naukratis
http://www.amphoralex.org/
http://www.amphoralex.org/
http://www.britishmuseum.org/naukratis
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19 SEG 50: 612 (IG X Macedonia). Reading: “Νικάρχου” 
20 e.g. BIBALEX 0039 (MGR P.17011) (amphoralex). 
21 ALEX ABC 0920.31 (MGR P.24994); ALEX ABC 0920.33 (MGR P.24996) (amphoralex). 
22 ALEX ABC 0125.17 (amphoralex). 
23 The stamp of Aksios, which was grabbed in Grusevskoe, allowed a date to ca. the end of 250s/240s B.C. (Monachov 

2005: 76). 
24 e.g. Hisarönü 1993, A.11.07.1 (amphoralex) 
25 The proposed date as 244-236 B.C. (Jöhrens 1999: 14-16) for Euphranoridas’ association with Hieroteles should be 

expected normally (Lawall, Ibid.). Also note that the name of the fabricant Euph(r)(onos) with slight difference in reading 
relates to the same period (ca. 270-244 B.C), with the preposition Παρά. We are not certain whether the name was com-
pleted in certain instances (Lawall 2007: 38-39 (AH 19-20)). 

26 See Tuna and Empereur 1989: 298 (no.24) 
27 Period IIc. Name is represented with ca. 22 matrices (see amphoralex). Also see Cankardaş-Şenol and Canoğlu 2009: 

130 (Fig.61). 
28 See Coulson et al. 1997: 53 (no.18). 
29 Nilsson (1909: 159) points to his attribute of a trident. 
30 See Johnston 2013: Fig. 24, British Museum no. 1925,0119.608b. 
31 See almost the identical pair of this symbol, as given by Matera 2014: 167 (Tom II, no.147). 
32 Related to Alpha, see e.g. the transport amphora with RN: 2011,5004.101, 2011.5004.48 (Villing et al. 2013-2015 

JB.0928, 0929). Perhaps same for the one registered as 2011,5004.21 (Ibid. JB.0928, 0930). 
33 e.g. ALEX ABC 0651.19 (amphoralex) 
34 See note 19. 
35 This date may still need a strict recheck. 
36 See Grace 1934; Coulson et.al 1997; Johnston 2013, 11 (fig.24, RN 1925.0119.608b). 
37 On the citizenship and demesmen, especially refer to van Bremen 2007; Rice 1999. 
38 See Akyol et al. 2013: 168. 
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