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NEW REMARKS ON PTOLEMAIC BRONZE COINS WITH 
TRIDENT PUNCHMARK IN THE LIGHT OF NEW DATA 

FROM ASIA MINOR

Ömer TATAR*

ÖZ

Küçük Asya’dan Yeni Veriler Işığında Trident Punchmarklı Bronz Ptolemaios 
Sikkeleri Üzerine Yeni Yorumlar

Büyük çoğunluğu II. Ptolemaios Philadelphos dönemine ait olan, bir kısmı ise I. Ptolemaios 
Soter döneminde darp edilmiş krali bronz sikkelerin arka yüzünde karşımıza oldukça büyük, oyuk 
formlu, trident biçiminde bir punchmark çıkmaktadır. Hemen hemen tüm örneklerde, arka yüzün 
sağ boşluğuna vurulduğu görülür. Bu damga, sikkeler üzerinde alışılagelmiş kontrmarktan biçimsel 
olarak farklılaşmakla beraber sahip olduğu işlev ise aynıdır. Krali Ptolemaios bronz sikkeleri 
üzerinde yer alan trident biçimli damgaların nerede, ne amaçla ve ne zaman vurulduklarına dair 
literatürde çeşitli yayınlar mevcuttur. Araştırmacılar eldeki veriler ışığında çeşitli görüşler ileri 
sürmelerine karşın, Küçük Asya verilerinin çok az ölçüde yayınlanmış olması daha kapsamlı bir 
yorumlama yapılmasına mâni olmuştur. Önceleri Fenike kentlerinden Berytos’ta vuruldukları 
düşünülse de arkeolojik çalışmalar neticesinde ele geçen örnekler ışığında Kıbrıs adasında 
damgalanmış oldukları fikri ön plana çıkmıştır. Küçük Asya’nın güney ve güney-batı kıyıları 
boyunca gösterdikleri dolaşım ise yayını yapılmış limitli veriden ötürü tam manasıyla ele 
alınamamıştır. Güncel veriler ışığında hazırlanan bu çalışmada Karia, Lykia, Pamphylia ve Kilikia 
bölgelerinde yürütülen bilimsel arkeolojik çalışmalarda ele geçen örnekler ve müze koleksiyonunda 
yer alan, büyük kısmı daha evvel yayınlanmamış yeni örnekler sayesinde bu sikkelerin nerede, ne 
amaçla ve ne zaman punchmarklandıklarına ilişkin yeni yorumlamalar yapmak mümkün olmuş, 
gösterdikleri yoğun sirkülasyonu ele alma şansı olmuştur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ptolemaios Krallığı, Bronz Sikke, Punchmark, Küçük Asya

* Research Assistant Dr. Ömer Tatar, Akdeniz University, Faculty of Letters, Department of History, 07058 
Antalya-TR. E-posta: omertatar@akdeniz.edu.tr. Orcid No: 0000-0002-5644- 2188.

 This article is an extended version of a discussion from PhD titled Ptolemaic Hegemony over Lycia in 
the Light of Numismatic Data completed by the present author in 2022.
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ABSTRACT

There is a very large and hollow-shaped trident punchmark on the reverse side of Ptolemaic 
bronze coins, most of which belong to the Ptolemy II Philadelphos period. Some of them were also 
minted during the period of Ptolemy I Soter. It is observed that almost all of them were punched 
on the right field of the reverse. This stamp differs formally from the usual countermark on coins. 
However, the function it has is the same. There are various publications in numismatic literature on 
where, for what purpose and when the trident-shaped stamps on the Ptolemaic bronze coins were 
struck. Researchers have put forward different opinions in the light of the available data. However, 
limited publication of Asia Minor data prevented a more comprehensive interpretation in these 
publications. Although, in the light of the examples obtained, it was first thought that they were 
stamped in Berytos, one of the Phoenician cities, the idea that the punchmarks were applied on 
Cyprus became popular. On the other hand, their circulation along the south and south-west coasts 
of Asia Minor could not be fully considered due to limited data. In this study, the specimens found 
during the archaeological research carried out in the regions of Caria, Lycia, Pamphylia and Cilicia 
and the samples in the museum collections, most of which have not been published before, have 
been brought together. In this way, it has been possible to make new interpretations about where, for 
what purpose and when these coins were punchmarked, and to comment on the intense circulation 
they showed.

Keywords: Ptolemaic Kingdom, Bronze Coins, Punchmark, Asia Minor

Introduction
Small stamps struck on coins are called countermarks. They are applied on the 

coins which have been withdrawn from circulation for any reason by the issuing 
authority and therefore no longer circulate or have reached a different geography for 
reasons such as to put them into circulation again or to attribute a new value or to 
become valid in a foreign land1. The use of countermarks on regal Ptolemaic coins had 
also these general purposes2. With few exceptions, countermarks are used on bronze 
coins of the kingdom. The stamp, which is the subject of this study, is on regal bronzes 
as well. It is a big trident shaped mark stamped on the reverse side of a group of bronze 
coins, during the reign Ptolemy II Philadelphos3 (fig. 1). On these coins, there is a 

1  On the use of countermarks on Greek coins, see. Le Rider 1975; Forestier 2006.
2  While Davesne (Davesne – Le Rider 1989) classifies the marks on the Meydancikkale hoard coins, he 

uses the titles: “official countermarks”, “special signs/stamps”, “deformation” and “graffiti”. Davesne 
(Davesne – Le Rider 1989, 300) divides the stamps that he calls countermarks in general into official 
countermarks and private countermarks and names the special ones as “stamp/mark”. See also Davesne 
1987, 145-146.

3 We know an example on a silver coin from Meydancıkkale hoard. For this coin, which is attributed to 
Cyprus, see. Davesne – Le Rider 1989, n. 4855. As mentioned below in the text, Davesne proposes a 
connection between this trident countermark on Meydancıkkale tetradrachm and the punchmark on bronze 
issues and accordingly uses it to strengthten his case where he suggests that these bronzes were punc-
hmarked by a mint on Cyprus. However, its use on that specimen is different from those on bronze coins 
considering its form. On this issue, also see. Ashton – Arslan – Dervişağaoğlu 1996, 270, fn. 2; Lichocka 
1997, 11. Krali for other sporadic examples of similar stamping on Ptolemaic coins, see. Lichocka 1997, 
11-12. These are, just like the Meydancıkkale specimen, small in size and in relief with a background.
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post-production mark, which we can describe as a punchmark, which is different from 
the usual countermark form4. This stamp is a countermark in terms of its function. 
However, it is a punchmark in terms of its shape due to its hollow and inward structure. 
Therefore, it does not have a background and the trident is instamped. Showing a 
certain order, on most of the specimens it is on the right field of the revere side and 
mostly on the wings of the eagle, which forms the main reverse type. While the earliest 
examples are on the bronze coins of Ptolemy I Soter, which are dated to c. 294 BC., 
these punchmarks are mostly on the bronzes of Ptolemy II Philadelphos, which were 
struck between c. 275-265/260 BC.

Studies on the subject
Several studies on the issue have been published commenting on where, when and 

by whom these coins were punchmarked. The earliest remark on the punchmark is by 
Svoronos (1904, n. 381β). In a note to an example in his catalog, the author named the 
trident symbol as the trident of Berytos and thus claimed that the stamp in question might 
have been struck in this city5. However, he does not clearly suggest a date and reason. 
Cox (1959, 97-98), who published the coins found in the Curium excavations, made 
a connection between the trident punchmarked coins and the cease of the activities of 
Ptolemaic mints on Cyprus since the mid-260s BC. The author suggested that the reason 
why the minting on the island ceased might be the loss of Cyprus following Antigonos 
Gonatas' victory against Ptolemy II in Kos, and that Antigonos Gonatas, who had a 
great naval victory, stamped these coins, and maintained their circulation6. However, Le 
Rider (1969, 32-33) dismisses this possibility, stating that as a result of this method, the 
Ptolemaic coins would remain in circulation reminding of the dominance of the kingdom 
in question. He states that this must be a marking applied by the Ptolemaic kingdom 
itself and possibly for economic reasons. Davesne (1987, 147-149), who made the first 
comprehensive study on the subject, proposes that, unlike Cox, this stamp should not 
have been directly political, but for economic reasons following Ptolemy II Philadelphos’ 
bronze coinage reform7. He argues that as the trident symbol used is Poseidon's attribute, 
hence a naval symbol, and more importantly, due to the large number of coins circulating 
in Cyprus, the coins must have been punchmarked and used on the island of Cyprus8. 
On the other hand, Davesne (1989, 303) takes the silver coin with a similar stamp in 
the Meydancıkkale hoard as a further evidence of the Cypriot origin of bronzes, as that 
silver issue is attributed to Cyprus9. Also, Noeske (1995) proposes that, based on the 
large number of bronze coins found on Cyprus, this must be a stamp applied by the royal 

4 Unlike usual countermark, which is a symbol with a raised form in a geometric shape such as rectan-
gular, round or square, these signs are both in a hollow form and occupy a large space on the coin.

5 Jenkins (1967, 67) agrees with this.
6 Similarly, Seyrig suggested that this countermark may have been struck on royal coins by Antigonos 

Gonatas, who won a naval victory against the Ptolemies in approximately 263-262 BC., see. Seyrig 
1966. However, Antigonos Gonatas’ domination on the island is not historically attested. On this, see. 
Le Rider 1969, 32-33; Bagnall 1976, 190. Cfr. Lichocka 1997, 13-14.

7 Also see. Schulze 2001.
8 Also see. Konuk 2004, 173; Bodzek 2020, 380.
9 For the tetradrachm see Davesne – Le Rider 1989, n. 4855.
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Ptolemaic authority on Cyprus. Lichocka (1997), on the other hand, agrees with the idea 
that the punchmarks must have been applied on Cyprus, but associates the reason for 
stamping with a political event. Moreover, unlike other researchers, she proposes the 
next king’s reign for this application. According to the author, BC. Ptolemy III Euergetes, 
who started the Third Syrian War, which took place between 246-241 BC, needed money 
to pay the soldiers and thus create a strong navy. Therefore, perhaps the lack of coins 
in Cyprus during this period caused the non circulating coins from the previous ruler's 
period to be stamped and put into circulation. Lorber (CPE I, 115) has brought a new 
explanation to the subject in the light of current data. Considering the wide circulation 
of the coins bearing this stamp from the south of Asia Minor to Cyprus and the Syrian-
Phoenician geography, the author states that it is the Ptolemaic navy rather than a mint 
that applied the trident punchmark on the reverse of the coins. So, it is clearly understood 
that recent studies on the subject mostly agree that these coins were punchmarked on 
Cyprus with a financial reason and by the Ptolemaic Kingdom.

New Extensive Data
It is the discovery of many new bronze coins bearing trident punchmarks in the 

research I conducted within the scope of my doctoral thesis, which makes possible new 
interpretations of where, for what purpose and when these stamps were applied and 
also their wide circulation. First of all, as a result of the study of the new specimens 
from Asia Mior, 2 new issues were detected in addition to the 7 known issues from the 
examples in the literature carrying this stamp, and the number of issues bearing trident 
punchmark increased to 9.

The total number of coins with trident punchmarks from Asia Minor, most of which 
are unpublished, and newly studied excavation and museum material is 62. 32 coins 
were found in archaeological excavations and 1 in a surface survey. 29 coins, on the 
other hand, were observed in the museum collections. Euromos (1 coin), Milas Coal 
Basins (Çakıralan/Belentepe) (1 coin), Kaunos (2 coins), Patara (11 coins), Limyra (8 
coins)10, Gagai (1 coin) and Nagidos (8 coins) are the excavations where regal bronze 
coins with trident punchmark were found (fig. 2). The surface survey where 1 coin 
was found is the one carried out in southern Caria. When it comes to coins in museum 
collections, specimens are in the Aydın Archaeology Museum (6 coins), Bodrum 
Museum of Underwater Archaeology (3 coins), Marmaris Museum (4 coins), Fethiye 
Museum (10 coins), Burdur Archaeology Museum (1 coin), Antalya Archaeology 
Museum (1 coin) and Alanya Archaeology Museum (4 coins) (fig. 3).

When we look at the regional density based on archaeological excavations and 
survey, it is seen that 5 were found in Caria (15%), 20 in Lycia (60%), and 8 in Cilicia 
(25%) in particular during archaeological excavations and surveys. When we classify 
the museums considering the borders of the ancient period, 13 coins from Caria (45%), 
10 coins from Lycia (35%), 1 coin from Pamphylia (3%), 1 coin from Pisidia (3%) 

10 Unfortunately, the data is up to 2004. It has not been possible for me to study rest of the coins. The 
number of coins with trident punchmark must be higher now. I would like to thank J. Gorecki once 
again for sharing with me the finds from the excavations by giving the Svoronos reference number.
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and 5 coins from Cilicia (14%). As a result, it is seen that the main density is in Lycia, 
Caria, and Cilicia, respectively.

As mentioned above, trident punchmarks are observed on the reverse side of coins 
from the reign of Ptolemy I and Ptolemy II. There are two different series and six 
different issues of Ptolemy I on which there are trident punchmarks11. This number 
is much higher when it comes to the bronzes from Ptolemy II period. There are five 
different series and 21 different issues with trident punchmark12. The density is 
approximately 55% in Zeus with laurel wreath/eagle with open wings series. This 
corresponds to 15 of the 27 total issues. These are the issues of Alexandria, dated to 
around 275-265/60 BC13.

Where were these coins punchmarked?
So, where were these coins punchmarked? Considering the opinions about where 

the stamp might have been struck, the claim of Berytos, which Svoronos put forward in 
his rather early work, was clearly out of place with the archaeological finds unearthed 
in the following years14. The following studies, on the other hand, point to the island of 
Cyprus in common with archaeological reasons. Most recent data shared here confirms 
this attribution.

First, it should be stated that in the light of the available data, it is seen that 
approximately 7-8% of the regal bronze Ptolemaic coins found in Asia Minor (including 
the excavation finds and museum collections) are composed of coins from Cyprus 
mints15. In this context, considering the military mobility and geographical proximity, it 
is normal and expected for the Cyprus mint coins to circulate in the south of Asia Minor.

On the other hand, when we take a look at the circulation of these punchmarked coins 
on Cyprus in the light of published and accessible data, the number of punchmarked 

11 These are the series with head of Alexander III with elephant headdress right on the obverse and eagle 
standing on thunderbolt left with spread wings (see. Svoronos, n. 235; CPE, n. B43 (Alexandria); Svo-
ronos, n. 363; CPE, n. B110 (Uncertain Mint 9 (Cyprus)); Svoronos, n. 356; CPE, n. B115 (Uncertain 
Mint 9 (Cyprus)); Svoronos, n. 379; CPE, n. B117 (Uncertain Mint 10 (Cyprus))) and those with laure-
ate head of Zeus right on the obverse and the same reverse type with the previous one  (see. Svoronos, 
n. 271; CPE, n. B63 (Alexandria); Svoronos, n. 296; CPE, n. B100 (Alexandria).

12 Series: laureate head of Zeus right / eagle standing on thunderbolt left with spread wings (see. Svoronos, 
n. 600; 560; 568; 576; 580; 602; 561; 572; 577; 581; 589; 557; CPE, n. B166; B168; B172; B174-B175; 
B180; B183-B185; B187-B190; B196-B197 (Alexandria)); head of Alexander III with elephant headd-
ress right / eagle standing on thunderbolt left with spread wings (see. Svoronos, n. 582; CPE, n. B191) 
(Alexandria); laureate head of Zeus right / eagle standing on thunderbolt left with closed wings (see. 
Svoronos, n. 381; CPE, n. B317 (Uncertain Mint 22, Probably on Cyprus); head of Alexander III with 
elephant headdress right / eagle standing on thunderbolt left with closed wings (see. Svoronos, n. 382; 
CPE, n. B318 (Uncertain Mint 22, Probably on Cyprus)); head of Alexander III right, wearing mitra 
with long hair / laureate head of Zeus right / eagle standing on thunderbolt left with closed wings (see. 
Svoronos, n. 635; 641; CPE, n. B322; B328 (Tyre)).

13 Svoronos, n. 600; 560; 568; 576; 580; 602; 561; 572; 577; 581; 589; 557; CPE, n. B166; B168; B172; 
B174-B175; B180; B183-B185; B187-B190; B196-B197.

14 Cox’s publication of specimens from Cyprus made their origin clear.
15 See. Tatar 2022, 364-366.
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coins found in archaeological studies on the island is16. 14 were found in Curium16, 
2 in Nea Paphos17. On the other hand, it is known that there are 2 specimens in the 
National Museum of Nicosia18. In this regard, after southern cities of Asia Minor, 
Cyprus is the territory where these punchmarked coins are mostly found19. 

On the other hand, the island of Cyprus, where royal bronze coins were minted 
during the Ptolemy I period, does not seem to have had a bronze minting activity 
during the reign of Ptolemy II. Therefore, there is no mint on the island which produced 
reformed bronzes as well. The possible lack of coinage that may have been experienced 
on the island during this period and the coins found on the island indicate that, just as 
Davesne, Noeske and Lichocka stated, the need for coins on the island caused the old 
issues to be punchmarked and continued to be in circulation20.

On the other hand, Cyprus was a very significant base for Ptolemaic Kingdom both 
in commercial and military sense. It was a naval base as the island controlled the basin 
as far as Rhodes21. Moreover, during the Second Syrian War, it was most probably 
Cyprus from where military campaigns in Syria and Cilicia was controlled and the 
ships moved to these regions22.

As can be seen, although there are many specimens from the south of Asia Minor, they 
show a very wide geographical and numerical distribution and are not concentrated in a 
specific place. Therefore, in the light of the available data, it is possible to propose that these 
coins were stamped on the island of Cyprus and spread to Asia Minor. There is currently 
no data to support Lorber's idea that the stamping authority may have been the navy itself.

Why were these coins punchmarked?
While Svoronos does not suggest a reason for this practice, Cox and Seyrig connect 

it to Antigonos Gonatas’ hegemony on the island and his political propaganda. Davesne 
and Noeske, on the other hand proposes a purely financial cause which emerged 
following the bronze coinage reform of Ptolemy II. Most recently, Lichocka suggests 
that they may have been applied in the context of the Third Syrian War during the reign 
of Ptolemy III. Finally, Lorber combines financial and military reasons and proposes 
their use by the Ptolemaic fleet after the reform of Ptolemy II. 

When all the existing data is examined, indeed the main reason must be the new 
weight regulation with the reform that took place in the second half of 260s BC. and 
the absence of the minting of reformed coins on the island, and an urgent need for 
bronze coinage. Thus, continuation of the circulation of old coins was maintained by 
stamping as a result of such need.

16 Cox 1959, 57-63; 65; 69; 71.
17 Nicolaou 1990, 34; 37.
18 Lichocka 1997, 9-10.
19 There are hardly any examples from other regions. 1 coin from Beth Zur (Israel) (Sellers 1993, 34), 1 

coin from Kom Truga (Egypt) (Shahin 2005, n. 512), 1 coin from Petra’da (Jordan) (Sidebotham 2005, 
433; 434, n. 37) and 1 coin from Khirbet Qeiyafa (Israel) (Farhi 2016, 104).

20 Davesne 1987, 147-148; Noeske 1995; Lichocka 1997.
21 Strootman 2020, 130-131.
22 Grainger 2010, 124-125; Grabowski 2020, 143-144.
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Indeed, all bronze coins bearing this punchmark are the issues of the pre-reform 
series, namely before the reform of mid-260s BC. Although the minting of existing 
series from the reign of Ptolemy I continued in the first half of Ptolemy II’s reign, 
there was a grand arrangement in regal bronzes in a date around between 265-260 
BC.23. As a result, there was a weight increase of approximately 50% in the weight 
of bronze coins24. On the other hand, older bronzes were driven out of circulation25. 
In this context, it is clear that the underlying purpose of punchmarking the regal 
bronzes discussed here is to adapt them to the new weight system, to revalidate them 
and to maintain their circulation26. 5 out of 6 issues from the reign of Ptolemy I are 
obols with c. 8 gr. mean weight and c. 22 mm. diameter. Other issue is diobol with c. 
16 gr. mean weight and 28 mm. diameter. When it comes to the bronzes of Ptolemy 
II, which are higher in number, 16 issues are diobols, 3 are obols and 2 are hemiobols 
which were struck in the same weight system. Thus, about 66% of punchmarked 
coins are diobols, about 30% obols, and 3% hemiobols. Although the units in the 
pre-reform weight system do not have a direct equivalent in the new system, it is 
observed that they remain under the same unit of the new system with small diameter 
and weight differences (fig. 4.). Therefore, as a result of this stamping, the obols 
and diobols of the previous weight system became equivalent to the obols, diobols 
and hemiobols of the new system with larger diameters and greater weight and they 
remained in circulation. 

Thus, comments, which suggest an initial financial reason related to the reform of 
Ptolemy II, by Davesne, Noeske and Lorber are confirmed. There is no information or 
evidence to support Cox and Seyrig’s Antigonos Gonatas suggestion. However, is it 
just a simple financial solution to make “transition” to new system just like Davesne 

23 This increase resulted in a 3:2 exchange ratio between old and new bronze units. Wolf 2013, 83. See 
also Lorber 2005, 138; Picard – Faucher 2012, 35. It is thought that the main purpose here is to bring 
the material value of the bronze payment instrument closer to its nominal value, to create an acceptable 
alternative to silver, especially in Egypt, and to make the role of the bronze coin in the economy more 
important in this way, on this issue, see.Van Driessche 1988; Davesne 1998, 57-58; Picard 1998, 416-
417; Morkholm 2000, 117; Lorber 2005, 137-138; Le Rider – Callataÿ 2006, 158-159; Cavagna 2010, 
125; 132; CPE I, 110; Wolf 2013, 84; 2015, 542-543. Morkholm (2000, 117) and Picard (1998, 414; 
416) state that due to the weight differences seen in regal bronze coins, the nominal value of bronze was 
always more prominent. On the other hand, Picard and Faucher (2012, 37) suggests that the increase 
may be related to the coin exchange commission for payments made with bronze. Regarding the interp-
retation of the use of bronze coins, which became stronger with this reform within the kingdom, as an 
effort to increase monetisation, see. Von Reden 2001. On the relevance of this effort to tax payments 
in general, see. Manning 2016; Von Reden 2007, 161-170; Faucher 2013, 221. The aim of shifting the 
payments made to soldiers with silver coins to bronze is among other purposes, see. Meadows 2020, 
100-101.

24 While the top unit was the triobol with an average weight of 21 gr. during the predecessor king’s reign, 
the biggest unit of these new bronzes, which were divided into 8 different units, was the octobol with 
an average weight of 90 gr., and dichalkon became the lowest unit with an average weight of 3 gr. See. 
Lorber 2005, 150, tab. 2; CPE I, 111, tab. 2.1. For detailed metrological analysis, see Wolf 2013, 64-80.

25 These bronze issues, struck in two different weight systems, do not occur in Egyptian hoards together. 
See. Picard – Faucher 2012, 33; CPE I, 110. 

26 Davesne 1987, 149; CPE I, 115. Also see. Schulze 2001.
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suggested?27 While the financial reason and lack of coinage on the island after the 
reform is obvious, it is possible to make some further remarks on the subject. Moreover, 
such an explanation is desperately needed because these coins circulate in a very wide 
area through Asia Minor. So, it is clearly not a local phenomenon. As mentioned above 
Lichocka (1997) and Lorber (CPE) elaborated the explanation for such a practice, 
while the former connects it to the Third Syrian War and the latter to Ptolemaic fleets’ 
activities on the coasts of Asia Minor.

First of all, the fact that they have an intense circulation on the coasts of Asia 
Minor, from Caria to Cilicia, shows that these coins were scattered throughout the 
geography with the soldiers. It is well attested that regal bronzes were used in daily 
payments to soldiers, especially in the Hellenistic period28. When the intense spread 
of the soldiers from Cyprus, where the punchmark was applied, to the southern coasts 
of Asia Minor is considered, The Second Syrian War, which took place between 261-
255/53 BC, comes to mind. Coins struck in the old weight system must have been 
validated by punchmarking to meet the need for coins that emerged with the start 
of the war. Because when we examine the situation on a regional basis, the war in 
question took place in a wide geography extending from Caria in the west to Cilicia in 
the east. Antiochus II Theos took back Cilicia, which was occupied by the Ptolemies 
at the beginning of the war, and dominated the whole of Pamphylia, where Egyptian 
hegemony had been established for a long time, and a large part of Caria. Lycia 
remained under the rule of Egypt29. Therefore, the dispatch of troops from Cyprus 
to these regions must have taken place. This must have been the political event that 
caused the circulation of soldiers, and therefore of coins in the regions in question. 
Another interesting point to indicate military connection is that the specimens from the 
excavations are much higher from the sites where we know to have hosted a military 
garrison; Patara (11 coins), Limyra (8 coins) and Nagidos (8 coins)30.

As the case in Cilicia is detailed; when the circulation of coins is associated 
with the Second Syrian War, the reason for their presence in Cilicia becomes more 
understandable. For, at the very beginning of the war, there was a Ptolemaic presence 
in Cilicia Pedias, which was previously under the rule of the Seleucids31. Accordingly, 
silver tetradrachms and drachms dated between 261-259 BC. with the portraits of 

27 Davesne 1987, 147-148. Also see. Schulze 2001. 
28 See. Psoma 2009. It is thought that a low rank Egyptian soldier was paid 1 to 2 obols a day while in-

fantry solders were paid between 4 and 8 obols a day in 3rd century BC. See. Fischer-Bovet – Lorber 
2020, 171-172.

29 For detailed info see. Ma 1999, 41-45; Huss 2001, 281-287; 338-352; Meadows 2012, 115, fn. 7.
30 For the attestation of a Ptolemaic garrison in Patara in the light of numismatic data, see. Lenger – Dün-

dar 2021; Dündar – Lenger 2022.
31 Grainger 2010, 121-123. Cilicia is listed as a Ptolemaic possession following the First Syrian War 

(274-271 BC.) as recorded by Theocritus (XVII.86-90). The region might have been captured as early 
as 280-279 BC. See. Hölbl 2001, 38; 44; Grainger 2010, 77. However, it is possible that it was Cilicia 
Tracheia where a strict Ptolemaic domination was established. Ma, on the other hand, does not consider 
a Ptolemaic hegemony over the region before First Syrian War, see. Ma 1999, 39. Regarding eastern 
Cilicia, after Antiochos II’s regain of region during the Second Syrian War (c. 254/253 BC.), Cilician 
Soloi was captured by Ptolemaic fleet around 246/246 BC. as well as Rough Cilicia one more time, see. 
Hölbl 2001, 48. Cfr. Ma 1999, 40-41. For the Ptolemaic hegemony over Cilicia also see. Şar 2010.
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Ptolemy II were struck in the Tarsus mint32. On the other hand, the Aydıncık hoard, 
which was found near Kelenderis, was interpreted as an indicator of Ptolemaic 
domination in Cilicia Tracheia during this war33. The importance of Nagidos for the 
Ptolemies is confirmed by the 60 coins found in the excavations34 and it is understood 
that the city hosted a Ptolemaic garrison35. The 8 coins recovered here have trident 
punchmarks on the reverse, as mentioned above, confirming the presence in the region 
during the late 260s-early 250s BC36. On the other hand, as stated above, Ptolemaic 
activities in Cilicia during the Second Syrian War was controlled from Cyprus, which 
is clearly the reason why we find these punchmarked coins over the region. 

From the Alanya Archaeology Museum collection, 4 coins (out of 39) are 
punchmarked. The total existence in Cilicia corresponds to approximately 19% of 
the whole. Undoubtedly, as the coins from excavations and museum collections are 
published, new data from the region will increase the number and rate.

So, Lorber’s comments on the circulation of these bronzes, relating it to the 
movement of the fleet is confirmed37. On the other hand, Lichocka’s explanation for a 
military activity is plausible, but Second Syrian War seems more plausible.

When were these coins punchmarked?
As suggested by researchers, these coins were obviously punchmarked following 

the bronze coinage reform of 265/60 BC. during the reign of Ptolemy II. Anytime 
following this period is possible. However, a very long gap, just like Lichocka 
suggested, is unlikely. Because, beside coins of Ptolemy II dated between 275/74-
265/60, there are punchmarked coins of Ptolemy I from 294 BC. as well. Therefore, 
although it is correct for Lichocka to attribute the punchmark application to a military 
sub-reason, it does not seem plausible to date it to 240 BC. This seems to be a very 
late date. So, if these coins were really punchmarked during the Second Syrian War, 

32 For the coins, see. CPE, n. 400-403. On the subject, also see. Davesne 1999, 129-131. After a short 
period of Egyptian domination, the region was again under the rule of the Seleucids in c. 259 BC, while 
the war was still going on. During the Third Syrian War the Cilicia region was regained by Ptolemies, 
see. Bagnall 1976, 114-115; Hölbl 2001, 48-49.

33 Davesne 1994; Grainger 2010, 123-124. Also see IGCH VIII, 284; CH IX, 486; EH I, 51; CPE I, 495. 
As the hoard is dated to c. 260/258-257 BC., it shows that Kelenderis was abandoned at that time and 
the Seleucids prevailed. 

34 See. Tekin 2007. Cfr. Tatar 2022, 632-641.
35 Bagnall 1976, 114-116; Durugönül 2001, 436; 2007a, 7; 2007b, 13.
36 Coins from Nagidos (60 pcs.) clearly support the Ptolemaic activity in Cilicia Tracheia from 280s BC. 

to the last quarter of the 3rd century. Out of certainly attributable 45 coins, 3 are Ptolemy I’s (7%), 22 
are Ptolemy II (49%), 16 are Ptolemy III (35%), 1 is Ptolemy IV (2%), 1 is Ptolemy V (2%), 1 is Pto-
lemy VI (2%) and 1 is Ptolemy III or Ptolemy IV (2%). See, Tekin 2007, 379-381; 437-438. Cfr. Tatar 
2022, 632-641. 

37 In Cyprus, coins from off-island mints are very scarce, especially as can be seen from current Paphos 
(Bodzek 2020) data. Such a dispersal by the navy is very likely in the case of the Ptolemies. It is thought 
that the Egyptian kingdom, which paid great importance to the navy beginning from the Ptolemy I peri-
od, had over 3,000 warships during the reign of Ptolemy II, see. Grabowski 2020, 132. The mentioned 
navy forces were constantly present in the Aegean basin, especially in this period. For detailed info, see. 
Fischer-Bovet 2014, 55-64; Grabowski 2020.
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a date between 260-255/53 BC. can be suggested. On the other hand, if the Aydıncık 
Hoard from Kelenderis was really buried in 258/257 BC., and the city was conquered 
by Seleucid army, Nagidos, which is only 40 km from there, must have been the next 
in line. So, at least we can speculate that the punchmarked specimens from Nagidos 
might have reached there around 260-257 BC38.

Conclusion
As a result, it is clear that there was a short-term coin supply problem during the 

reign of Ptolemy II. Therefore, the reason for the punchmarking of these coins is that 
they could remain in circulation under the guarantee of the state, alongside the new 
and reformed coins. The place where they were punchmarked is most likely Cyprus. 
Because archaeological finds become dense there. Asia Minor data shows a wide 
geographical distribution. It does not point to a specific center. As we know the find 
location for sure the excavations provide a more reliable data flow and examples from 
excavations vary from Euromos in the west of Caria to Nagidos in Cilicia. The reason 
for its spread along the coasts of Asia Minor, as Lorber argues, must stand in connection 
with the movement of the soldiers in the Ptolemaic fleet. At the moment, however, 
there is no data to confirm that the navy itself and not a royal mint may have struck 
the mark as Lorber suggests. Finally, the reason for the wide spread of punchmarked 
bronze coins from Caria to Cilicia must stand in relation with the soldiers who arrived 
in southern Asia Minor during the Second Syrian War.

38  For the hoard and dating see. Davesne 1994. Also see. Grainger 2010, 123-124.
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CATALOGUE
Ptolemy I Soter

Alexandria

from 294 BC.

AE Obol

Obv. Head of Alexander right in elephant headdress

Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt,  in 
left field

Ref.: Svoronos, n. 235 (Alexandria, 305-285 BC.); 
CPE, n. B43

1. 21 mm. 7.05 gr 12h   
*Alanya Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 1024439=Tatar 2022, 
784, n. 1, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in right field

2. 21 mm. 6.05 gr. 10h   
*Alanya Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 95440=Tatar 2022, 
784, n. 2, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] [ΒAΣ]ΙΛE[ΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in right field

3. 19/22 mm.5.78 gr. 12h  
*Burdur Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 29001=Tatar 2022, 
767, n. 3, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ, 
trident punchmark in right field

Ptolemy II Philadelphos

Alexandria

from c. 275/274 BC.

AE Diobol

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, shield in 
left field,  above

Ref.: Svoronos, n. 600 (Cyprus, c. 285-270); CPE, 
n. B166; Picard-Faucher 2012, Series 2

4. 29 mm.  14.37 gr. 12h   
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 4884=Ashton 2002, n. 
23=Tatar 2022, 295, n. 95, Rev. trident punchmark 
in right field 

5. 29 mm. 14,25 gr. 12h   
*Patara 2018 (Tepecik I-18) Inv. No. 373=Lenger 

39 Purchased. Finding place is recorded as “around 
Alanya”.

40 Purchased.

– Dündar 2021, n. 22=Tatar 2022, 295, n. 96, 
Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ [B]AΣΙΛE[ΩΣ], trident 
punchmark in right field 

6. 28 mm. 16,60 gr. 12h   
*Patara 2017 (Nero Bath DC. Trench Sounding I) 
Inv. No. 036=Tatar 2022, 295, n. 97, Rev. [ΠTΟ]
ΛΕΜA[IOΥ] [ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident punchmark in 
right field

7. 28 mm. 16.03 gr. 12h  
*Milas Museum Inv. No. 2018/455 (2016, 
YKEÜTAŞ Excavations, Belentepe.)=Tatar 2022, 
592, n. 2, Rev. trident punchmark in right field

8. 28 mm. 15,28 gr. 12h   
*Patara 2014 (Tepecik L18) n. 060=Lenger – 
Dündar 2021, n. 23=Tatar 2022, 295, n. 98, Rev. 
[ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident punchmark 
in right field, countermark in left field?

9. 28 mm. 14.41 gr. 12h   
*Milas Museum Inv. No. 2019/101 (2018 
Euromos excavation)=Tatar 2022, 591, n.1, Rev. 
[ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ, trident punchmark 
in right field

10. 27 mm. 15,37 gr. 12h   
*Antalya Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 7178=Tatar 2022, 
295, n. 99, Rev. trident punchmark in right field

11. 27 mm. 14,70gr. 12h   
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 8443=Tatar 2022, 
296, n. 100, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] ΒAΣI[ΛEΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in right field

12. 27 mm. 14,47 gr. 12h   
*Patara 2018 (Tepecik I-17) Inv. No. 235=Lenger 
– Dündar 2021, n. 24=Tatar 2022, 296, n. 101, 
Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] ΒAΣΙΛE[ΩΣ], trident 
punchmark in right field

13. 25 mm. 13,99 gr. 12h   
*Patara 2019 (Tepecik i-18) Inv. No. 254=Lenger 
– Dündar 2021, n. 25=Tatar 2022, 206, n. 102, Rev. 
[ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident punchmark 
in right field

14. 25 mm. 9,18 gr.    
*Patara 2018 (Tepecik I-17) Inv. No. 240=Lenger 
– Dündar 2021, n. 26=Tatar 2022, 296, n. 103, Rev. 
[ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident punchmark 
in right field

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

PTOLEMAIOU BASILEWS 
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Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, illegible 
letter/monogram between legs, shield in left field,  

 above 

Ref.: Cfr. Svoronos, n. 553; 560; 563; 568; 571; 
576; 580; 586; 593; 598; 600 (Cyprus, c. 285-270 
BC.); CPE, n. B166; B168; B170; B172-B175; 
B177-B181; Picard-Faucher 2012, Series 2, n. 150-
169

15. 29 mm.- -   
*Aydın Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 4024741=Tatar 2022, 
664, n. 16, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in the center

16. 29 mm. 17,76 gr. 12h   
*Patara 2019 (Tepecik i-19/a Surface-1) Inv. No. 
627=Lenger – Dündar 2021, n. 31=Tatar 2022, 
296, n. 105, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] ΒAΣ[ΙΛEΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in right field

17. 28.5 mm.- -   
*Aydın Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 881142=Tatar 2022, 
664, n. 15, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ, 
trident punchmark in the center

18. 28 mm. 18,54 gr. 12h   
*Patara 2019 (Tepecik J-18) Inv. No. 532=Lenger 
– Dündar 2021, n. 32=Tatar 2022, 296, n. 106, Rev. 
[ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident punchmark 
in right field

19. *Limyra excavations Inv. No. Li 83/59=Tatar 
2022, 596, n. 4

20. *Limyra excavations Inv. No. Li94/NU 
108=Tatar 2022, 596, n. 5

21. *Limyra excavations Inv. No. –  (surface 
finding)=Tatar 2022, 596, n. 6

22. *Limyra excavations Inv. No. Li85/NU 1  
(surface finding)=Tatar 2022, 596, n. 7

23. *Limyra excavations Inv. No. -=Tatar 2022, 
596, n. 8

24. *Limyra excavations Inv. No.  Li95/NU 605-4 
(Castle hill, west wall tower) =Tatar 2022, 596, n. 9

25. *Limyra excavations Inv. No. Li88/NU 101 
(Necropolis, inside the tomb, number 7) =Tatar 
2022, 596, n. 10

41  Purchased.
42  Purchased.

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, Λ? 
between legs, shield in left field,  above 

Ref.: Cfr. Svoronos, n. 580 (Cyprus, 275 BC.); 
CPE, n. B175;  Picard-Faucher 2012, n. 163

26. 26 mm. 16,30 gr. 12h   
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 3164=Ashton 2002, n. 
13=Tatar 2022, 298, n. 127, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ]
ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ, trident punchmark in right field

27. 24 mm. 14.8 gr. 12h  
*Nagidos Exc. Inv. No. 2001/495=Tekin 2007, 379, 
n. 160=Tatar 2022, 632, n. 5, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ 
ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident punchmark in right field

28. *Limyra excavation Inv. No.: -=Tatar 2022, 
596, n. 2

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, Ρ 
between legs, shield in left field,  above 

Ref.: Svoronos, n. 593 (Cyprus, 269 BC.); CPE, n. 
B178

29.  27 mm. 15.81 gr. 12h  
*Marmaris Mus. Inv. No. 2010/58543=Tatar 2022, 
697, n. 14, Rev. trident punchmark in right field

c. 275/274-260s BC.

AE Diobol

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ]. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, O or Θ 
between legs, shield in left field,  above

Ref.: Cfr. Svoronos, n. 568; 587 (Kıbrıs, MÖ. 271); 
CPE, n. B177; B195

30. 28 mm. 13,87 gr. 12h   
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 5301=Ashton 2002, n. 
7=Tatar 2022, 300, n. 138, Rev. trident punchmark 
in right field

260s BC.

AE Diobol

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛΕΩΣ. Eagle with 

43  Confiscated.
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spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, illegible 
letter/monogram between legs, shield in left field, 

 above,   below

Ref.: Cfr. Svoronos, n. 557; 561; 581; 587; 589; 
591 (Cyprus, c. 285-267 BC); CPE, n. B185; B187-
B187A; B190; B192-B200A; Picard-Faucher 2012, 
Series 2, n. 150-169

31. 26 mm. 14 gr. 12h   
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 8866=Tatar 2022, 
301, n. 141, Rev. trident punchmark in right field

32. 25 mm. - 12h    
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 5462=Tatar 2022, 
301, n. 142, Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑI[OΥ] [ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in right field

33. 24 mm.  13,9 gr. -    

*2011 Gagai Rescue Excavation, Etüt No. 
874=Tatar 2022, 301, n. 143, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ 
ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident punchmark in right field

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] [Β]AΣΙΛEΩΣ. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, illegible 
letter/monogram between legs, shield in left field, 

 above,   below

Ref.: Cfr. Svoronos, n. 557; 561; 572; 577; 581; 
587; 589; 594 (Cyprus, c. 285-267 BC.); CPE, n. 
B185; B187-B190; B192-B200A

34. 27 mm. 10.6 gr. 12h   
*Bodrum Mus. of Underwater Arch. Inv. No. 
128644=Konuk 2004, n. 23=Tatar 2022, 686, n. 29, 
Rev. trident punchmark in right field

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, ∆ 
between legs, shield in left field,  above,  
below

Ref.: Svoronos, n. 563 (Cyprus, 282 BC.); CPE, n. 
B187; Picard-Faucher 2012, Series 2

35. 27 mm.- -    
*Aydın Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 794945=Tatar 2022, 
665, n. 18, Rev. trident punchmark in the center

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

44  Purchased.
45  Purchased.

Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, Λ 
between legs, shield in left field,  above,  
below

Ref.: Svoronos, n. 581 (Cyprus, 275 BC.); CPE, n. 
B190; Picard-Faucher 2012, Series 2, n. 164-166

36. 29 mm. 18 gr. 12h   
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 5711=Ashton 2002, n. 
14=Tatar 2022, 302, n. 151, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] 
ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ, trident punchmark in right field

37. 28 mm. 15.75 gr. 12h  
*Alanya Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 200046=Tatar 2022, 
785, n. 9, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] [ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in right field

38. 28 mm. - 12h     
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 7.4.66.55=Ashton 
2002, n. 30=Tatar 2022, 302, n. 152, Rev. [ΠT]
ΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ [ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident punchmark in 
right field 

39. 27 mm. 16,44 gr. 12h   
*Patara 2009 (Tepecik Acropolis E-12) n. 
509=Lenger – Dündar 2021, n. 34=Tatar 2022, 
302, n. 153, Rev. [ΠT]ΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ [ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in the center 

40. 27 mm.- -   
*Aydın Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 1413147=Tatar 2022, 
666, n. 24, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕ]ΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ, 
trident punchmark in right field

41. 25 mm. 12.81 gr. 12h  
*Marmaris Mus. Inv. No. 2010/59848=Tatar 2022, 
699, n. 27, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕ]ΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙ[ΛEΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in right field

42. 27 mm. 14.26 gr. 12h  
*Bodrum Mus. of Underwater Arch. Inv. No. 
138949=Konuk 2004, n. 14=Tatar 2022, 685, n. 
22, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] [ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident 
punchmark in right field 

43. 25 mm. 16.35 gr. 12h  
*Marmaris Mus. Inv. No. 2010/59950=Tatar 2022, 
699, n. 26, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ, 
trident punchmark in right field

46  Donated.
47  Purchased.
48  Confiscated.
49  Purchased.
50  Confiscated.
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44. 26 mm. 15.64 gr. 12h  
*Bodrum Mus. of Underwater Arch. Inv. No. 
754051=Konuk 2004, n. 16=Tatar 2022, 685, n. 
23,  Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ [ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident 
punchmark in right field 

45. 26 mm. 17.36 gr. 12h  
*Marmaris Mus. Inv. No. 2010/60352=Tatar 2022, 
699, n. 25, Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ [ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in right field

Obv. Head of Alexander right in elephant headdress

Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] [ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ]. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, Ν? 
between legs?, shield in left field,  above,  
below?

Ref.: Cfr. CPE, n. B193 

46. 26 mm. 17,12 gr. 12h   
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 40.4.66.88=Ashton 
2002, n. 32=Tatar 2022, 304, n. 167, Rev. trident 
punchmark in right field

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, Π 
between legs, shield in left field,  above,  
below

Ref.: Svoronos, n. 589 (Cyprus, 270 BC.); CPE, n. 
B196; Picard-Faucher 2012, Series 2, n. 167

47. 29 mm. 17,89 gr. -   
*Patara 2019 (Tepecik, H-17) Inv. No. 308=Lenger 
– Dündar 2021, n. 36=Tatar 2022, 301, n. 140, Rev. 
[ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ], trident punchmark 
in right field

48. 26 mm.- -   
*Aydın Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 963753=Tatar 2022, 
668, n. 35, Rev. ΠTΟΛΕΜΑI[OΥ] ΒAΣΙΛEΩ[Σ], 
trident punchmark in right field

49.  25.5 mm.- -    
*Aydın Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 4100254=Tatar 2022, 
668, n. 37, Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜ]ΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛ[EΩΣ], 
trident punchmark in right field

51  Purchased.
52  Confiscated.
53  Purchased.
54  Purchased.

Uncertain Mint 22, Probably on Cyprus

Probably Early 260s BC.

AE Diobol

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] ΒAΣΙ[ΛEΩΣ]. Eagle with 
closed wings standing left on thunderbolt, ear of 
grain in left field, ∆Ι? above

Ref.: Cfr. Svoronos, n. 381; CPE, n. B317 

50. 28 mm. 14,81 gr. -   
*Patara 2019 (Tepecik i-18) Inv. No. 300=Lenger 
– Dündar 2021, n. 46=Tatar 2022, 311, n. 209, Rev. 
trident punchmark in right field

Alexandria

283-246 BC.

AE Diobol

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ] [ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ]. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, shield in 
left field?

51. 25 mm. 17,20 gr. 12h   
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 7.10.82.4104 (1981 
Kaunos excavation)=Ashton 2002, n. 35=Tatar 
2022, 331, n. 447, Rev. trident punchmark in right 
field

52. 25 mm. 12,73 gr. 12h   
*Fethiye Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 1806=Ashton 2002, n. 
36=Tatar 2022, 331, n. 448, Rev. trident punchmark 
in right field

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. [ΠTΟΛΕΜΑIOΥ ΒAΣΙΛEΩΣ]. Eagle with 
spread wings standing left on thunderbolt, shield in 
left field,  above

53. 26 mm. 16 gr. 12h   
*Nagidos Exc. Inv. No. 2001/421=Tekin 2007, 
380, n. 174=Tatar 2022, 634, n. 16, Rev. trident 
punchmark in right field

54. 27 mm. 15.8 gr. 12h   
*Nagidos Exc. Inv. No. 1999/Na. 99.105. Müze Inv. 
No. 4.17.99=Tekin 2007, 380, n. 176=Tatar 2022, 
634, n. 17, Rev. trident punchmark in right field
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Ptolemy I Soter or Ptolemy II Philadelphos

from 294 BC. – Early 260s BC.

AE Diobol

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. Legend illegible. Eagle with spread wings 
standing lef on thunderbolt

Ref.: Cfr. Svoronos, n. 235; 356; 363; 379; 382; 
582; 602; CPE, n. B43; B110; B115; B117; B184; 
B191; B318

55. 26.5 mm 9.95 gr. 12h  
*Alanya Arch. Mus. Inv. No. 94555=Tatar 2022, 
790, n. 38, Rev. trident punchmark in right field

Ptolemy I Soter, Ptolemy II Philadelphos or 
Ptolemy III Euergetes

AE Diobol

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. Legend illegible. Eagle with spread wings 
standing lef on thunderbolt

56. 26.7 mm.-12h    
*Kaunos Dal- 304: KNS 06 Et. N. 5: (Lab 157, Stoa, 
in front of the Aprodite Euploia Sanctuary)=Tatar 
2022, 584, n. 22, Rev. trident punchmark in right 
field

Probaby Ptolemy II Philadelphos

Alexandria?

Obv. Head of Alexander right in elephant headdress

Rev. Legend illegible. Eagle with spread wings 
standing lef on thunderbolt, trident punchmark in 
left field

57. - - - Souther Caria Surface Survey, Konuk 2001, 
78-79, n. 19=Tatar 2022, 644, n. 1

Ptolemy II Philadelphos?

AE Diobol

Obv. Laureate Head of Zeus right

Rev. [ΠΤΟΛΕΜΑΙΟΥ ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ]. Eagle with 
spread wings standing lef on thunderbolt

58. 29 mm. 13.9 gr. -    
*Nagidos Exc. Inv. No. 2000/317=Tekin 2007, 
380, n. 178=Tatar 2022, 640, n. 53, Rev. trident 
punchmark in right field

55  Purchased.

59. 28 mm. 16 gr. 12h   
*Nagidos Exc. Inv. No. 2001/516=Tekin 2007, 
380, n. 175=Tatar 2022, 640, n. 51, Rev. trident 
punchmark in right field

60. 27 mm. 14.5 gr. 12h   
*Nagidos Exc. Inv. No. 2000/179=Tekin 2007, 
380, n. 177=Tatar 2022, 640, n. 52, Rev. trident 
punchmark in right field

61. 26 mm. 14.5. gr.  12h   
*Nagidos Exc. Inv. No. 2000/170=Tekin 2007, 
380, n. 180=Tatar 2022, 640, n. 51, Rev. trident 
punchmark in right field

62. 21 mm. 6.2 gr. 12h   
*Nagidos Exc. Inv. No. 2001/531=Tekin 2007, 
380, n. 181=Tatar 2022, 639, n. 49, Rev. trident 
punchmark in the center
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monétaire et financier d’Alexandre le Grand, Paris.

Ma 1999 Ma, J., Antiochos III and the Cities of Western Asia Minor, Oxford.

Meadows 2012 Meadows, A., “Deditio in Fidem: The Ptolemaic Conquest of Asia Minor”, Im-
perialism, Cultural Politics, and Polybius (ed. C. Smith – L. M. Yarrow), Oxford-
New York, 113-133.

Meadows 2020 Meadows, A., “Weighing up the Coinage Reform of Ptolemy Philadelphus”, 
Money Rules!: The Monetary Economy of Egypt, from Persians until the begin-
ning of Islam (ed. T. Faucher), Caire, 89-103. 

Morkholm 2000 Morkholm, O., Erken Hellenistic Çağ Sikkeleri: Büyük İskender’in tahta 
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Fig. 1 Bronze coin of Ptolemy II Philadelphos with a trident shaped punchmark on the reverse side 
(Fethiye Museum Inv. No. 5711=Ashton 2002, n. 14=Tatar 2022, n. 151.)

Fig. 2 Excavations where punchmarked bronze coins were found 

Fig. 3 Museums where punchmarked bronze coins are recorded 

Fig. 4 Bronze denominations after the reform of Ptolemy II and the denominations of the previous system

Diobol Obol Hemiobol
Former Weight System
(c. 294-late 260s BC.)

28 mm.
16 gr.

22 mm.
8 gr. 

16 mm.
4 gr.

New Weight System
(c. late 260s BC.)

30 mm.
22 gr.

24 mm.
11 gr.

18 mm
5 gr.
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