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Tombs and Territories: the Epigraphic Culture of Lycia, c. 450 to 197 BC.
Abstract

In this thesis, I look at the use of inscriptions on stone in the Lycian peninsula
during the fourth and third centuries BC, considering the effect of internal and
external events on the production of inscriptions in the area, and looking at

aspects of continuity and change across the two centuries.

In Chapter 1, I discuss the development of the Lycian alphabet, arguing that
origins of the alphabet are far more complex than has usually been believed, and
involved elements of both organic development and conscious devising of letters
forms. Building on the work of earlier scholars, I consider the alteration of
certain letters-forms over time, and use these - and other available indications of
date - to allocated number of inscriptions from different sites to ‘early’ or ‘later’
periods; the results of this work are presented in the ‘harts’ at the back of my

thesis.

In the subsequent chapters, I build on my conclusions from the first chapter to
discuss certain aspects of the epigraphy of Lycia in a broadly chronological
fashion, first setting out the what we know about the historical background of
each period under discussion, and then considering inscriptions of particular

interest.

In Chapter 2, dealing with the late-fifth and early-fourth century, I look at the
earliest of the Lycian epitaphs, as well as the uniquely long inscriptions of the
rulers of Xanthos. I consider the development and structure of the ‘building
formula’ which is so common in Lycian inscriptions, and how this relates to other

Anatolian epigraphy.

Chapter 3 looks at the effect of the internal strife in early-third century Lycia, and
particularly the figure of Perikle, on the epigraphic culture of Lycia, with

particular discussion of the éné..yAtawata ‘ruler formula’, while Chapter 4



discusses the changes brought about by Hekatomnid rule over Lycia, and the

beginnings of the use of Greek in private epigraphy.

Finally, Chapter 5 looks at the beginning of the Ptolemaic period, arguing that
Lycian continued to be used in both official and private inscriptions, and
discussing the ways in which official epigraphy became more similar to that of

other Greek poleis — while retaining specifically Lycian features.

98, 900 words [excluding catalogue of datable inscriptions (Chapter 1.16) and

translations of Lycian and other non-classical languages].
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CONVENTIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS.

All dates are BC unless otherwise stated.

Where I discuss actual letter forms of the Lycian alphabet, these are inserted directly into the text
without brackets: e.g. “F. Greek letters are given in majescules, again inserted directly into the

text.

When the specific letter form in use is not under discussion, I use <pointed brackets> to mark a
the transcription of a single Lycian grapheme (e.g. <€>, in whatever form); where whole words
are transcribed, these are in italics, with no brackets.

Phonetic descriptions of a sound are given in [square brackets].

Lycian texts are transcribed using the method shown in Chart 1, which follows the modern
transcription, used by e.g. Neumann (2007) and Neumann (2012).

Abbreviations are as used in I’Année Philologique, with the following additions:

BNJ

CH

Jacoby, FGrH
ICentralPisidia
IMilet

IPriene

IRhodianPeraia
M

0AI
0Aw
RC
RO
Syll3

TAMII

TL

Worthington, I. (ed.) [in progress] Brill’s New Jacoby, Leiden [available
only online at http://referenceworks.brillonline.com/browse/brill-s-
new-jacoby]
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SOURCES OF TEXTS

A new edition of the inscribed monuments of Lycia, which will document every monument
carrying a Lycian inscription, is currently being prepared by the Austrian Archaeological Institute
in Vienna by the Lycian Inscribed Monument project.

At present, the chief corpora of Lycian texts are:

Kalinka, E. (1901) Tituli Asiae Minoris. Volumen I. Tituli Lyciae Lingua Lycia Conscripti, Vienna.
This is a collection of all the inscriptions known up to 1901, with sketches of the inscriptions and,
in many cases, the monuments carrying them. The Corpus was based primarily on the
information collected by a number of scholars working under the auspices of the OAW during the
last decades of the nineteenth century, in particular Benndorf, Heberdey and Kalinka.

Neumann, G. (1979) Neufunde Lykischer Inschriften seit 1901, Vienna. This collects the
inscriptions published between 1901 and 1979, up to N323.

Neumann (2012) has also re-published all the known texts from Limyra, in Borchhardt and
Pekridou-Gorecki (2012) (as chapter H I).

Melchert (2001) Lycian Corpus (published online) collects the texts of almost all published Lycian
inscriptions; in addition to the inscriptions in Neumann, he adds the more recently published
texts up to N328. The text is generally that of Kalinka, although following the modern
conventions of transcription (with x for x, as elsewhere in Melchert’s work). In general, Melchert
gives only the Lycian text and the location of the inscriptions, as recorded by Kalinka and
Neumann. In some cases, however, he presents more recent, improved texts: in particular, TL 72
(although this is still not the most recent version) and TL 45. The Lycian B texts - TL 44 and 55 -
are not included; nor is the fragmentary Lycian-Aramaic bilingual N319.

The Lycian texts which have been discovered - or for which significantly improved readings have
been obtained - since the publication of Melchert's Corpus are as follows (for the sake of
completeness, I include those texts not on stone). N- numbers are those assigned by the Lycian
Inscribed Monuments project:!

N329 and N330: these numbers appear not to have been assigned to any texts.

N331 (Korba, central Lycia): epitaph on a stone block (base of a sarcophagus?). Ed. pr. Neumann
(2000) 184-185 (with illustration).

N332 (Avsar Tepesi, central Lycia): graffito. Ed. pr. Neumann (2000) 183-184 (with illustration).

N333 (Tlos): epitaph on a stele (funerary altar?). Name of builder/deceased is missing. Ed. pr.
Tekogluy, R. (2002-2003) 104-114.

N334 (Tlos) epitaph of Ipresida, on a rock-tomb. Ed. pr. Tekoglu, R. (2002-2003) 104-114.

N335 (Asartas): epitaph of on a rock-tomb. Ed. pr. Tekoglu, R. (2002-2003) 104-114.

N336 (Pinara): epitaph of Eseuwe(sa?), on a rock-tomb. Ed. pr. Seyer and Kogler (2007) 109-121.
N337 (Limyra): inscribed stele from Limyra. Ed. pr. Christiansen (2012) 141-153.

N338 (Limyra): unpublished epitaph from N II 100 - mentioned by Kuban (2012) 210-211 and
Neumann (2012) 395.

1] would like to thank Heiner Eichner for sharing with me his list of newly discovered and
unpublished Lycian inscriptions, from which much of this information derives.
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N339 (Limyra): unpublished epitaph from N V 67 - mentioned by Kuban (2012) 347-8.
N340 (Limyra): unpublished fragment of stele

N341 (Xanthos): unpublished epitaph.

N342 (Tlos): unpublished epitaph.

N343 (Tlos): unpublished bilingual (Lycian-Greek) fragment.

N344 Xanthos: unpublished epitaph.

N345-N348: unpublished fragments from Xanthos.

N351 (Beykonak, near Kumluca, east of Limyra): epitaph on a rock-tomb. Ed. pr. Seyer and
Tekoglu (2009) 217-226.
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INTRODUCTION

In his novel of early twentieth-century Lycia, Birds Without Wings, the author
Louis de Berniéres describes a rock-tomb on the outskirts of the fictional town of

Eskibahce:

‘On the pediment above was inscribed in the as yet undeciphered
Lycian script “Philiste, daughter of Demetrius, built this for
Moschus, whom she loved”. Underneath were written details of

the fine for violation...".2

When 1 first read this description, during a trip to Lycia, I was filled with
righteous indignation: how dare de Bernieres - whose detailed research is
evident in his adoption of names preserved in a well-known Greek graffito at
Myra - knowingly ‘quote’ an epitaph that would never have been found in Lycian
script?? Not a single mention of love is seen in the known Lycian epitaphs: this
example had been shamelessly ‘sexed-up’. Was de Bernieres implying that the
Lycian epitaphs, to which I had just decided to devote the next four years of my

life, were in some way inadequate or uninteresting?

Over those four years, my initial indignation has cooled somewhat and I have

come to realise that de Bernieres’ adaptation of the standard, formulaic epitaph

2 de Berniéres (2004) 37.
3 Stark (1956) 151 translates the relevant graffito at Myra, found by Texier, as ‘Moschus loves
Philiota, the daughter of Demetrius’.



highlights a number of ways in which Lycian inscriptions are, to a modern

observer, unfamiliar and unsettling.

Most obvious is the puzzle of the Lycian language and alphabet which, as the
passage quoted emphasises, remained undeciphered until the start of the
twentieth century. Significantly more difficult than reading the Lycian alphabet is
making sense of the language it was used to write. Lycian belongs to the
Anatolian group of languages, which also includes Hittite, Luwian, Lydian, Carian
and Sidetic. It is closest to Luwian, but had already begun to diverge from it
before the time of our earliest records of that language. The existence of a few
Greek and Lycian bilingual inscriptions has made it possible to discover the
meaning of the commonest elements of the short epitaphs, while the meaning of
various other words has been deduced from comparison with other Anatolian
languages, but there are still large parts of the longest texts which remain only
partly understood and many words whose meanings can only be guessed at from

their context.

Long acquaintance with, and study of, certain texts can lead one to forget just
how odd their contents actually are. Luckily my travelling companions on two
walking tours around Lycia have been quick to remind me of the strangeness of
the epitaphs which make up the largest homogenous group of inscription types
written in Lycian, and are therefore central to this study. A typical conversation

in front of an inscribed tomb:



‘What does it say?’
‘Well... It says that so-and-so built it for himself and his wife and
his children. And paid three ada for something - but we don'’t
really know what’

‘Oh. Is that all? How odd.’

The puzzlement - and slight disappointment - with which modern visitors react
to the inscriptions is unsurprising. Those accustomed to modern gravestones
and memorials in (for example) Britain expect epitaphs to express rather
different sentiments: the desire that the deceased be remembered; a hope that
they now ‘rest in peace’ or are in heaven; an expression of affection; sorrow at
their death; a description of their good qualities. The lack of any mention of
affection between the various family members mentioned in a Lycian epitaph
seems callous, putting up a barrier between us and the ancient Lycians - no
wonder that de Berniéres, whose novel focuses on the essential similarities of all
humans despite differences of religion, race and time, devised an alternative

which seems more sympathetic to his readers.

Consideration of these apparent omissions is instructive: in addition to
underlining the differences, now increasingly emphasised by scholars, between
the modern and ancient worlds, it draws attention to the obvious, but easily
forgotten, fact that no element of an inscription, whether an epitaph or a longer
text, can be considered simply the ‘natural’ thing to write. Indeed, as Ramsey
MacMullen points out in The Epigraphic Habit in the Roman Empire, the

connection between literacy and the use of epigraphy is extremely complex: it is



by no means inevitable that a literate society will produce any inscriptions on
stone at all.* Indeed, although tombs are the most common context for
inscriptions in Lycian, it must be remembered that only a very small proportion
of the hundreds of rock-cut tombs recorded on the peninsula carry an inscription
(although, as discussed in Chapter 2, it is probable that at least some would have
had a painted epitaph instead). Jan Zahle, in his survey of Lycian tombs, counted
70 sites at which Lycian tombs had been found, whereas inscriptions are

currently known from only 33.5

Content of the Thesis

In this thesis, I consider the epigraphic culture of Lycia between the mid-fifth
century and the end of the third century - a period which covers Lycian
membership of the Delian league, renewed (and perhaps intensified) Persian
domination, rule by the Hekatomnid dynasty of Caria, Alexander the Great's visit
to the area, and Ptolemaic control. The end of the Ptolemaic period in Lycia,
brought about by the conquest of the peninsula by Antiochus III, seemed an
appropriate place to end my survey, since it allowed me to consider one key
alteration in the epigraphic culture - the change from the use of Lycian to the
use of Greek - but preceded the next crucial shift: the foundation of the Lycian
koinon in the early second century, and its subsequent effect on the production

of inscriptions.® With the term ‘epigraphic culture’ I refer to the inscribing of

4+ MacMullen (1982) 233-234.

5 Zahle quoted in Mellink (1975) 213. An interesting comparison can be drawn here with early
modern England, where, although many splendid funerary monuments were produced, failure to
build one - like failure to inscribe an epitaph in Lycia - was not necessarily an indicator of
poverty or lower status, since, as Peter Sherlock has shown, ‘...a majority of the early modern
nobility were buried without the provision of permanent grave markers’. (Sherlock (2008) 21).

6 See Behrwald (2000) 79-90.



texts on stone, and consider three overarching questions: what was inscribed?
Why was it inscribed? And how (and why) did the answer to these first two

questions change over time?’

[ first look in detail at the development of the Lycian alphabet, and the possibility
of using the palaeography of the inscriptions to establish their approximate
dates (Chapter 1). I conclude that the Lycian alphabet, rather than being simply
an adaptation of the Rhodian alphabet, is in fact a more complex combination of
graphemes from a variety of Greek, and perhaps even non-Greek, scripts. In the
second part of the chapter I hope to have shown how certain letter forms -
specifically the uniquely Lycian letters <é> and <a>, but also <x> - developed in
the course of the fourth century. Consideration of these letter forms, in
combination with the more general appearance and content of the inscriptions
and the tombs, makes it possible to allocate many of the tombs (especially from
sites such as Xanthos and Limyra where the epitaphs are particularly prolific) to
very broad chronological periods such as ‘early’ or ‘late’ fourth century; at the
same time, I have pointed out, and taken into account, the limitations of this

palaeographical approach.

7 My decision to use the term ‘epigraphic culture’ here stems, in particular, from discussion with
Dr. William Mack, who pointed out to me that the more common term ‘epigraphic habit’, coined
by MacMullen (MacMullen (1982)) to refer to a specific epigraphic phenomenon of the Roman
empire but since used more widely (at, for example, Hedrick (1999) 389) to refer to the use of
epigraphy in any designated place or time, is potentially unhelpful, since it emphasizes (as
MacMullen intended), the trends and fashions which are often seen in epigraphy, and risks hiding
the fact that, in most places and at most times, the erection of an inscription - even one of the
most conventional sort - would have required deliberate choices and effort on the part of the
individual concerned. This does seem to me to be a real danger, hence my use of the alternative, if
somewhat insipid, term ‘epigraphic culture’.



In the next four chapters, I have combined the results of this palaeographical
investigation with consideration of those inscriptions which can be more closely
dated due to their content. Taking a broadly chronological approach, I look at the
nature of the epigraphic culture of various parts of the peninsula during four
consecutive periods: the early fourth century (Chapter 2); the mid-fourth
century (Chapter 3); the period of Hekatomnid rule over Lycia (Chapter 4); and
the effect of the arrival of the Ptolemies (Chapter 5). In each case, I consider the
epigraphic remains from specific sites - as well as examples of individual
inscriptions - and what they might be able to tell us about the more general
nature of epigraphy at the time, the reasons for which the inhabitants of Lycia
produced inscriptions on stone at various different points, and how both the

nature of, and motivation for, the production of epigraphy altered over time.

In Chapter 2, consideration of the earliest Lycian epitaphs demonstrates the
uniqueness of the ‘building formula’ with which they commonly open, and shows
how they reflect the concerns of those who commissioned them: the emphasis on
the ability to build a tomb, and the importance of enabling the burial of future
generations, as well as of ensuring the undisturbed rest of the deceased. In
addition, I argue that the building of tombs and the inscribing of epitaphs was
used as a way of demonstrating allegiance to certain rulers, and perhaps of
emphasising ownership of particular pieces of land; an argument which is
expanded upon in Chapter 3. Chapter 2 also includes consideration of the rather
different way in which the rulers of the Xanthos valley used epigraphy to
demonstrate and reinforce their power, both within Lycia and in the wider

Aegean world. Chapter 3 considers again the use of inscriptions to show



allegiance to a certain ruler, this time against the background of conflict within
Lycia between the rulers Perikle and Arttumpara - in which the satrap
Autophradates was also involved - and considers the likely importance of
Perikle’s territorial expansion on the spread of epigraphy, concluding that this
was particularly important in the production of the unusual epitaph at Kizilca,

near Elmali (N314).

In Chapter 4, I look at the effects of the Hekatomnid takeover of Lycia, showing
how, in spite of the increased appearance of Greek during this period (both in the
official epigraphy of Xanthos and the necropoleis of Limyra), the uses of
epigraphy remained fundamentally unchanged, with both the form and content
of Greek inscriptions determined, in many cases, by that of their Lycian
counterparts. Finally, Chapter 5 deals with the change in the epigraphic culture
of Lycia under the Ptolemies, which saw the main towns of the region using
epigraphy in ways that can only be described as ‘hellenised’: recording, for
example, the awarding of honorific decrees. At the same time, however, Lycian
continued to be used in inscriptions at least into the first decades of the third
century, as shown by the dating formula on a Lycian inscription from Kadyanda
(TL35) which places it ‘in the fourth year of Ptolemy’.2 This conclusion, although
accepted by a number of scholars, is one which many have been reluctant to
concede or, at least, to follow up. Its logical extension, however, is that at least a
few of the undated Lycian epitaphs may also have been produced during this
time and I suggest two instances, one at Isinda (TL63) and one at Limyra

(TL105), for which this might be the case.

8 Laroche (1979) 56.



Study of an Epigraphic Culture

My decision to concentrate on the epigraphic culture of Lycia, rather than
looking more widely at literacy in Lycia, was initially dictated by the nature of
the evidence. With the exception of the inscriptions on stone (and even these are
few enough), surviving examples of Lycian writing are limited to a few
potsherds, an inscribed phiale, an inscribed silver jug in the British Museum, an
inscribed statuette of the Egyptian goddess Min (which may be a forgery) and
the coin legends of numerous Lycian coins.? We know, of course, that many
perishable writing materials were used in the ancient world, including wax
tablets, parchment, and papyrus and these would surely have been used in
ancient Lycia - but no surviving examples have so far been found and so we have
no way of knowing to what extent they were used, and at what point they first
appeared. Any general discussion of literacy in the Lycian peninsula would be

seriously hampered by lack of evidence.

In addition, the study of the use of epigraphy in Lycia is of interest for its own
sake. As Louis Robert emphasised in his article Les épigraphies et I'épigraphie
grecque et romaine, ‘une inscription ne livre ... ne prend son vrai sens qu’au sein
d’une série;... L'inscription doit étre mise a la fois dans la série des inscriptions
du méme lieu, de la méme époque et du méme sujet.’l%. The Lycian inscriptions
are in many of these ways an ideal subject. Comparatively few inscriptions in
either Lycian or Greek were produced in fourth century Lycia, and the majority

are short epitaphs of the type already mentioned; in this sense, they can be

9 Potsherds: N313a-m (from Xanthos); N332 (from Tiise). Phiale (late-fifth/early-fourth century):
N323.Jug (c. 400): N307. Statuette: N301.
10 Robert (1961) 23.



considered a ‘series’. It is a series, also, quite circumscribed in time, since it
begins in the mid-fifth century and seems to end by the mid-third century. Of
particular interest, in my opinion, the fact that this series, which begins in Lycian

only, is soon paralleled in Greek and, in one case, in Aramaic.

The fact that the inscriptions, and their original language, are limited to a
comparatively small area is also significant. The Lycian peninsula is remarkable
for the distinctiveness of its culture, which extended to funerary practices as well
as language - and led to the development of its unique epitaphs. In fact, the area
in question is far smaller than a map of the peninsula suggests: both the funerary
and epigraphic evidence is limited to the coastal zone. Although the area is small,
the rough terrain suggests that communications between the two sides of the
peninsula would have been difficult: in the mountainous area of central Lycia,
around Kas (ancient Antiphellos) numerous small sites, each on a hilltop
overlooking their own small plain (known in modern Turkish as an ova), can still
only be reached on foot. Either side of this region are two areas of very fertile
coastal plain, around the modern towns of Kinik, to the west, and Demre and
Finike, to the east; near these modern towns are the ancient centres of Xanthos,
Myra and Limyra. The plains have been created by silt washed down from the
interior of the peninsula by three river systems: the Esen Cayi, which has carved
out the Xanthos valley, with Xanthos at its bottom, and Pinara, Tlos and a
number of other ancient sites in the hills along its sides; the Demre Cayi, formed
from two shorter rivers which start in the Kasaba basin, inland of the rocky

coastal part of central Lycia; and the Avkir Cay1 [Aykir1 Cay?? Check this], which



runs down from the much larger Elmali basin, right in the centre of the Lycian
peninsula.

‘A Sense of Audience’: the Viewers of Inscriptions!!

One especially important way in which epigraphy is distinguished from other
uses of writing is by the fact that almost all inscriptions on stone, whether graffiti
carved by a goatherd or a decree of a satrap, are intended to be seen and noticed
by passers-by, even illiterate passers-by. Naturally, there are exceptions to this -
one inscription at Xanthos, TL49, is carved inside a tomb - but as a general rule,
epigraphy tells us not only facts about the person who commissioned the

inscription, but also about the image he or she wished to project.

This leads to consideration of the potential ‘audience’ of the inscriptions, and
thence to the question of ancient literacy: how many fourth-century Lycians
would have been able to read the texts they saw? Unfortunately, there is little
direct evidence for levels of literacy in fourth-century Lycia. In Ancient Literacy,
however, Harris argued that classical scholars have tended to be over-optimistic
in their estimates of the extent of literacy in the ancient world, and estimates that
even in Greek cities of the fourth century, which produced large numbers of
official inscriptions apparently addressed to the entire population, illiteracy
would have been ‘far above 50%’. 12 He points out, however, that in
Mediterranean cities, where men spent much of their time in public spaces, there

would always have been someone to read inscriptions to those who could not do

11 MacMullen (1982) 246 argues that ‘the rise and fall of the epigraphic habit was controlled by
what we can only call the sense of audience’; while - at least in Lycia - myriad other factors were
at play, the phrase seems to capture one of the defining characteristics of epigraphy.

12 Harris (1989) 7-9, 22
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so themselves!3. As a result, the words recorded in inscriptions would have been

accessible even to those passers-by who could not actually read them.

In addition, the presence of writing would presumably have been noticed by
illiterate viewers, and would have affected their understanding of the monument
in some way, perhaps by impressing upon them the erudition of the erector.
However, while these interpretations seem plausible, they do rely on modern
assumptions about the relationship between literacy and status which cannot
necessarily be transferred to other societies. In the Mesopotamian kingdoms of
the seventh century many kings were unable to write: Ashurbanipal boasts that
he is an exception, recording on a clay tablet found at Nineveh that ‘I mastered
the tablet writing art, as none of my predecessors ever did..,, showing that,
although literacy was valued, it was not seen as an essential skill for a ruler.1# It
must also be remembered that some of the most literate members of Greek and
Roman society were slaves (although perhaps slaves of comparatively high
status). We do, however, have three relief scenes from Lycia, from graves in
Pinara, Tyberisssos and Kyaneai, which show men reading, implying that this

was, at least in some cases, a high-status activity.1®

Related to the question of the level of literacy in fourth and third century Lycia is

that of how many Lycians could speak and read Greek at this point, and how

13 Harris (1989) 34-35

14 Reichmann (1980) 44. Yararis of Karkami$ makes a similar in KARKAMIS A15b 19-22 (Payne
(2012) 84-87, no. 2.3.10) when he states that he can write not only in the writing of his own city,
but also in that of Tyre, in Assyrian, and in the Taimani writing (perhaps Aramaic).

15 Schiirr (2013) 38-39 discusses the implications of these relief scenes. As he points out, (only)
two of the three graves in question carry an inscription, although it is possible that the third
could have had a painted epitaph.
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many other Greek-speakers were present in Lycia at the time. Greek was
inscribed alongside Lycian from an early period, but it is not clear how many
people would in fact have been able to read or speak the language fluently. As
discussed in Chapter 1, there were plenty of opportunities for Lycians to come
into contact with, and speak to, Greeks, and there is plenty of evidence that
individuals in a number of places were able to speak Greek and use the Greek
alphabet. Recent research has shown the many different levels of bilingualism
which existed in the ancient world (as well as bringing out the complexity of
language choice and language use).1¢ In spite of this, however, certain aspects of
the development of the alphabet (see Chapter 1.13), alongside the lack of any
monolingual Greek inscriptions until the second part of the fourth century and, in
particular, the use of Lycian as well as Greek in official inscriptions of the
Hekatomnid period implies that there were at least some people in the area who
could not easily understand Greek. It is of course possible that, by this time,
Lycian was being inscribed in order to indicate respect for the indigenous culture
of the area rather than because it was more comprehensible than Greek, yet the
fact that, even at the end of the fourth century, the Lycian texts of bilingual
inscriptions appear to be the primary versions implies that this was the first

language of most inhabitants of Lycia (see Chapter 4.9).

Lycian tombs, and the mechanics of creating inscriptions
One point which is crucial for the understanding of Lycian inscriptions is the fact
that the majority were carved onto rock-tombs, which were hewn out of the cliff

face, and usually consist of a single tomb chamber, with funerary couches carved

16 .g. Adams and Swain (2002) 16-18; Mullen (2012) 5-29; Mullen (2013) 53-66.
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along the sides; in some cases additional tomb chambers are found.!” The
facades of these tombs, as is well known, are carved so as to imitate houses built
of wooden beams, with the joints and ends of the protruding side beams
depicted (see fig. 1).18 The most common design depicts two ‘doors’, one of
which is false, while the other would have been closed by a sliding stone, now
usually lost. Larger tombs usually show a second ‘storey’. Over the door is a lintel
- the most common position for the epitaph - over which the ends of a roof made
of pole ends are often depicted (a ‘pole-roof’) topped by three fasciae.l® Naturally
there are numerous variations on this pattern, many of which show the influence
of Ionic architecture: some tombs, for example, have square ‘dentilation’ of the
type familiar from Greek architecture in place of the ‘pole-roof, sometimes
together with triangular pediments and small columns, making them resemble
Ionic temples rather than houses. There are also much smaller examples at
certain sites: at Limyra and at a few other sites, for example, a particularly
simple design of tomb, with a single, small door emerged (now designated the

‘Limyra-typus’; see fig. 2).20

Two other types of tomb were common in early Lycia: pillar tombs and
sarcophagi. The former consisted of a shaft of stone (the ‘pillar’) with a burial
chamber on top, decorated with reliefs; one example is the so-called Harpy

Monument at Xanthos, the original reliefs of which were removed by the British

17 The design of the tomb chambers developed over time: see Seyer (2009) 51-82, discussed in
Chapter 1.21.

18 Kuban (2012) 24-29.

19 There has been extensive study of the architecture and decoration of the rock-cut tombs at
various sites. Xanthos: Demargne (1958) 116-126; Demargne and Laroche (1974) 31-45. Limyra:
Kuban (2012) 22-81 gives a detailed discussion of the typology of the facades and burial
chambers of the tombs, and of their construction. Central Lycia: Hiilden (2006) 31-50.

20 Kuban (2012) 42
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traveller Charles Fellows in the nineteenth century, and are now in the British
museum.?! The majority of these pillars were produced during the sixth or fifth
centuries, and only three bear an inscription (the Inscribed pillar at Xanthos
(TL44), a pillar at Kadyanda (TL34), and a much later pillar at Tlos (TL29).22 The
sarcophagi are as distinctive in form as the rock tombs; almost all have ogive lids
- they are the forerunners of the smaller, plainer, ogive-lidded sarcophagi which
became so common in the late Hellenistic and Roman periods.?3 In the fourth
century they tended to be larger, with relief decoration on the lids and in some

cases the sides, and with beams and frames depicted as on the rock-tombs.24

It is clear from the epitaphs that individuals commissioned their own tombs
during their life-time, intending them for themselves and their families; this may
be one reason for the apparent lack of any emotion in the epitaphs - yet since the
tombs were used by entire families, it would have been possible for more
affectionate messages to be added if this had been felt to be desirable. Instead, it
seems - as | argue in Chapter 2 - that the inscriptions were intended almost as
much as a way to establish the builder’s ownership of the tomb as to
commemorate him (or her) per se, although naturally it would also have had that

function.

21 Demargne (1958) 37-47.

22 Deltour-Levie (1982) 183-205 (who does not consider the Tloan monument as a pillar tomb).
23 Kolb (2008) 179-183 discusses the development of the Hellenistic sarcophagi, pointing out
that the plain lower-sections of these later forms appear to be modelled on Greek sarcophagi.

24 E.g. at Xanthos: the Pajawa sarcophagus (with TL40; see Chapter 3) and sarcophagus of Merehi
(with TL43; see Chapter 2); at Limyra: the sarcophagus of Xiitabura (with TL 125; see Chapter 2).
The sarcophagus of Sidarios at Limyra (with the bilingual inscription TL117) is one obvious
exception to the standard design. Hiilden (2006) 51-98 discusses the typical features of
sarcophagi.
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Although the person who commissioned the tomb is referred to in this thesis (as
is usually the case) as a ‘tomb builder’ - a reflection of the meaning of the Lycian
word (priinawate ‘he built’) usually used in the epitaphs - we naturally need not
assume that he or she would have been physically involved in the construction of
the tomb, which would have been created by specialist stone masons, perhaps
travelling from place to place. Similarly, although the exact mechanism involved
in the addition of an epitaph cannot be known for certain, it seems most likely

that the stone mason would have been responsible for this as well.

This raises a number of questions: were stonemasons literate? And were those
who commissioned the inscriptions literate?2> Was it the stonemasons who chose
the form of words used, or would they simply have copied a text written out by
their customer? The answer to these questions might well have varied in
different parts of Lycia and at different times. The difference between the neatly
cut letters of certain epitaphs and the more ‘scrappy’ lettering of others suggests
a difference in different masons’ familiarity with letter-cutting, but it is not
entirely easy to interpret, since some of the least carefully cut epitaphs are at
Limyra, the site with the highest number of inscriptions; it may be that those who
were more familiar with writing on stone in fact cut more quickly, and thus less

neatly, than those who were simply copying a model.

‘Official’ and ‘Private’ Epigraphy

25 Although they would presumably have been able to read if they were to have any interest in
the addition of an inscription, they need not necessarily have known how to write; as is often
pointed out by e.g. Thomas (1992) 10 reading and writing are two separate skills.
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As mentioned above, one of the ways in which epigraphy is set apart from other
uses of writing is in its high level of visibility. This makes it impossible to speak
of ‘public’ epigraphy, since all epigraphy is to some extent public. In Lycia,
however, as elsewhere, there is an important distinction between inscriptions
commissioned by private individuals (the majority of those in the Lycian
language) for their own individual purposes, such as asserting ownership of a
tomb, and those commissioned for ‘official’ purposes, such as the recording of
decrees. The distinction is not, of course, clear cut: those inscriptions which
record payments to the minti, for example (as discussed in Chapter 3), appear to
have had an ‘official’ purpose - but they nevertheless refer primarily to matters
of interest to one family, rather than to the whole community. At various points
in the thesis, therefore, [ have drawn attention to this distinction by talking of
‘private’ and ‘official’ epigraphy, with ‘private’ epigraphy being that
commissioned by and relating to private individuals - but still, naturally, on

public display.

Lycia - a case study for Hellenisation?

One of the key themes in the study of Lycia - both in the observations of early
travellers and in more recent scholarship - has been that of ‘Hellenisation’, with
attempts to trace ‘Greek elements’ in the architecture and culture of Lycia, to
look at the ways in which the Lycians gradually become ‘more Greek’, to find out
when these changes took place, and how they were encouraged by different
rulers and historical circumstances. Investigation of Hellenisation - or the casual
assumption of its existence - has had two main strands: consideration of the

effect of Greek art and architecture on Lycian art and architecture; and
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consideration of the emergence of poleis and of institutions typical of a Greek

polis, governed in a quasi-democratic fashion.

These two strands have tended to focus on different time periods, and raise
some rather different questions. Discussion of Lycian sculpture, for example, has
identified ‘Greek’, ‘Persian’ and other non-Anatolian elements in various
monuments of the sixth century and onwards, while discussion of the
development of Lycian towns has attempted to pinpoint the time at which they
became Greek-style poleis, with the expected institutions and constitutions, and
to explain how these developed. Study of the epigraphy of Lycia necessitates
taking both these strands into account: many of the earliest monuments carrying
inscriptions have sculptural decoration containing apparently ‘Greek’ elements
(for example, the sarcophagus of Merehi, discussed in Chapter 2), while later
epigraphy appears heavily affected by - and is often used as evidence for - the
development of institutions typical of a Greek polis, such as archons and

assemblies (see Chapter 5).

However, the whole concept of ‘Hellenisation’ is extremely problematic, as has
frequently been pointed out.?¢ First comes the obvious difficulty of identifying
what is ‘Greek’. The independence and variety of the various Greek city-states
make this practically impossible to define, but at the same time it is clear that,
from a comparatively early stage, those who considered themselves ‘Greek’ were

able to define themselves as such, at least when this was felt to be desirable -

26 e.g. Hall (2002) 104-124 (discussing also the question of language as a marker of ‘Greekness’);
Mullen (2013) 4-19 (also discussing problems of ethnic identity and language more widely);
Vlassopoulos (2013) 7-11; Prag and Quinn (2013) 3-10.
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and there is no reason to assume that those who considered themselves not to be
Greek were not similarly able to recognise ‘Greekness’ (alongside other
ethnicities).?” Such distinctions were, however, fluid from an early period, as
shown by Isocrates’ assertion, in the fourth century, that ‘people are called
Greeks ("EAAnvag) because they share in our education rather than in our

birth’.28

There is also the danger of a certain cultural imperialism, assuming that ‘Greek’
elements were superior simply by virtue of being ‘Greek’. This attitude frequently
appears in accounts by early travellers, and was common as late as the 1980s,
when A. S. Childs could still talk of ‘the element of provincial conservatism’ in
Lycian art.?° On the other hand, there are some indications that the Lycians
themselves saw knowledge of the Greek language and Greek literature, in some
situations, as an indication of culture and educations. Most noticeable is the use of
Greek poetry on monuments of the rulers of Xanthos (see Chapter 2.12ff):
recognition of the dangers of assuming the superiority of ‘Greek’ culture must not
blind us to those occasions when it actually might have been considered desirable

by non-Greeks in the ancient world.

27 Herodotus, for example, famously has the Athenians talk to the Spartans of t0 ‘EAAnvikév, €0v
Opoupdv te kat opdyAwooov, kat Bedv Spvpatda te kowa kal Buoial 10ed te opdtpama... (Hdt.
8.144.2); quoted by Hall (2002) 35, who emphasises, however, that ‘on the collective level, the
Hellenes never subscribed to a mono-genetic origin’). Although Herodotus’ passage must be seen
in the context of Athenian rhetoric in the face of Persian invasion, the very fact that he was able
to point to these areas suggests at least some idea that they were indeed elements of a shared
culture.

28 [socrates Panegyrikos 50 (trans. Papillon (2004) 40); as Hall (2002) 209 point out, Isocrates’
main intention here is to restrict the definition of ‘Hellene’ to those who have been educated in
Athens, ‘but this only emphasizes the point that Hellenicity is something that can be taught and
learnt - a matter of enculturation rather than the destiny of birth’.

29 Childs (1981) 71.
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As a result of increased sensibility to such questions, modern discussions of
Lycian art and architecture have focussed on the conscious adoption of non-
Anatolian (particularly Greek and Persian) techniques and iconography for
artistic or political purposes, and the role played by this ‘acculturation’ in the
creation of a distinctively ‘Lycian’ style.30 Alongside this emphasis on the
conscious adoption of elements from non-Lycian cultures has come increased -
although less frequently discussed - appreciation of the fact that certain
techniques, in sculpture and other areas, originating in the Greek world might be
adopted not so much because they were ‘Greek’ as for the technical advantages
they offered. For the Hellenistic period, the idea of a ‘Mediterranean koine’ which
came to be widely used across the Mediterranean has been extensively
considered, for example by Jonathan Prag in his discussion of Hellenistic
epigraphy in the western Mediterranean.3! It seems, however, that such an idea
is also applicable to the artistic life of the eastern Aegean at a much earlier

period - and even, perhaps, to the use of the Greek language.32

Discussion of the political development of Lycia has tended to remain focussed

on the idea that the Lycian cities eventually became Hellenistic poleis, with

30 e.g. Bryce (1990) 540 suggests that ‘outward manifestations of Greek culture were due,
initially at least, to an upper class cultural bias in Lycian society towards the Greek world, and to
the deliberate adoption by the administrative elite of a number of the trappings of Greek
civilisation’.

31 Prag (2013) 344-347.

32 Keen (1998) 68 suggests that the increased use of Greek in Lycia ‘had something to do with the
growing spread of Greek as a lingua franca in the fourth century’, an idea that is discussed at
various points throughout this thesis. The idea of Greek artists and artistic techniques being used
primarily for pragmatic reason is hinted at by Vlassopoulos (2013) 264, who, in his discussion of
the Nereid monument, argues that ‘[t]he style of Lycian art is effectively exclusively Greek’, but
that artists working in Lycia (whom he appears to assume were Greek) combined ‘Greek and
non-Greek iconographies in order to create an art that is uniquely Lycian’. Similarly Anne-Marie
Carstens, in her work on ‘creolisation’ in neighbouring Caria suggests that a key factor in
Maussollos’ use of Greek craftsmen was their technical excellence (Carstens (2013) 214; see also
Chapter 4.1-3).
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debate: so, for example, Marc Domingo-Gygax, in his Untersuchungen zu den
Lykischen Gemeinwesen, asks ‘wie in Lykien um gewisse urbane Zentren solche
fest umgrenzten Territorien, die Chorai, entstanden sind, ab wann die Biirger, die
in solchen Territorien lebten, sich durch typische Institutionen einer
griechischen Polis - regelmifig tagende Volksversammlung und Amter - selbst
verwaltet haben und wie sich diese Elemente bis zur definitiven Konsolidierung
des Polissystems in Lykien entwickelt haben’.33 These different approaches seem
to point to a real difference in the evidence and time-periods being discussed:
developments in Lycian art and sculpture took place over a long period of time,
and encompassed many different techniques and styles, some plainly of Greek
(usually Ionian) origin, some clearly not, others doubtful, whereas the final result
of the development of the Lycian towns was communities which at least
presented themselves as ‘Greek’, and were accepted as such by others (as shown,

for example, by the letter from the Kytenians to Xanthos, discussed in Chapter 5).

In the study of Lycian epigraphy, both the conscious adoption of non-Lycian
elements in order to create a specific effect and the use of new technologies for
their own sake rather than as ideas specifically tied to a certain culture are
crucial. Were the Lycians aware, for example, of the Greek origins of their
alphabet, and, if so, how much significance did they attach to it? At a later date,
how much importance was attached to the use of the standard wording of Greek

decrees by Lycian towns, and what was the significance of departures from this?

33 Domingo-Gygax (2001) 68.
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In one sense, discussion of ‘Greek’ elements in epigraphy is less problematic than
in, for example, sculpture: it is clear - at least vis-a-vis Lycian - when the Greek
language and alphabet is being used. Even here, however, the significance of the
use of Greek rather than Lycian is seldom obvious. Furthermore, discussion of
‘Greek’ uses of epigraphy, and of ‘Greek’ influence on what is said in inscriptions,
what types of inscriptions are produced, and the linguistic features of Lycian
soon becomes far more problematic - as shown, for example, by controversy
over the origin of the phrase atli ehbi, in the few epitaphs which explicitly state

that a man is building a tomb ‘for himself’ (see Chapter 1).

However, there are certain formulae and conventions which do appear
widespread in Greek epigraphy and less common in that of other languages. In
this thesis, when referring to such traits as ‘Greek’, | mean to imply only that they
are seen in a number of Greek states, and are therefore impossible to describe
simply as, for example, ‘Rhodian’ or ‘Athenian’; [ should add the proviso here that
such ‘Greek’ traits and uses of inscriptions will only ever have occurred in some
areas of the Greek speaking world (especially since others, most famously

Sparta, had limited epigraphic culture).

A final question in discussion of Hellenisation and cultural transfer more
generally is that of the mechanics of such transfer. This point is well made by Ulf,
in his paper ‘Rethinking Cultural Contacts’, who states that ‘[w]e cannot
necessarily assume that goods and ideas travel from one culture to another of
their own accord; or that travelling individuals passively convey them as part of

their baggage, as it were’ and points out that it is not certain either that ‘those
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who transmit a given object, idea or text are willing and able to pass on its
significance’, or that those receiving it will use it in the same way.34
Consideration of this question is particularly pertinent to discussion of
epigraphy: technical skills such as knowledge of the alphabet, as well as less
easily defined ideas, such as which elements of a statement can or can’t be elided
from an inscription, cannot simply ‘arrive’ in an area, but must come about
through contact between individuals. Such contact is, of course, now impossible
to reconstruct with any certainty, but I have attempted to consider the various
possibilities involved in the different stages of the development - and eventual

Hellenisation - of Lycia’s epigraphic culture.

A note on Lycian numismatics

Our main source of evidence for the history of Lycia other than the inscriptions
on stone is the coinage produced in the area. Between the early fifth century and
the mid-fourth century, large numbers of coins were produced, many of which
carried alphabetic legends; coin production in the peninsula appears to have
ceased around the middle of the fourth century.3> Indeed, these constitute the
earliest surviving evidence of writing (in the Greek alphabet) in Lycia, as well as

the earliest evidence of the Lycian alphabet (see Chapter 1).

A detailed discussion of the Lycian coinage and coins legends falls outside the
scope of this thesis, which, for the reasons described above, concentrates on

inscriptions on stone; in addition, numismatics is not an area in which I can claim

34 UIf (2009) 83.
35 For detailed discussions of the dates and nature of Lycia coinage see, inter alia, Mgrkholm and
Zahle (1972) and (1976); Kolb and Tietz (2001).
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any expertise. Nevertheless, the numismatic evidence has been crucial as (in
most cases) the sole source of information about the historical background to the
epigraphy, other than that found within the inscriptions themselves. This makes
it a vital tool in avoiding the circular argumentation which would otherwise
result from interpreting the inscriptions in the light of a historical reconstruction

based entirely upon their own content.

[ therefore give a brief overview here of some key points about Lycian coinage.
Almost all Lycian coinage has become known to scholars only after its arrival on
the antiquities market. This is true, too, of the majority of coin hoards, which
have often been reconstructed after appearing on the market.3¢ The most
important of the hoards found in Lycia are the Dekadrachm hoard (c. 460), the
hoard found in Kas in 1961 (c. 450), the Tissaphernes hoard (c. 400-380), found

near Kadyanda, and the Podalia hoard, from near Elmali (c. 375/70).37

Lycian coinage is remarkable for the fact that the coins’ legends can name people
as well as places, occasionally both - but most often the names of people.38 Also
noteworthy is the use, within the circumscribed area of the Lycian peninsula, of
two distinct weight standards: the ‘light’ standard (with a stater weighing c.
8.50g) of western Lycia (which arose in the mid-fifth century, succeeding an

earlier ‘middle’ standard) and the ‘heavy’ standard (with a stater of c. 9.80g) of

36 Vismara (1999) 16-17.

37 Dekadrachm hoard: CH VII1.48; discussed in detail by Fried (1987) 1-19, Kagan (1987) 21-28
and Spier (1987) 29-42 (all in Carradice (1987)). Kas hoard: IGCH 1251. Tissaphernes hoard: CH
I11.14, CH V.16. Podalia hoard: IGCH 1262. Details of all four hoards - together with other known
hoards including Lycian coins - are given in Vismara (1999). However, Spier (2000) 369-372, a
very critical review of Vismara (1999), points out numerous errors in this work, making it
necessary to treat the information it contains with extreme caution.

38 Mgrkholm and Neumann (1978) provide a list of all the Lycian coin legends known at that
time, giving each one a number (prefixed by M).
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eastern Lycia.3° This geographical division has been questioned by Novella
Vismara, but her argument that the two weight standards instead resulted from
a chronological development seems to be invalidated, and the traditional
interpretation maintained, by the fact that at least two rulers of Xanthos (Kuprlli,
in the mid-C5th, and his successor Xeriga) minted coins on both standards,

presumably for use in different parts of the peninsula.*?

Distinguishing between personal names and place names on coins can be
difficult: confusion was caused in the past by the fact that a number of coins
appear to carry the names of two individuals. In most such cases, however, it has
since been demonstrated that one of the names is a place-name - in particular,

Zagaba is now generally accepted as the name of a place rather than of a ruler.4!

Even after the identification of certain names as places rather than dynasts, the
numismatic record remains complex, with more than one individual apparently
minting in one place at the same time, and, conversely, individuals apparently
minting in disparate locations: Mithrapata and Aruwatijesi, for example, both
seem to have minted coins at Zagaba in the early fourth century, while

Mithrapata might also have minted at Tlos.#?

39 Weights as given by Spier (1987) 30-32, based on his study of the Dekadrachm hoard.
Mgrkholm and Neumann (1978) 5-6 had given weights of c. 8.00 - c. 8.60 g for the light standard
and of c. 9.40-10.00 g for the heavy. The use of different standards is also discussed by e.g.
Mgrkholm (1964) 70; Zahle (1989) 170-171 (who gives narrower weight ranges, similar to
Spier’s, of c. 8.40g for the light staters and c. 9.70-9.90g for the heavy); Kolb and Tietz (2001)
349-350 (who again give a weight of 8.00-8.60g for the light staters, but have a wider weight
range of 9.10-9.90g for the heavy staters).

40 Vismara (1996) 7; contradicted by Kolb and Tietz (2001) 350.

41 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 348.

42 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 385, 387.
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The connection between the coinage record and the epigraphic record is often
complex: the coinage record sometimes offers evidence of the importance of
sites which would appear from the epigraphic record to have been extremely
unimportant, and vice versa. For example, none of the sites proposed as the
location of Zagaba, the mint mentioned above, has an epigraphic record as rich as
we would expect from such a prolific mint. The weight standard of the coinage
from the town, together with the names of the dynasts mentioned, prove that it
was situated in central Lycia, but its exact location is still debated. Melchert
suggests that it was at Lagbos, in northern Lycia, but it appears very unlikely that
coins would have been minted this far north by those also known to have been
active in the central coastal area. Keen suggested that the town was Antiphellos,
but this conflicts with Pliny’s statement that that town’s earlier name was

Habesos.43

The two latest ideas are Kolb and Tietz’s suggestion that it was at Avsar Tepesi,
south-west of Kyaneai, and Schiirr’s that it was at Seyret (Gokceoren), slightly
further west.#* Of these, the second is most convincing: as Schiirr points out,
Avsar Tepesi has very few rock-cut tombs, while Seyret has a higher number,
concomitant with the apparent importance of Zagaba; it also fits better into a
passage of TL44a42-43 which seems to describe a campaign heading west from
Phellos to Patara.*> An inscription at Seyret (N315) also mentions that the tomb
was built ‘under the rule of Mizrppata’, which would fit the fact that a certain

Mithrapata (not necessarily the same man; see Chapter 3.1) minted coins at

43 Keen (1998) 55; Habesos: Pliny Nat. 5. 28. 100 (quoted by Bryce (1986) 229; Bean (1978) 97).
44 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 348.
45 Schiirr (2012b) 28.
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Zagaba. Even Seyret, however, has produced only two inscriptions up till now,
either providing an excellent illustration of the lack of any clear link between the
prosperity of a site and the production of inscriptions - or suggesting that the

site of Zagaba has not yet been correctly identified.46

46 The lack of an obvious connection between the prosperity of a site and its epigraphic culture is
noted by, inter alia, MacMullen (1982) 245.
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Chapter 1

THE ORIGINS OF THE LYCIAN ALPHABET

méume 6& utv Avkinvde, mopev 8’ 6 ye anjuata Avypg,
ypapag v mivakt TTukT® Oupoplopa moAAg,

Seifar 8’ fvayewv o mevlepd, 6op’ dmédorro. (lliad 6.168-170)

These lines contain, famously, the only reference to ‘writing’ in the Iliad - the
onuata Avypa through which Proitos tells his father-in-law, the king of Lycia, to
kill Bellerophon. There has been much debate about whether these onpata
should be understood as alphabetic letters, or whether they were merely
logograms or pictograms of some sort. It is also unclear why Bellerophon hands
the tablet to the king of Lycia; is he simply unable to open the tablets or is he
unable to read the signs? The simplest interpretation is that the Lycian king and
his son-in-law were able to understand some sort of written communication

which was incomprehensible to Bellerophon.*”

What is the significance of this passage? Does it give us any information about
early literacy in Lycia? Unfortunately, it probably does not. In fact, there is no
archaeological evidence of writing in Lycia before the final few decades of the
sixth century, at least 150 years after the first appearance of alphabetic writing
in Greece. Nor is there any evidence for the use of syllabograms such as those of

Linear A or Linear B, or of hieroglyphs, although these were used to write

47 Powell (1991) 198-200; Graziosi and Haubold (2010) 124-125. See also Bryce (1986), for
discussion of whether this is in fact part of the Homeric Iliad or a later interpolation.
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Luwian, a language closely related to Lycian. The connection of the onuata
Avypd with the Lycians may have less to do with historical fact than with the
negative image of writing, which is presented as sneaky and underhand and

therefore more suited to ‘barbarians’ such as the Lycians than to Greeks.*8

Despite this, it is not impossible that the passage reflects some memory of an
earlier writing system used in Lycia before the appearance of the alphabet; Bryce
even argues that the nasalised letters of the Lycian alphabet are ‘the vestiges of a
syllabic system’ although, as discussed below, this seems unlikely.#® The
discovery of a set of wooden writing boards in a late bronze age shipwreck off
Ulu Burun, just east of Kas (ancient Antiphellos) shows that inhabitants of Lycia
were very likely to have come into contact with literate traders at this time.> In
addition, an hieroglyphic Luwian inscription from the 13t century, recording a
Hittite military campaign, mentions a number of Lycian towns: Awarna (Arfina,
i.e. Xanthos); Talawa (Tlos); Pinata (Pinara) and Patara (Patara).>! It even seems
to record the setting up of a stele at Patara, although what the nature of this stele

was, and whether it would have been inscribed, remains unknown.52

We have no way of telling, however, whether certain Lycians ever saw either a
syllabic script or the hieroglyphic Luwian script in use, or, if so, whether they

attempted to imitate it. If they did, it has left no trace either in the archaeological

48 Graziosi and Haubold (2010) 10; Powell (1991) 199.

49 Bryce (1986) 58; Bryce (1987) 95.

50 Payton (1991) 99-106. There are three symbols on the border of one board: one of these is O,
but since we do not know what script is being used, we cannot know whether this represented
the sound [o]. The other two signs are unidentifiable.

51 Poetto (1993) 21-74; Hawkins (1995) 66ff; Adiego (2007c) 763; Gander (2014) 269-371.

52 Poetto (1993) 33 (Block 4 (I)).
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record or in the alphabetic script of Lycia. For the purposes of this thesis,
therefore, I deal with the emergence of the Lycian alphabetic script, and the use
of the Greek alphabets from which it developed, without reference to any

putative earlier writing systems used in the area.

1.1 Greek and Lycian letter forms.

Even a cursory glance at the Lycian inscriptions shows that most letters of the
Lycian alphabet (see Chart 1) developed from those of the Greek. Indeed, Hajnal
describes the Lycian script as a ‘modifizierten Variante des griechischen
Alphabets’, implying that it need not be considered a separate alphabet.>3
However, it is distinguished from Greek alphabets in a number of significant
ways: the Lycian alphabet lacks a number of Greek graphemes, and uses others
to represent phonemes different from their Greek value. It retains, for example,
the separate graphemes <w>, <h> and <q> (which had their own symbols in
certain early Greek alphabets, but not in the Ionic alphabet that became standard
across the Greek speaking world during the fourth century) and makes use of a

number of graphemes not seen in any Greek script.

As Table 1 shows, the Lycian alphabet has no letters representing the sounds
shown by lonic H, Z, O, @, ¥ or (), and uses different letters for <6>, <x> and the
vowels <e>, <i>, and <u>. The last two of these are written using letters also
found in the Greek alphabet, but used there to denote different vowels - probably
indicating that the qualities of the Lycian vowels did not correspond precisely to

any of those heard in Greek. The Lycian alphabet also contains eleven letters

53 Hajnal (1995) 7.
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representing phonemes which have no equivalent in the Ionic Greek alphabet: of

these, however, <K>, <t> and ¢ appear very rarely, while only <€>, <3>, <i> and

<h> are frequently encountered.

Greek Lycian Sound Trapscription of the
(Ionic)>4 (approx.) Lycian
E A le] <e>
0 % [t <0>
1 E i <i>
Y o [u] <u>
X \/ [kD] <>
[H] ¥ [h] <h>
[F] = [w) <w>
[©] K ke <g>
: | ] <>
: Vv | lav] <>
: SOFY | T <>
- X [Vm] <m>
- T [Vn] <f>
- /N ? <K>
- W [tv]? <t>
- O ? ¢ (not usually transcribed)
H - [e] -

& - [x] -

0 - [o] -

¢ - [p"] -

b - [ps] -

Q - [0] -

Table 1: Differences between the Greek and Lycian alphabets

Consideration of the development of the Lycian alphabet presents a number of
questions, some common to all alphabets but others specific to this one.>> Why

did the alphabet appear when it did, rather than at some earlier or later point?

54 Greek letter forms given in square brackets are those found only in earlier Greek alphabets.
55 For similar questions about the Greek alphabet, see e.g. Jeffery (1990) 1.
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How and when did the Lycians first acquire knowledge of the Greek alphabet,
and how did the specifically Lycian version arise? Did it develop slowly, after
initial use of the Greek alphabet, or was it deliberately invented? Did it contain
elements of other neighbouring alphabets? Indeed, since the Greek alphabet was
well established in the vicinity and in use, even if only in a limited fashion, in the

peninsula itself, why did a different alphabet develop at all?

1.2 The first Lycian letters

The question of why the Lycians became literate when they did is easy - and
important - to ask, but practically impossible to answer. Our first evidence of a
specifically Lycian alphabet is graffiti on potsherds from Xanthos: N313a,
reading pinike (with the Lycian /" for <e> and E for <i>), is believed to date from
c. 500, while N313c, inscribed on a pot from the second half of the fifth century,
shows a characteristically Lycian form of <a>, and the Lycian genitive ending -
ah<.56 Coin legends using the Lycian alphabet appear slightly later, on coins of
Kuprlli from c. 480-440 and on early fifth-century coins of other local rulers
(including Thiban(uwa), and Ekuwémi) and towns (including Aperlai and

Wehiite (Phellos)).>”

Discussion of the development of the Greek alphabet, as well as the Phrygian and

Carian alphabets, has led some to conclude that these alphabets were developing

56 Metzger (1972) 164; Schiirr (2013) 30.

57 Bryce (1986) 51. Kuprlli: Morkhglm and Zahle (1972) 75-77; see Chapter 2.1. Kolb and Tietz
(2001) discuss Thibanuwa (pp. 358-359), Aperlai (pp. 355-357) and Wehiite (Phellos) (pp. 357-
358). Coins of Kuprlli and Ekuwémi appear in the Dekadrachm hoard, buried c. 460: see Vismara
(1999) 87.
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long before the first concrete evidence for them appears.>8 Could this also have

been true of the Lycian alphabet?

1.3 The Greek alphabet in Lycia

Evidence for the use of the Greek alphabet in the peninsula prior to the first
appearance of Lycian can go some way towards answering this question. The
obverse type of some coins of around 520-500 bears the legend KVB.>° The
Lycian alphabet has no letter with the form \/: only one back vowel is
distinguished, and this is written with the letter O (although usually transcribed
<u>).%0 This KVB coin legend must, then, be considered to be in the Greek
alphabet, with \V the widespread early form of Y.61 The use of the boar motif
found on many Lycian coins, together with the Lycian weight standard of around
9.5 g, makes it almost certain that they were produced there.6? KVB is probably
an abbreviation of Kubernis (or Kuberniskos), the name of the commander of the
Lycians in Xerxes’ fleet, c. 480; it has been suggested that Kubernis and Kuprlli

were in fact the same man, with the former a Hellenised version of the latter, but

58 Greek: Naveh (1982) 177; Miller (1994) 43-45. Carian: Adiego (2007a) 233. Phrygian: Brixhe
(2007) 279-282 (arguing that the Phrygian and Greek alphabets developed concurrently and
interdependently from Phoenician).

59 Examples of this series of coins are recorded in Hill (1897) xxi-xxii, 3 and PI I as ‘Series I’
(dated c. 520- c.480). Nos. 8 and 9 bear the legend K[V]B, no. 13 the legend M©. The KVB coins
are dated to some time in the last two decades of the sixth century by, inter alia, Bryce (1986) 45
and Keen (1998) 88-89, although Kolb and Tietz (2001) 374 suggest a date c. 500-480. (Vismara
(1999) 93 lists examples of these coins in the hoard she labels ‘Lycia 1972 (?)’ (CH 1.6;
tentatively dated to the end of the fifth century). However, there appears to be some confusion
here: Spier (2000) 371 states that this is a newly published hoard, containing some intrusions,
but Vismara refers to it as part of CH 1.6, and appears to have separated it from the Demirler
hoard (also CH 1.6, described at Vismara (1999) 85-86). Spier, Arslan and Dervisagaoglou (2002)
88, in their discussion of the ‘Demirler hoard’, do not mention the KVB legend among few
inscribed coins to be found. Zahle (1989) 172-173 seems to list the hoard as no. 1a (with possible
additions, 1b and 1c), but does not describe the legends on any of these coins.)

60 Kloekhorst (2008a) 120; see Chapter 1.7.

61 Seen, for example, on a mid sixth-century black figure cup from Rhodes (Jeffery (1990) 357 no.
20).

62 Kraay (1976) 269.
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since Kuprlli continued to issue coins down to 440, it seems unlikely that he
could already have been doing so in 500.63 Other coins of the same series, also
from the late sixth or early fifth century, are inscribed I1V, M@ and ®E; it is not
clear to whom (or to where) they referred, although M® could have been a
Mithrapata, perhaps a forerunner of the coin issuer active c. 400-380, while ®E

might designate the town of Phellos (see Chapter 2.1).64

The Greek letters on these coins seem to date from only two decades - at most -
before the earliest Lycian graffiti, and may even come from the same time. Did
Kubernis deliberately choose to use the Greek alphabet in spite of the fact that a
distinctively Lycian alphabet was already in existence? Or, conversely, was his
use of a Greek coin legend really one of the first uses of alphabetic writing by the

Lycians?

It is not entirely clear who constituted the intended audience of these coin
legends: Keen, for example, suggests that the coins with Greek legends were ‘for
circulation amongst Greek speakers’, perhaps (since the unusual weight
standard suggests the coins were intended only for circulation within Lycia) the
Greek-speaking inhabitants of Lycia, with the more common uninscribed coins of
the time used by the majority of the population.®> However, it is hard to imagine
that this was the case, since there is little evidence that Greek speakers were
widespread in Lycia at this point. In particular, since legends on Greek coinage

tended to give names of towns rather than of individuals, it is hard to understand

63 Hdt. 7.98; see Keen (1998) 87-90 for a detailed discussion of the identity of Herodotus’
Kubernis.

64 Head (1887) 689; Schiirr (2013) 30.

65 Keen (1998) 90.
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why Kubernis would have felt moved to put his name on a coin directed at Greek

speakers, since this would not have been a usage familiar to them.

As a result, the idea that names written on Lycian coins were primarily intended
for a Greek audience seems improbable; it is more likely that the legends arose
from the conventions of coinage of the Achaemenid empire, and were intended
primarily for the eyes of Kubernis’ Lycian subjects, to advertise and reinforce his
power. If this is accepted, the use of Greek rather than Lycian letters by Kubernis
and his contemporaries strongly implies that the Lycian alphabet had not yet
developed (or had, at least, not become widely used) and that, at this point, the

Greek alphabet was the only writing-system available to literate Lycians.

1.4 Transmission of the alphabet

Whether the use of the alphabet on coinage was really the Lycians’ first
introduction to, and adoption of, the concept of writing is less clear; in fact, it
seems extremely unlikely. Certainly, as discussed above, there is no other
concrete evidence of writing, either Greek or Lycian, from prior to 500: the next
examples of Greek in Lycia are seen on potsherds from the same archaeological
context on the Xanthian acropolis as those which carry the Lycian graffiti (N313a
and N313c). None of the Greek examples can be securely dated earlier than the
first appearance of the Lycian script, but the earliest certainly pre-dates the
destruction of Xanthos in 470, and might be significantly earlier. This consists of

what appears to be a line of verse, either boasting of, or accusing someone of, a
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theft.66¢ The pottery on which it is written is Attic in style, but Metzger believes
the use of a form of W for [ps] rather than the ®X used in the early Attic script,
and of the standard form of A rather than the upside-down Attic form, shows
that it was written by ‘un Grec de I’Est, soit dans une cité des iles, soit a Xanthos
méme’.6” Recording a line of verse relating directly to the vase on which it was
scratched was a use of writing typical of archaic Greece.®® So is the recording of
names alone, as seen on most of the other Xanthian fragments, including one
dated to the end of the fifth century. Xanthians, at least, must have been well
aware of the various potential uses of literacy by the start of the fifth century. It
is, however, somewhat surprising that there is so little other evidence for the use
of Greek writing in Lycia prior to the appearance of the Lycian alphabet - literacy
was, by this time, well established not only in the Greek-speaking Aegean but
also in Caria, Lydia and Phrygia, so why did the Lycians not begin to use writing

at an earlier stage?¢®

The fact that Xanthos was destroyed c. 470 might provide a partial explanation
for this scarcity of evidence: large amounts of pottery - some of which could

have carried graffiti - was probably destroyed at this point. Similarly, many other

66 Metzger (1972) 166-170, with plate 85. The graffito is complete, and reads Kiupépiog pe
Exdedev Emert’ Exmve W GpuoTLV.

67 Metzger (1972) 169.

68 Voutiras (2007) 273-275, gives the famous examples of the Nestor Cup from Pithekoussai
(Jeffery (1990) 235-6) and the Dipylon oinochoe, from Athens (Jeffery (1990) 76, with Pl. 1; IG 12
919). Schiirr (2013) 30-31 suggests that this cup shows the presence of Greek symposiastic
culture at Xanthos at this time, but this is not certain: we have no way of knowing whether the
verse was added before or after the cup arrived in Lycia, or what those Xanthians who saw it
would have made of it (assuming, that is, that they could even read it).

69 Greek: although the date of the earliest examples of the alphabet is debated, literacy was well
established by the seventh century; see inter alia Jeffery (1990) 12-42; Thomas (1992) 53;
Voutiras (2007) 266-275. Phrygian: the earliest inscriptions date from the eighth to the fourth
centuries (Tzitzilis (2007) 753); Lydian: Adiego (2007d) 768; Carian: Adiego (2007a) 1-2 (the
earliest datable evidence for Carian writing being from 7t century Egypt rather than Caria itself).
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potential uses of literacy (such as recording lists of goods) would presumably
have employed perishable materials such as papyrus, parchment, or wood. As a
result, the absence of evidence for the use of Greek in sixth-century Lycia cannot
be considered proof that it was not happening.’® Nevertheless, even if literacy in
early fifth-century Lycia was more widespread than the archaeological evidence
suggests, it is almost certain (as discussed further on in this chapter, and in
chapter 2) that inscriptions on stone only began to appear in the middle of that

century.

Although the surviving Greek graffiti from Xanthos seem not to pre-date the
earliest evidence of Lycian, it is highly likely that similar examples were present
at an earlier period, meaning that Lycians could easily have learnt about the
alphabet by way of graffiti or owners’ marks on ceramics. It is hard to see how
the meagre number of letters given by coin legends could enable anyone to learn
an entire alphabet: since graffiti can be much longer (as demonstrated by the
Greek verse mentioned above), they would enable the full alphabet to be
transmitted more easily. There are enough examples of Greek abecedaria
scratched on ceramics and other portable items to make it plausible that one or

more found its way to Xanthos, although we have no actual evidence of this.”!

We can, then, imagine the Lycians learning of the existence of alphabetic writing
in the course of the sixth century through graffiti on pots and other small scraps

of writing. Why, however, it took until the end of that century for the Lycian

70 For a similar situation in Phrygian, cf. Brixhe (2007) 279.
71 Examples include a loom-weight from the Athenian agora (Jeffery (1990) 431) and a number
from Etruria (Jeffery (1990) 236-237).
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alphabet to appear, and why it did appear then, remains a mystery. Closely linked
to this question is that of why a specifically Lycian alphabet in fact appeared at

all.

1.5 Adaptation of Alphabets

It is widely recognised that languages are often written for generations in scripts
to which they are not well suited; the cuneiform script, for example, was used to
write Hittite, but does not do so easily.”? Similarly, ‘ideal’ alphabets, in which
each letter represents only one phoneme, and each significant phoneme (that is,
each allophone) is represented by only one letter, are almost non-existent;
indeed, even alphabetic writing cannot be understood simply as a representation
of speech.”3 It is, therefore, seldom easy to explain the appearance of new writing
systems simply on the grounds that existing ones are unsuited to certain

languages.

On the other hand, a writing system adopted from one language to write another
often does alter significantly. The Greek alphabet, for example, developed from
the Phoenician, and denotes vowels using signs which originally represented
certain consonants not used in Greek. Debate is ongoing as to whether this was
the result of a gradual process of multiple ‘mishearings’ by Greek speakers of
Phoenician letter-sounds, or the conscious work of a single individual.74
However, most recent discussions reject the hypothesis that the Greek alphabet

was deliberately created, whether to record the Homeric epics (as suggested by

72 Thomas (1992) 56. On Hittite: Kloekhorst (2008b) 20.

73 Thomas (1992) 55; Miller (1994) xii-xiv.

74 For an overview of recent arguments, see Powell (1991); Thomas (1992) 53-58; Miller (1994)
39-57; Voutiras (2007) 267-275; Brixhe (2007) 277-287.
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Powell) or for some more utilitarian reason: they emphasise instead the
importance of the difference between the sound pronounced by a native speaker
of a language and the sound heard by a non-native speaker, who will ‘hear’
phonemes which are significant in their native tongue.’> So, for example, a Greek
hearing the Phoenician glottal stop, ‘aleph, would have thought they were
hearing the vowel phoneme [a] and therefore have used the grapheme ‘aleph to
write it - the origin of the Greek A. A similar argument sees a number of Greek
speakers at different times adopting the Phoenician letters whose names began
with a vowel to write vowel-sounds (which may suggest a more conscious
decision to depict vowels).”¢ These observations can inform discussion of the
development of the Lycian alphabet from the Greek, but do not map directly onto
it, since the circumstances of transmission and the extent of adaptation may have

differed significantly.

1.6 The Lycian Graphemes: Origin and Modes of Transmission

It is generally accepted that transmission of a writing system has to take place in
a bilingual environment - that is, that in order for the principles of a writing
system to be passed from speakers of one language to speakers of another at
least one party must be able to speak the language of the other.”” The level of
bilingualism required need not, however, be very high: indeed, if the alteration of
certain Phoenician consonants into vowels in Greek resulted from Greek inability
to hear the former, it suggests that the original learners of the alphabet were not

fluent speakers of Phoenician. There is no direct evidence of Greek speakers who

75 Thomas (1992) 55; Brixhe (2007) 283.
76 Brixhe (2007) 284-285.
77 E.g. Jeffery (1990) 7; Brixhe (2007) 283.
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were able to write Phoenician, although we cannot be certain that they did not
exist; another possibility is that they were able to speak the language only at a
basic level or were taught the names and sounds of the letters by a Greek-

speaking Phoenician.

The situation for Lycian learners of the Greek alphabet was rather different. As
discussed above, the presence of Greek writing on potsherds at Xanthos, and, in
particular, the use of Greek letters on coins prior to the emergence of the Lycian
alphabet, shows that some - although probably not many - Lycians could read
Greek. In addition, both Neumann and Metzger interpret the name Pinike, on the
Xanthian fragment mentioned above as a ‘Lycianised’ version of a Greek name
such as ®otvi&: if this is correct, it suggests either that Pinike was either a Greek
who had integrated into Lycian society to such an extent that he used the Lycian
alphabet and a ‘Lycian’ version of his name in preference to the Greek, or that he
was a Lycian with a name of Greek origin. There are also plentiful indications in
the archaeological record (for example, the sculptural reliefs of Xanthos) for the
presence of itinerant craftsmen from Greek-speaking areas in sixth-century
Lycia: All the available evidence indicates a high level of contact between
Xanthos and the Greek world, and supports Metzger’s assertion that ‘il ne
manque pas d’artistes et de marchands grecs a Xanthos au début de Ve siecle’.
Furthermore, in the middle of the fifth century, Lycia was briefly a member of the
Delian league, suggesting that there would have been some diplomatic contacts
between Athens and Xanthos before this point. This liklihood seems to be
reinforced by the 187 Athenian coins in the Decadrachm Hoard (buried near

Elmali in c. 460), representing the third largest group of coins in the hoard from
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a single area (the majority of the coins (c. 970) being Lycian, with 289 from
Kamiros, as well as coins from a number of other Greek towns).”® While the
presence of Athenian coinage need not indicate the presence of Athenians
themselves, the high number indicates, at the very least, that other items could
also have travelled easily from Athens to Lycia. The fact that many of the coins
are uncirculated does suggest that their path to Lycia was comparatively direct.”®
Another coin, showing typically Lycian motifs but overstruck on the reverse with
the Greek inscription POAION, seems to show particularly close contact between
Rhodes and Lycia in the first half of the fifth century, hardly surprising in the

light of their geographical proximity.8°

As a result, the model of an alphabet developing spontaneously through
misinterpretation of the sounds of an earlier alphabet is less convincing for the
Lycian alphabet than for the Greek: if certain Lycians were already able to write
Greek they surely could have used the same alphabet to write Lycian, even if the
sounds of the two languages did not match exactly. This might still have led to
alterations in the sounds represented by some letters - but the number of Greek
letters adopted to represent entirely different sounds in Lycian, as well as the
apparent invention of other symbols, suggests that there was also an element of

conscious alteration and remodelling of the alphabet.

The question of why a specific alphabet developed in Lycia is, therefore, a crucial

question for discussion of the epigraphic habit, and is as interesting as the

78 Fried (1987) 4-6, 9; Kagan (1987) 21-28 (on the dating of the hoard).
79 Fried (1987) 1, 5; Kagan (1987) 21.
80 Zahle (1989) 173 no. 3; Vismara (1999) 87.
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question of why, later, the decision was made to use it to record texts on stone. In
the remainder of this section I suggest that the Lycian alphabet resulted from a
combination of the gradual development of letters borrowed from various
archaic Greek alphabets and individuals’ invention, or intentional borrowing, of
other symbols to represent phonemes which were important in Lycian but not
distinguished in Greek. I argue that the attested alphabet which emerged was felt
to be ‘Lycian’ and, by the end of the fourth century, could be consciously used

alongside the Lycian language as a marker of identity.

The borrowing of the main elements of the Lycian alphabet from the Greek is
clear - thirteen of the twenty-nine letters represent a phoneme equivalent to
their original value in Greek. A similar pattern can be observed in the Lydian and
Phrygian alphabets, and this has led to the formulation of the ‘stability principle’
- that where the sound of a particular Greek letter was the same as or similar to
a phoneme in the other language, it was adopted without alteration.8! Indeed, the
Lycian alphabet is closer to the Greek alphabet than the Lydian (and far closer
than the Carian), perhaps because it developed in an environment of
comparatively high-level bilingualism and was used on coinage as soon as it

appeared, and on stone not too long afterwards.

When considering this principle, the extent to which letter signs can alter after
adoption into the recipient language must not be underestimated. In Carian,

letter forms apparently identical to those of Greek can represent radically

81 Adiego (2007a) 231. The primacy of the Greek script to Phrygian has been questioned by
Brixhe (2007) 279-282, but the general principle remains (and can also be seen in the adoption
of the Phoenician script into Greek).
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different phonemes. Adiego explains this as the result of a drastic alteration in
Carian cursive writing of letter forms adopted from Greek, followed by the
remodelling of these forms, again after the pattern of Greek letters, into shapes
suitable for inscription on stone. Thus, for example, original Greek T > a cursive
*<t> sign > Carian @ <t> modelled on Greek qoppa.8? As discussed below, a few
Lycian letters have forms which may suggest a similar process (with the
remodelling based on the Anatolian alphabets rather than the Greek), while
other letters, such as Y, from <I'>, do diverge noticeably from the Greek original.
Most Greek forms used in Lycian, however, stayed almost identical to the
original: B <b>, A <d>, L <z>, K <k>, /\ <I>, M\ <m>, ~V <n> , [ <p>, P <r>, T <t>.
Even here, however, the stability principle does not work perfectly; as discussed
below, transliteration of Greek names into Lycian suggests that a number of the
letters which appear identical in fact sounded very different. The similarity
between the alphabets may be to some extent an illusion created by our
imperfect system of transcription; certainly the breakdown of the principle is

seen in the vowels, with E for <i>, and o for <u>.

A number of the less obviously ‘Greek’ graphemes provide interesting
information about the sources from which the alphabet was adopted. The Doric
alphabet of Rhodes is often said to have provided the basis of the Lycian
alphabet.83 Most obviously, the early forms of the letter <x> (V, !, and V) are

identical to early forms of <W>, which became psi in standard Greek but was

82 Adiego (2007a) 231-233.
83 See, inter alia, Kalinka (1901) 5; Houwenk ten Cate (1961) 3; Neumann [1963] 371; Bryce
(1986) 55; Colvin (2004) 45.
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originally used for chi in Rhodes and a number of other Greek cities.84 Similarly,
it is easy to see how the Lycian letter  <a> developed from the sloping N seen in
the early Rhodian alphabet.85> Kalinka pointed out various other ways in which
Lycian usage seems to continue that of the early alphabet of Rhodes: like the
early Rhodian alphabet, Lycian has no single characters for [ps] and [ks], instead
writing <pss> and <xss> respectively, as in Ddapssriima (a name) in TL11 and
xssaBrapazate ‘he was satrap’ in N320. However, examples of these phonemes
are very rare, and are almost invariably found in names and loan-words,
suggesting that Lycians rarely had any need to write them. He also suggests,
plausibly, that the letter form <Z> [ks] was known in Rhodes even though it was
not used, which allowed it to be appropriated in Lycian as the nasalised

consonant <i>.86

The proximity of Rhodes to Lycia makes it a plausible source for Lycian
acquisition of the alphabet. It is very near Xanthos, with Lindos almost due west
of the mouth of the Xanthos valley; the fact that the earliest evidence for the use
of the Lycian alphabet on potsherds comes from Xanthos and the Letdon, makes
it seem highly likely that the Lycian alphabet first developed there.8” There are
some Greek letters adopted into the Lycian alphabet, however, which seem

unlikely to have derived from Rhodes. The most noticeable of these are $<s>and

84 Interestingly, Jeffery (1990) 346 shows that many of the other Greek alphabets used in the
vicinity of Lycia, for example at Knidos and Halicarnassos in Caria, used the other form of chi,
<x>; this has encouraged the identification of the alphabet on which the Lycian alphabet was
based as specifically Rhodian.

85 On e.g. the kylix inscribed 'I8apevijog ut (Smith (1885) 374-5).

86 Kalinka (1905) 5; Jeffery (1990) 27, discussing the Greek use of the Phoenician signs for
sibilants, suggests that Z remained ‘frozen’ in the formal abecedaria of many local scripts which
never used it.

87 Neumann [1963] 371, however, suggests as a place of transmission ‘veilleicht die dorische
Kolonie Rhodos oder eine dorische Siedlung in Lykien selbst?’.

43



F <w>: the latter is not known at all either at Rhodes, or in the Greek cities of
Caria, while there are only three examples of the former at Ialysos and one at
Kamiros; the ‘four-stroke’ form =was the usual version.88 Many Greek scripts
used the $ form of sigma, and retained the digamma (F [w]), but the Attic is one of
those which seems most likely to have reached Lycia: as already discussed, there
were close links between Athens and Lycia during the fifth century, and probably
before. The use of - for <w> is particularly striking, since it could easily have
been represented by the semi-vowel Y which was not, after all, used in Lycian as
a vowel. The Attic script might also suggest a source for the Lycian letter + <h>,
which, since proto-Anatolian *[s] > Lycian [h], was far more common in Lycian
words, than in Greek.8? At the end of the fifth century + was the most common
Attic form of <x>, from which it could easily have been adopted to denote <h>.
However, + <h> could also have developed from Rhodian Hor H, both of which
were used for [h] as well as [€].°0 One other possible source of many of the
graphemes is the Euboian alphabet, which both uses the V form of <x> and
retains ; although = is used here, Sis again more common. Since Euboian pottery
was widely spread across the eastern Mediterranean as early as the eighth
century, it is certainly possible that the Euboian script could have reached Lycia

at some point, whether on pottery or in the form of a literate trader.”!

This evidence for Attic as well as Rhodian elements in the Lycian alphabet
complicates the picture of its development. Were the basic elements taken over

from Rhodian, with Attic letter forms added later, or were there a number of

88 Jeffery (1990) 345-346.

89 Melchert (1994) 288; Kloekhorst (2008a) 124.

90 Jeffery (1990) 67, 345-346.

91 For, e.g., Euboians at Al Mina, see Hall (2007) 96-98.
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individuals who began, in the late sixth and early fifth century, to use various
versions of the Greek alphabet to write Lycian, with these versions eventually
coalescing into the version recorded in the inscriptions? If Lycian + <h> did
derive from Attic <y> this might suggest the first option; if Rhodian | <y> were
already in use in Lycia this would explain why the Attic grapheme was used to
represent a different, but related, sound. If the Attic forms were adopted slightly
later, this must still have occurred at an early stage in the development of the
alphabet, since the earliest datable inscriptions, TL77 and N310, contain both +

<h> and F <w>.

The idea that there were initially several different forms of the alphabet, some
based on Rhodian letters and some on Attic, is supported by the appearance of a
number of common Greek forms of certain graphemes at an early period: for
example, three forms of <X>,W, \L, and \/, at least two forms of <n> N and /\/, and
two forms of <b>, 5 andB.%2 On the other hand, all these variants are so similar
that they could easily have arisen within Lycian, after the use of a single form
began to be widespread. The homogeneity of the Lycian alphabet - especially by
comparison with the Carian, which shows numerous regional variations even
within the mainland Caria - is in many other ways remarkable. Although, as
shown below, there were some regional variations in the Lycian alphabet, this
seems to be restricted to the frequency with which different letter forms were
used. All variant letter forms appear to some extent right across the peninsula,
suggesting either that the alphabet spread outwards from one single source -

perhaps Xanthos - or that there was a high level of interaction between literate

92 The second form of <b> was the earliest form seen in Attica.
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Lycians of the various towns. Similarly, the absence of any examples of < for <s>
in Lycian texts and the use of special graphemes such as <a> and <&> across the
whole peninsula suggest that even if there were multiple ‘transmissions’ of the

alphabet a comparatively standardised version soon emerged.

1.7 The Effect of Lycian Phonology

Although it adopted so many elements directly from Greek alphabets, Lycian - as
an Anatolian language - had a phonological system significantly different from
that of Greek.”3 As a result, it seems likely that many of the graphemes used for
Lycian stops, although identical in appearance to those of the Greek, represented
different phonemes. This results primarily from the difference in the quality of
Greek and Lycian stops: while Greek distinguishes series of voiced, unvoiced and
unvoiced aspirated stops (that is, <6> [d], <t> [t], <6> [th] and <B> [b], <> [p], @
[p"]), Kloekhorst argues that Lycian, like the other Anatolian languages, did not
distinguish voiced and unvoiced stops, and that the ‘voiced’ stops /A <d>, J<g>
and B in fact represent the voiceless fricatives [8], [x], and [¢], which were voiced
only in intervocalic positions.?* A difference in the sound of Greek <A> and
Lycian A\ is certainly suggested by the consistent transliteration of Greek <> in
initial position as Lycian <fit>, suggesting that Lycian speakers heard in Greek
<6> a stop more similar to <t> than to <d>. This is seen, for example, in N312 (a
Greek-Lycian bilingual statue base from the Letdoon), where AgpokAeidng is

transliterated Ntemuxlida.

93 For a brief general overview of the phonological system of the Anatolian language group see
Kloekhorst (2008b) 17-18; for discussion of the phonological system of Lycian see Kloekhorst
(2008a) 119-137.

94 Kloekhorst (2008a) 125-126.
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Similarly, difference in the sounds represented by K <k> and V <x> in the two
alphabets are suggested by the Greek transliterations of Lycian names in various
bilingual inscriptions: for example, Xuwata is written in Greek as Koata (in
TL134, at Limyra) while Krbb[s]eh is written as Oepfepoiog (in N312, at
Xanthos) and Krupsse as Opuyig (in TL25, at Tlos), but Tikeuképre as
Tiwoevoepufpa (also in TL25). From this Kloekhorst concludes that <y> was in fact
pronounced as [k] and <k> as [c] (although the latter presumably had a more
dental sound before [r]).?5 Both N312 and TL25 are among the latest of the
bilingual inscriptions, while TL134 was probably produced in the mid-fourth
century, so we cannot tell how early this alteration in the sounds of the letters
took place: would earlier inscriptions have had *Xoata or *Kpuiig? There seems
no clear reason for V' to have been used to write [K] if K were still available to
represent that sound, so presumably K at some point began to be pronounced [c],
with V then used to fill the gap left for a voiceless stop. This suggestion does not
explain, however, why K was ever adopted for the [c] sound if this could have
been better represented using Greek <6> or <o>: the answer may lie either in
phonological change within Lycia, or in the difficulties of trying to portray a
sound not represented by any letter of the Greek alphabet - it does, however,
seem likely to have been a more complex process than simply that of a Lycian

speaker hearing Greek K as [c].

A similarly complex situation can be seen in the development of the Lycian
vowels. Lycian has four vowels (™ <a>, T <e>,E <i>O<u>) instead of the five

found in Greek, and the graphemes clearly do not correspond to those of Greek.

95 Kloekhorst (2008a) 125.
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The adoption of the Greek grapheme O rather than Y to denote the Lycian back
vowel conventionally transliterated <u> seems to imply that it sounded more
similar to the former; certainly, its sound seems to have been somewhere
between the two, since Greek O and Y are both used to transliterate Lycian <u>,

which in turn is used to transliterate both Greek letters.%

The treatment of Lycian <e> and <i> is less easy to understand. Lycian <e> was
probably pronounced [2] (that is, with a sound somewhere between [a] and [e]),
was usually transliterated into A in Greek, and was in turn used to write Greek A
and H; Lycian <a>, meanwhile, is also usually transliterated as Greek A, and is
used to write Greek A. Lycian E <i> is usually written in Greek as I, but
sometimes also as E, and once EI, suggesting a sound more open than [i] but less
so than [e].?7 This fits with Hajnal’s assertion that the vowels of Lycian were
generally, in comparison with Greek vowels, ‘hell (oder offen)’.?® The adoption of
Greek A into Lycian (in an archaic version which soon becamef*) is therefore
unsurprising. It is, however, puzzling that the next most ‘open’ vowel, E, was not
simply used to write the next Lycian vowel (even if this did also sound more
similar to A) but for a more ‘close’ vowel, Lycian <i>, which is usually transcribed
into Greek as I. The answer may lie in the use of the Greek letter I to write the
glide, <j>: in Greek there was never any need to distinguish the vowel [i] and the
semivowel [j], but in Lycian a distinction is seen between sequences such as

<aije>, with <i> before <j>, and those without (e.g. <aje>). It would presumably

96 Kloekhorst (2008a) 120.
97 Kloekhorst (2008a) 119-120.
98 Hajnal (1995) 11.
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have been possible to write the first using a double <ii>, but clearly <j> was

strongly enough pronounced that it was felt desirable to write it.?°

Once I was used for <j>, it would clearly have made sense for E to be used as <i>,
leaving <e> without a grapheme. The 1 sign which was used is also seen in
Carian and Lydian. In both cases, however, it represents an entirely different
phoneme (<t> in Carian and <c> in Lydian).190 [t seems most likely that the
Lycian letter was formed either by rotation of an angular form ofE or (since it
was closer in sound to [a]) by adaptation of. Whether this was a solution
deliberately devised by an individual, or whether it arose purely by chance
(rotation of letter forms being common in early alphabets) is impossible to

know.

1.8 Non-Greek Sounds

Two graphemes do, however, seem to have been devised by individuals with the
specific intention of representing phonemes found in Lycian but not in Greek.
These are the nasalised vowels <é> and <&>, originally written ** and \; two
similar phonemes, <m> and <ii> , were denoted using the graphemes X and ,

which originally represented entirely different sounds in Greek.

The precise value of these letters is unclear, but it may be assumed that they
were not felt to be adequately represented by any existing Greek symbol. Adiego,

for example, states that the new symbols in Lycian were ‘invented to render

99 Phrygian also had separate graphemes for <i> and <j> (although not the same ones as in
Lycian): see Brixhe (2007) 280-281.
100 For the Carian alphabet, see Adiego (2007a) 232-233; for the Lydian: Gusmani (1964) 29.
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sounds not represented in the Ancient Greek alphabet’.191 Could they, however, if
desired, have been written using a combination of letters of the Greek alphabet?
Bryce implies so, suggesting that they represent the syllables [an] and [en], and
are a hangover from an earlier, syllabic writing system. In favour of this
argument, he observes that the Greek name AUcav8pog is spelled in three
different ways, Lusatra (in TL90), Lusfitra (in TL104) and Lusaftra (in TL103),
and that in the first two versions <a> and <fi> respectively represent the whole
syllable [an], while in the third they are used together, apparently with the same
effect.102 Similarly, the letters are represented in Greek using a combination of

vowel and nasal, as in TioevoépBpav, the Greek version of Tikeuképré in TL25.

However, while it is not impossible for new letters to emerge in order to
represent combinations of sounds which could be written by combining other
letters (as, for example, in the supplementary letters of the Greek alphabet:
could be - and, in certain regional alphabets, was - written <¢@o> or <mo>103) the
invention of new letter forms cannot be entirely unmotivated, and it therefore
seems likely that the sounds represented by the letters <é>, <d>, <> and <fi>
had a specific quality which made it desirable that they be represented by
discrete letters. Hajnal suggests that <a> and <é> were vowels with a nasal
quality, which he depicts as [a"] and [e"], implying a weaker or shorter [n] sound
than in the syllables [an] or [en].104 Kloekhorst has refined this interpretation,
suggesting that the phonetic quality of the letters differed depending on the

environment within which they were situated: he suggests that in front of most

101 Adiego (2007c) 765.

102 Bryce (1986) 58.

103 Jeffery (1990) 66, 79 and 89; Voutiras (2007) 271.
104 Hajnal (1995) 11.
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consonants, <a> and <é&> are to be interpreted phonetically as [a”C] and [e"C],
but that in front of the nasals <m>, <m>, <n> and <fi>, where they alternate with
<a> and <e>, they represent simple vowels (so that <énV> = [enV], and so on).10
Kloekhorst shows that ‘the sequence -€C- is clearly distinguished from the
spelling -énC-’, so that <éC> = [enC] while <éAC> = [en(C], and that a contrast is
seen between <Céi> (the only sequence in which <é> appears before a vowel)
and both <Céni> and <Céfini> (as well as between <Cai>, <Cani> and <Cafini>).106
[t is noticeable before <i>, plain <en> and <an> never alternate with <é> and <a>,
showing that the latter were more than simply the syllabograms that Bryce
believe them to be; rather, they must - at least in some phonetic environments -
have had a sufficiently distinctive quality to make it both possible and desirable

to represent this graphically.107

The letters used to do this, * and \V, are both the most distinctive letters of the
Lycian alphabet, and - as will be seen below - the most unstable in form, with a
number of significant variants of each eventually arising. Their instability seems
to be the result of the complexity of the original forms, which meant that
variations appeared almost every time the letters were written in a different

hand. This complexity suggests that they were devised from scratch by an

105 Kloekhorst (2008a) 121.

106 Kloekhorst (2008a) 122-3.

107 On the other hand, comparison of the 3. pl. present verb forms tdti ‘they put’ and qdriti ‘they
strike’ suggests interesting shifts in the difference heard between <aC> and <anC> or <afiC>. Out
of twenty-seven recorded occurrences of tdti, the only known variant is téti (in TL102, a late
inscription showing a typical confusion of vowel sounds) (Melchert (2004) s.v. ta-); by contrast,
there are only six occurrences of gdriti, but also one each of gdti and qariti (Melchert (2004) s.v.
qd(n)-). This suggests that the [n] sound inherent in <a> was weak enough that no one would
consider inserting an extra <n> into tdti, but that - as in Lusdntre - <> could sometimes
represent the full syllable [an]. This, however, must have been a secondary use of the letter,
presumably arising from its use in other environments alongside <fi> or <n> to represent <an>,
rather than a continuation of an old syllabic system as Bryce suggests.
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individual, or group of individuals, who identified the nasalised sounds as
important in Lycian and non-existent in Greek, and therefore wished to be able
to write them properly.108 Schiirr has recently suggested that the forms were
related to /*\and Y, the Lydian letters <a> and <&>.19% Some link between the two
forms of <€> is particularly plausible, since there are two examples of Lycian <é>
written V: one at Limyra (in TL143) and one at Pinara (N336). However, since in
Lycian\l/is the early form of <y> it seems unlikely that it could have been
retained from the start of the alphabet. Even if Schiirr is correct to see ¥ as an
adaptation of Y, an individual adapter must have been involved at some stage. As
Brixhe argues, it seems naive to think that we can detect the hand of individuals
in the adaptation of ancient scripts, but it is also necessary to consider the
mechanics of borrowing between cultures: Lydian Y could not have simply
‘developed’ into Lycian ** of its own accord.!10 Even if it did provide the initial
inspiration for the letter, some individual must have seen it and consciously
decided to adapt it. The two instances of Yin Lycian therefore remain puzzling:
was Lydian Y adopted into cursive writing (which might account for its
appearance at opposite sides of the peninsula) at a later date? Or are the two
Lycian examples simply unrelated adaptations by individual letter cutters? It
seems, therefore, that " and \V must have been deliberately devised to represent
the phonemes of Lycian. Could their invention have resulted, at least in part,

from the desire to distinguish the Lycian alphabet clearly from the Greek?

108 Suggested by e.g. Neumann [1963] 371, who argues that they are best seen as ‘freie
Schopfungen der Lykier’.

109 Schiirr (2013) 31.

110 Brixhe (2007) 282-283. As mentioned in the Introduction, Ulf (2009) 83 points out the
importance of considering the mechanisms by which goods and ideas are transferred from one
culture to another; this seems particularly relevant for the transfer of items such as letter forms,
which have a very precise meaning in their original context.
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Unlike <€> and <a> which, at least before <i>, contrast with both <e>/<a> and
<en>/<an>, making them separate allophones, <> and <fi> are, according to
Kloekhorst, allophones of <m> and <n>, used only between consonants (where
plain <m> and <n> would not appear) or before <m> and <n>, respectively, to
represent a double consonant.l! The use of separate signs to indicate these
letters is therefore rather puzzling. Further light is shed by the alternation of
<d@>, <fi> and <m> in the name Padrdma in TL48a, an epitaph from Xanthos.112
This is spelled Padrima in TL49 (an inscription inside the same tomb), and
Padrmma in TL48b (a later addition to the main epitaph). The different spellings
might, especially in the case of the first two, have originated with Padrama
himself, if he wrote down the words of the epitaph for the letter-cutter to copy;
alternatively, different letter-cutters might have differed about the best way to
spell the name. All three letters are apparently sufficient to represent a nasalised
vowel alone; the [a] quality of the vowel was presumably not so strong as to
make the <a> spelling obligatory, which implies that the sound heard might have
been closest to a nasalised schwa. Perhaps, in such cases, it was desirable to have
the option of designating a vocalised nasal without having to imply that the
vowel had either an [a] or an [e] quality. The use of f for <ii> and X for <m>
certainly implies a deliberate adoption of these graphemes rather than an
organic development from the sounds they represent in Greek, which are
entirely different. As discussed above, - might have been ‘fossilised’ in the

Rhodian abecedarium, but it is also possible that some Lycian literate saw it in a

111 Kloekhorst (2008a) 122-123.
112 See also below, Chapter 1.17.i and Chapter 3.4.
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Greek writing from a different area, and adopted it from there. The origin of X is
not easy to understand: if it was adopted from a form of <x> in a non-Rhodian
alphabet it would not even, unlike +, have had its position in the abecedarium to
encourage its use as a nasal. X is a very natural and easy letter to write, and it
may be more realistic to see it as a sign simply ‘made up’ to accommodate an

otherwise unwritable sound.

One further point of importance for consideration of development of the
alphabet is the absence of signs for nasalized <i> or <u>: were these
distinguished from plain <i> and <u> in Lycian, and, if so, why were separate
signs not used to represent them? It seems most likely that such sounds simply
did not exist in Lycian, since, as Kloekhorst convincingly points out, in the 3. pl.
preterite verb form purité, -nté seems to be used to write [urte?], with the ending
-"té restored by analogy with pranawadté etc.. The word minti, he suggests, should
be phonologically interpreted as mirti, with <ifi> used to show a nasalised [i].
The fact that these sequences are not found more often therefore suggests that
[un ] and [i*] ‘only found their way into the language via loanwords or via

restorations’.113

1.9 Some more non-Greek graphemes
Two sounds which are found in both languages, but are written in Lycian using
graphemes which appear unrelated to Greek, are > <0> and 2K <q>. Greek <0> is

comparatively common, and a version is found in all Greek alphabets; it is

113 Kloekhorst (2008a) 121. His understanding of misiti as a loanword is, however, very
problematic, as there is no real evidence for this, and no known example of any similar body
elsewhere in Asia Minor (see below, Chapter 3.5).
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impossible to know why >Cwas used instead of one of these. The situation with
K <g> is slightly easier to understand, since the Greek letter qoppa <Q> was
seldom used, and disappeared in most areas around the start of the fifth
century.!4 By contrast, Lycian <q> [k¥], the reflex of the laryngeal sound *[H"],
which was preserved in proto-Anatolian, is seen quite frequently (in, for
example, the theonym Trqqas (the Lycian version of Tarhunt).115 Again, these
two graphemes seem likely to have been devised by individuals when required,
with the shape of one perhaps inspiring the shape of the other. Another
possibility is that they were adopted from the Cypriot syllabary (where ><
represents <xa>, which appears a strange choice for <6>, but )'( <wi> would be a
more understandable source of a grapheme for <q>); alternatively, they might

have been drastically altered versions of the Greek letters ® and ©Q.116

One grapheme with no Greek equivalent, /" <K>, is seen in only three
inscriptions, all from Xanthos: the Inscribed Pillar (TL44), the trilingual decree
from the Letéon (N320), and N327, a short inscription on a statue base.!l” Like
<d> and <é&>, it has no obvious counterpart in Greek or any other language, and
might, therefore, simply have been devised by some individual when required.
This may be supported by Laroche’s suggestion that since it is found on the
Letoon trilingual (N320) only in the name of ArKKazuma (N320 1.8, 1.18),

apparently a Carian deity, it was used to represent a Carian phoneme not

114 According to Jeffery (1990) 346 it is seen, for example, on Rhodes in the third quarter of the
sixth century, but was lost by c. 490.

115 Kloekhorst (2008a) 124-5; (2008b) 18.

116 The possibility that <q> was taken over from Cypriot script was first suggested by Babelon
(quoted in Neumann [1963] 371; he himself, however, argues that they were devised
independently by the Lycians).

117 Neumann (2007) xi.
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otherwise found in Lycian.!!8 This would fit its other appearance on the first part
of the Inscribed Pillar at Xanthos (Kadunimi, TL44a 1.39, 40; probably a personal
name!1?), but is not so convincing as an explanation of its more frequent
occurrence in the section of the pillar written in the dialect known as Lycian B;
there seems no reason for a ‘Carian’ phoneme to have appeared more often in
Lycian B than in Lycian A. Furthermore, since the Greek version of N320
transcribes the sound simply as <k>, it is hard to understand why this could not
simply be done in Lycian as well. The answer may lie in the Lycian B text, with
the grapheme /" devised initially in order to represent a guttural sound
distinguished from <k> in Lycian B but not in Greek nor, usually, in Lycian;
unfortunately, the scarcity of Lycian B texts makes it impossible to know

whether this was indeed the case.

1.10 Anatolian letters?

Some of the letter forms which have no Greek counterparts can also be seen in
the alphabets of the other Anatolian languages. Unfortunately, we lack any
evidence for the interaction of literate Lycians with the other languages and
writing systems of Anatolia: with the exception of TL151, a Carian inscription on
a rock tomb from Krya, near Telmessos, on the border of Lycia and Caria, and a
stater of Erbbina with a Carian legend as well as the Lycian one, we have no

evidence from Lycia of writing in other Anatolian alphabets, or of Lycian being

118 Laroche (1979) 57: ‘la rareté de la letter et son emploi limité a deux monuments officiels de
Xanthos [since N327 had yet to be discovered] n’excluent pas un emprunt isolé a une écriture
étrangere, emprunt destine a reproduire des mots contenant un phoméme special.’ Laroche
states that a similar grapheme is attested in Carian (although this is not visible in the table at
Adiego (2007a) 232-233) and therefore suggests: ‘[q]uelle qu’on soit la valeur, il est possible
qu’on l'ait introduit en Lycie a 'occasion et intentionellement, a seule fin de noter un son du
carien inconnu du lycien...".

119 Melchert (2004) s.v. Kadunimi.
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written elsewhere in Anatolia.l?® However, since the most portable writing
materials are also the most perishable, this is hardly surprising. During the fifth
and the early fourth centuries, Lycia appears to have been included, at different
points, in the satrapies of Lydia and of lonia; later - certainly under the
Hekatomnids, and probably already in the time of Cyrus - it was part of a
separate Carian satrapy, so that knowledge of the Carian alphabet among a
number of Lycians seems almost certain, while some would surely have come

into contact with the Lydian alphabet as well.121

Letters in different alphabets can sometimes appear identical but have very
different values: in such cases it is possible that their origins differ entirely and
that one grapheme, having diverged significantly from its original shape, has
been remodelled after a similar-looking, but different-sounding, letter from
another alphabet.122 As already observed, Lycian T <e> seems more likely to be
an altered form of Greek <E> or <A> than to have any connection with the /1 sign
of other Anatolian languages (or the related lonian T), which seem to have
represented dentals of some sort; later on, however, the final form of the

grapheme could have been influenced by the existence of a similar sign in Carian.

120 Stater of Erbbina: Konuk (2009) 194-195.

121 Hdt. 3.90.1 states that Lycia was included in the first nomos (lonia) for the collection of
tribute. Childs (1981) 55 discusses of the position of Lycia under Darius and Cyrus, as does Bryce
(1983) 33-34, (1986) 101; Keen (1998) 90-93 argues that Lycia was governed from Sardis from
511 onwards.

122 This is the mechanism proposed by Adiego (2007a) 230-233 to explain the lack of
correspondence between the many apparently identical signs of the Carian and Greek alphabets
(although with Greek as both the original source of the letter forms and the later model): he
suggests that the Carian alphabet was modelled on the Greek alphabet, but underwent such
significant alteration in the context of cursive writing that nearly all similarity between the two
was effaced. Later, he suggests, the cursive forms were adapted for inscription on stone, again
using the model of the Greek alphabet, but adopting the Greek signs most similar to the Carian
letters in appearance, rather than in value. Adiego’s proposal sees a remodelling of the entirely
Carian alphabet; in Lycian only a few possible examples appear, but | see no reason that this
same process could not have occurred on the level of individual letter forms.
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Likewise, ¥ is very similar in appearance to the Lydian liquid transcribed as <A>
(the precise value of which is unknown); in Lycian, the letter seems to represent
a dental stop.1?3 The Lycian grapheme is seen only eleven times, seven of which
are on the Inscribed pillar (TL44); it is used exclusively before <e>, and appears
in only four different words: in tezi ‘sarcophagus’ (in TL72), in teteri ‘city’ (in
TL44b) and tere ‘land, district’ (in TL44a and b), two words which are surely
related, and in the name Miineteide (TL36). (The other examples, in TL71 and
N328a, are too poorly preserved to show the context of the letter.) The first three
words (Miineteide appears only this once) are more commonly written with <t>;
since proto-Anatolian *[k"¥] became Lycian <t> before front vowels, Melchert
tentatively concludes that <t> represented a sound such as [t¥], somewhere
between the two.124 This would explain its rarity, since in the majority of cases
the transition to [t] was apparently complete - or, at least, the labial element of
the sound was so weak as to be easily ignored. Since the similarity to Lydian <A>
is so marked, we might imagine, for instance, that W was adapted by the Lycians
as a form of T, possibly encouraged both by the alternation between [d]/[t] and
[1] which appears to have existed in some Anatolian languages, and is perhaps
seen in the transcription of the Lycian name Dapara as Greek Aamapag (in TL6)
and in the shape of Carian 1 (also transcribed <t>) or Ionian T.125 Then, since 1
represented the far more common <e> - or soon came to do so - the sign for <t>

would have had to be remodelled by the addition of extra letter-strokes, leading

123 Adiego (2007d) 769.

124 Melchert (1994) 282.

125 Alternation of [d]/[t] and [l] in Anatolian languages: Yakubovich (2010) 230-231; cf. Sihler

(1995) 150-151, which gives a number of examples of Pltal. *[d] > Latin [l]. Carian and lonian
| graphemes: Brixhe (2007) 281.
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to the appearance of \V, the shape of which might at this point have been

encouraged by the existence of the same form in Lydian.

1.11 An Aramaic letter form?

Aramaic was one of the main languages of official communication within the
Achaemenid empire; Aramaic documents must have arrived in Lycia at intervals,
and some inhabitants of Lycia would have known the Aramaic alphabet (as
proven by the appearance of an Aramaic epitaph at Limyra (TL152; see Chapter
2.18) and, towards the end of the fourth century, on the Letéon trilingual (N320;
see Chapter 4.4.)). Hajnal suggests that the rare ¢ sign originated in Aramaic
héth, since the shape is one which could easily have become ¢.126 ¢ is found only
in a few inscriptions, most commonly in the genitive of personal names (either
following or instead of final -h) but also at Limyra, in two words where <k> is
otherwise found: the name Shi¢aza (TL106) and the pronoun ti¢e (TL128).127
Hajnal suggests that this is some kind of neutral vowel, possibly a schwa, for
which héth might have been an appropriate letter to choose. In this case, it could
conceivably have been used in the centre of words to represent a glottal stop or
other velar sound, perhaps an inherited one which soon altered to <k>. This
suggestion is supported by the fact that TL106 and TL128 are among the oldest
inscriptions of Limyra, while the retention of ¢ in the genitive singular may have

been due to a tendency for personal names to conserve more archaic features.128

126 Hajnal (1995) 23-24. Also suggested by Pedersen, quoted in Neumann [1963] 372 (who
points out that this remains unproven).

127 [n genitive endings, after —h: Xanthian graffito (N313c); Terssiyzeh ¢ at Rhodiapolis (TL149);
Murdzah ¢ at Phellos (TL54); Zémuh ¢, on coinage of Limyra (M142a,b; M145b); instead of -h: in
TL69, at Kyaneai (names only, three of which are in the genitive).

128 Hajnal (1995) 23-34.
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A final important feature of the Lycian inscriptions is the use of word dividers (:),
which are found, used with varying degrees of consistency, in almost all
inscriptions.’?? In Greek inscriptions the use of word-dividers is uncommon: it is
rarely seen in Rhodes, and although it appears in sixth-century Athens (and
continued to be used into the fifth century) a three-dot version is far more
common there than the two-dot version seen in Lycia.13% At Halicarnassos,
however, the two dot version is seen, while Phrygian rock-cut inscriptions (at,
for example, Midas sehir) also show word dividers; their prevalence in Lycian
might, therefore, have been encouraged by their use in other Anatolian
languages.131 More interesting than questions about their origin, however, is
what they tell us about the state of literacy in Lycia: the need to divide words as
clearly as possible, at least in the earliest inscriptions, might imply that many of
those expected to read the inscriptions were, although literate, not entirely

fluent readers.

1.12 The Alphabet as a Marker of Identity

It can be seen that, while the Rhodian alphabet does seem likely to have provided
the original version of most letters of the Lycian alphabet, the situation was far
more complex than this. Rather than simply ‘borrowing’ a Greek alphabet,
Lycians - and we should think here in terms of a number of individuals,
operating in Xanthos and the surrounding area at the start of the fifth century -
adopted graphemes from more than one Greek alphabet, as well as devising

other letters, and adding letters and conventions borrowed from other Anatolian

129 Neumann [1963] 372.
130 Jeffery (1990) 67, 346.
131 Berndt-Ersoz (2006) 232-234.
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alphabets. This provides further evidence for the high level of interaction
between Lycia and the rest of the Aegean during the sixth and early fifth
centuries already implied by archaeological and historical evidence; it also,
however, suggests that at least some members of the population were conscious
of their difference from the speakers of Greek and other Anatolian languages
with whom they came into contact; the alphabet became one way to represent
this difference (see Chapter 4.9-10). One important point is that the difference
between the Greek and Lycian alphabets might well have been recognisable even

to a person with little or no ability to read either.132

The significance of the appearance of the alphabet at the start of the fifth century
is not clear, but it is noticeable that it seems to coincide with the appearance of
the earliest coinage. Although, as discussed above, the transmission of the Greek
alphabet to Lycia seems unlikely to have taken place through coin legends, the
desire to use coin legends which were visibly distinct from those of the Greek
states might have encouraged or even motivated the development of the Lycian
alphabet, especially its distinctive symbols. Is it too romantic to imagine a
member of some ruler’s court, in Xanthos or nearby, devising the alphabet for
use on his master’s coinage? Sadly, it probably is - but nevertheless, some form

of conscious creation of certain letters seems likely.

1.13 A Land of Two Alphabets

132 As, indeed, is the case today: Clow (2000) 24 points out that ‘[i]t is not necessary to know
Greek to be able to distinguish it from Lycian... Lycian contains distinctive characters which look
like arrows’.
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It is particularly noticeable that, in spite of the Greek origins of the Lycian
alphabet and the early and continued presence of Greek writing, there is very
little evidence that the Lycian alphabet was influenced by the Greek - or that the
Greek alphabet used in Lycia was influenced by the Lycian. This might have been
simply the result of limited knowledge of the Greek alphabet and language even
among literate Lycians. As shown above (Chapter 1.4), though, there is extensive
evidence of contact between Greek-speakers and Lycians even in the sixth and
fifth centuries. In addition, bilingual inscriptions (N311 and N324 & 5) dedicated
in the Xanthian Letdon strongly imply that at least one Greek (probably two and
possibly three) was employed as a tutor by the ruling family of Xanthos (see
Chapter 2.13-16.). Elsewhere, Greek is found in the first half of the fourth century
at Kyaneai (a bilingual epitaph, TL72) and at Limyra (a bilingual epitaph TL117,
and a dedication of Perike; see Chapter 3.13). Conversely, there is no reason to
believe that many Lycians were truly bilingual in Lycian and Greek prior to the
Hekatomnid period; for most, Greek would have been a second language, used,

perhaps, to demonstrate education and culture.

Nevertheless, there must have been Lycians who could read Greek with
comparative ease, and therefore see the similarities between the two alphabets.
In such an environment - especially in view of the apparent use of Greek as a
‘prestige language’ of some sort (see Chapter 2.16) by rulers of the Xanthos
valley - we might well expect some interaction or confusion between those
characters which were still obviously similar in Lycian and Greek. In reality,
there is very little sign of either. The consistent Lycian use of > for <s> is

especially striking because all surviving Greek texts of Lycia use <; the two forms
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are similar enough that we might expect to see the Greek version adopted in
Lycian (or the Lycian version used in Greek inscriptions), but this was not the
case. Similarly, Lycian™is close enough to Greek A to have allowed for some
confusion between the two, but this is never seen. It is also noticeable that the
Greek supplementary letters (®, ¥ and (1) were never used in Lycian: this may
be simply because, as already mentioned, the phonemes they represent did not
exist in very many Lycian words, and appear only in loan-words, but it is perhaps
still significant that the letter-cutter of the bilingual inscription TL25, for
example, did not use <> in the name Kruppse - it seems clear that by the time it
was cut, the distinction between the Lycian and Greek alphabets was clearly felt

and consciously maintained (see Chapter 4).

Since the form of the grapheme E is the same in both languages but the
phonemes represented are different, we might expect to find some confusion
here, with E used for <e> in Lycian, or even - within Lycia - used for <i> in Greek.
In all the surviving inscriptions, however, there is only one potential example of
this: a bilingual epitaph from Kaya Koy (TL6) transliterates the Greek name
AmoAwvidng as Pulenjda. Bryce argues that the <j> here is an error in
transcription, with the Lycian | <j> ‘mistakenly equated with Greek iota and used
as the symbol for the Lycian i in place of the symbol E or 17.133 This implies that
the letter-cutter was more familiar with the Greek alphabet than the Lycian, and
therefore gave the letter its Greek rather than its Lycian value. Tempting though

this interpretation is, consideration of the rest of the inscription suggests that

133 Bryce (1987) 92. Bryce argues that the Lycian symbollwas in fact a ‘vowel-divider’ rather
than specifically representing [j] or [y] (although admitting that this would, in most cases,
amount to the same thing) since elsewhere it appears only between vowels.
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the situation was not so simple. While the use of | rather thanE certainly could
have been encouraged by the presence of lin AmoAAwvidng, the fact that it is
found both times the name appears implies that it was not just a slip. Both texts
appear to have been cut by the same person, meaning that the letter-cutter must
have been aware that Greek I did not simply equate to Lycian | the Lycian names
Mullijese and Purihimete are written in Greek as MoAAiolog and IMuppdtiog, with
[ (not E, as in Lycian) representing -ije- in the former and -ihi- in the latter. The
loss of initial A- from AmoAAwvidéng, and the unusual - indeed, unique -
appearance of [e] in the place of Greek [0] might also suggest that Pulenjda was
not simply a transcription of a Greek name, but was the version in everyday use
in Lycian.13% In this case, it would seem odd for it to be misspelled simply
because of its proximity to the original Greek version. Does this appearance of
<j> in a context in which Greek semi-vocalic <i> would never be found in fact
give us a clue about the nature of the Lycian phoneme <j>, which, unlike in
Greek, was distinctive enough to be distinguished from <i>? Did <j> represent a

consonant here, perhaps in combination with the following <d>?

As discussed in Chapter 4, writers of Lycian apparently had no desire to bring
the appearance of their alphabet closer to that of the Greeks, even when they
inscribed their monuments in Greek as well as Lycian. This reinforces the idea
that the development and use of the Lycian alphabet was not only a pragmatic

response to phonological differences between Greek and Lycian, but was also a

134 Bryce (1987) 93 also suggests that the initial <II> was used to write [ap], and that the same is
true of the initial consonants of other Greek names which began with a vowel but are written in
Lycian with an initial consonant. If this was the case, however, it only demonstrates that the
letter-cutter of TL6 was still particularly conversant with the conventions of Lycian orthography.
Kloekhorst (2008a) 119-120 notes the unusual use of <e> to transcribe w, and states ‘the
rationale behind this is unclear to me’.

64



deliberate assertion of Lycian culture and identity, perhaps in reaction to a
perceived threat of outside interference from first the Persians and then the
Athenians; the use of the Lycian language in inscriptions can, especially in the
second part of the fourth century, be seen at least in part as an extension of this

feeling.13>

1.14 Palaeographic dating of Lycian inscriptions

Although the majority of Lycian inscriptions contain no explicit indications of the
date at which they were inscribed, a small number do include either a ‘ruler
formula’ (discussed further in Chapters 2 and 3) or some mention of an
individual known from other sources (either literary or numismatic) which can
indicate an approximate date for the text. Even then, it is often unclear exactly
when each person was active, and at what point during - or after - their lives the
inscriptions were produced. Nevertheless, the existence of these roughly dated
texts offers the tantalising possibility of detecting developments in the letter

forms (and tomb architecture) of other inscribed tombs.

135 The use of certain writing systems as a deliberate assertion of a group’s identity can be seen
in many examples from both the ancient and modern worlds: Sebba (2009) 39- 43 demonstrates
clearly the importance of scripts in the formation and maintenance of national identity in the
modern world. Particularly interesting as an analogy for the Lycian script are his examples of
writing systems in which one or two unique symbols which distinguish them from more
widespread scripts gain ‘ethnic significance’, such as the <u> used in Bamileke languages in
Cameroon to denote a high central vowel (Bird (2001) ‘Orthography and identity in Cameroon’ in
Written Language and Literacy 4( 2 ): 148, cited by Sebba (2009) 40). Payne (2008) 121 points
out the importance of writing and scripts as a demonstration of power in antiquity, suggesting
that a key factor in the development of the Hittite hieroglyphic script was the need not only to
‘forge a collective identity’ but also to remind ‘the various vassal states of the power of their
overlord’. As will be seen below (Chapter 3.8-3.9) the assertion of power - or, at least, ownership
- may have been an element in the use of Lycian in tomb epitaphs, but in general the assertion of
‘Lycianess’ seems to have been a more important factor.
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Students are regularly warned against the use of Greek letter forms to date
inscriptions, since they are so dependant on the choices of individual masons
who continued to use earlier letter forms even after later ones had developed.13¢
The Lycian inscriptions have the advantage of coming from a relatively small
geographical area and a relatively short time period, but there is still
disagreement about the extent to which palaeographical dating can be relied
upon.137 Nevertheless, if we know when a specific variant form first appeared,
this can provide a terminus post quem for any inscription containing it. Use of an
‘early’ letter form is, however, never definitive proof that an inscription is early
in date, since there are many possible factors - including geographical variation
and personal preference - which might encourage the retention of a
conservative script.138 Failure to recognise this can lead to serious inaccuracies

in the use of palaeography to date inscriptions. 13?

Moreover, the scarcity of Lycian inscriptions and, in most cases, the difficulty of
dating them with precision makes it, in practice, almost impossible to establish

exactly when any given letter form first appeared: the discovery of just one new

136 See, for example, Woodhead (1981) 62-66, Cook (1987) 14 (‘this method of dating is
notoriously unreliable”).

137 Bryce (1976a) 168, (1986) 59-60 argues that only one letter form (the nasalised <é>)
demonstrates any chronological development, but the possibilities of palaeography have been
emphasised by Heiner Eichner and Martin Seyer (both of whom have given me much help and
encouragement in the following study). Woodhead (1981) 62 mentions the swiftness of the
development of the early epichoric Greek alphabets, a phenomenon which also seems to appear
in Lycian.

138This difficulty is identified by, for example, Seyer (2009) 62, who, although primarily
concerned with architectural features, emphasises that it is also the case for decorative, and
epigraphic elements.

139 Seen, for example, in Jenniges and Swiggers’ article on the development of Lycian <3> to <u>
in which they rely heavily on the assumption, derived from a study by Laroche, that ‘[t]he older
form [of <&>] (%) is found till ca. 360-350, the younger (¥) from around 350’ (Jenniges and
Swiggers (2000) 113 n. 26, using Laroche (1979) 55). This makes their dating of a number of
inscriptions very dubious, since the older form of <é&> in fact continued to be used throughout the
epichoric period, especially at Limyra (Bryce (1986) 60; see Chapter 1.17.i for further
discussion).

66



datable inscription could entirely alter all our ideas. In addition, many of the
variant forms (for example, forms of <n>, <p>, <a>, <b> and <x>) are so similar
to, or the result of such an obvious natural development from, the original letter
form that they could have arisen independently, or at least semi-independently,
in a number of different times and places - and some apparently did. Another
complication in the study of letter forms is the likelihood that they developed
differently, and at different speeds, on different materials. Letters written with
ink on leather or papyrus, or painted on pottery or wood, seem very likely to
have altered more quickly that those scratched on pottery, carved into dies for
coinage, or inscribed on stone. Nevertheless, some interchange between the
various media would presumably have taken place and, as suggested below, this
may explain apparently random appearances of the certain letter forms in a few,
widely scattered inscriptions. Jeffery emphasised the importance of taking this
into account when establishing the relative dates of Greek depinti, graffiti, and
inscriptions on stone, pointing out that letters can be written far more quickly
with a brush or pen than they can be cut on stone, leading to rounded and often
simplified letter forms. She also suggested that the early lonic inscriptions, the
lettering of which tends to be ‘distinctly smaller and more hasty than the
contemporary script of the mainland’, were particularly influenced by writing on

leather and papyrus, in use there earlier than in mainland Greece.149

As I discuss below, the majority of the ‘later’ letter forms first appear at a
comparatively early date, meaning that the occurrence of one or two ‘late’ letters

in a particular inscription cannot be considered a firm indication that an

140 Jeffery (1990) 64-65.
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inscription was produced at a particularly late date. Although certain ‘late’ forms
(such as those of <x> and <s>) make their first appearance slightly later than
others, many had emerged by the second or third decade of the fourth century.
At this point, however, they were apparently not used consistently by all stone-
cutters — nor even used consistently by individuals. Furthermore, while ‘late’
forms of some letters became widespread, ‘early’ forms of others remained more
common: for example, the earliest form of <a> fell out of use comparatively early
in most places, but the original form of <é> continued to be popular throughout

the fourth century.

As a result of these various complications, any suggestion as to the date of an
inscription must consider the whole ensemble of letter forms used, as well as the
size and style of the lettering. The high number of inscriptions in which ‘early’
and ‘later’ forms of certain letters are used simultaneously, or in which ‘later’
forms of some letters are found alongside ‘early’ forms of other letters suggests
that letter-cutters did not tend to use all the ‘later’ forms together until a
comparatively late date: as shown by Chart 2, which sets out the letter forms
found in datable inscriptions, the latest inscriptions do tend to show ‘late’ forms
more consistently. When, therefore, an inscription contains only ‘late’ forms, it
seems likely that it was produced towards the end of the fourth century.
Conversely, inscriptions which contain those ‘early’ forms which later dropped

out of use (and no ‘late’ forms) can tentatively be assigned an early date.

One of the central tenets of the study of Greek epigraphy is that letter forms must

be studied within the inscriptions of a circumscribed geographical area, since
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there were significant geographical variations in the stylistic devices of letter-
cutters in different areas. It is usually argued - or assumed - that the Lycian
inscriptions come from a sufficiently small area, were inscribed over a
sufficiently short period, and are homogenous enough in their content, to allow
them to be considered as a whole.! However, it seems to me that the
inscriptions of different towns of Lycia do show some differences in style and in
their use of the variant letter forms, in spite of the fact that almost all letter
forms appear to some extent across the peninsula. [ have therefore considered
the inscriptions of individual towns and regions, which has indeed revealed
small but significant regional variations, concentrating particularly on the
inscriptions of Limyra and those of the Xanthos valley area (comprising Xanthos,
Tlos and Pinara) since these towns offer a comparatively large number of

inscriptions and I have had access to squeezes of many of these.142

After a brief review of previous work on Lycian palaeography, I give an overview
of the datable inscriptions and discuss the development and distribution of those
letters which display notable variant forms. Next, I consider other possible
indicators of the date of a monument, before, in the ‘palaeographical charts’ at
the back of this thesis, attempting to set out a relative chronology of the undated

inscriptions, when palaeographic and archaeological features make this possible.

141 E g by Laroche (1979) 54-56.

142 Modern squeezes from these sites - as well as from Xanthos, Tlos and elsewhere - have been
made by teams from the OAI and are stored in the Insitut in Vienna, along with nineteenth-
century squeezes of the Limyran inscriptions from the collection of the OAW. Other nineteenth-
and early twentieth-century inscriptions are in the OAIL I am very grateful to Professor Martin
Seyer for giving me access to the squeezes in the OAI and to Professor Thomas Corsten for giving
me access to those in the OAW.
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In what follows I consider a number of letters which show variant forms
sufficiently different from each other to warrant further investigation. It is often
not easy to decide whether certain letter forms should be considered ‘variants’,
or simply different ways of cutting the same letter: as discussed below, those
who have previously worked on this question have detected a high number of
variant forms, many of which appear to show no significant difference in their
distribution. I have therefore attempted to identify broader ‘significant’ letter
forms, allowing for variation between different instances of what is essentially

the same letter form (e.g. v and V).

1.15 Previous work on the palaeography of Lycian inscriptions

Emmanuel Laroche made the first serious attempt to trace the chronological
development of Lycian letter forms, using those inscriptions which give fixed
chronological points to trace developments in the forms of the letters <a>, <b>,

<6>, <k>, <n>, <p>, <>, <€> and <x>.1*3 He proposed the following schema: 144

aFQ PQ,P pl"_»,r’——»[\
RS S Y- et
6 3¢ — X AL
e S x\]/ﬁ\y—-,d
BNy N s

Laroche’s suggestions are based on the dated inscriptions TL44, N324 and 325
(from the early fourth century), a group of inscriptions mentioning Perikle
(TL67, TL83, TL103, TL132, TL133), TL40 (from the mid fourth century), N320

and TL45 (from the time of Pixodarus) and TL29, which mentions Alexander the

143 Laroche (1979) 54-56.
144 From Laroche (1979) 56.

70



Great and is therefore ‘postérieur a 334-330".14> Having used the dated
inscriptions to establish the developments of some variant letter forms, Laroche
then apportions the following inscriptions across the same time scale (in this
order): TL84 (Sura), TL25 (Tlos), TL143 (Limyra), TL23 (Tlos), TL149
(Rhodiapolis), TL38 (Xanthos), TL56 (Antiphellos), TL39 (Xanthos), TL35

(Kadyanda), N318 (Xanthos) and N308 (Myra).

One limitation in Laroche’s work is the limited number of locations from which
the inscriptions which he used to establish his initial hypothesis come: all, with
the exception of the inscriptions connected to Perikle (from Limyra, Timiussa
and Arneai), and TL29, (from Tlos) come from Xanthos or the Letéon. This makes
it hard to be sure that the chronology he establishes is also valid for, for example,
Tlos and Myra. He himself did not consider his analysis definitive, cautioning, for
instance, that ‘...il faut sans doute tenir compte de varieties locales, encore
difficiles a apprécier, vu la rareté des documents’.14¢ Additionally, his omission of
the I form of <&> and the Y/ form of <a> from his schema for the development of
letter forms misses an important element in the development of the nasalised
vowels (see below, 1.17.i and ii). Related to this is the omission of TL104a-c from
the group of inscriptions mentioning Perikle, although (as discussed below)
these would have been inscribed either at the same time as or shortly after
TL103. This means that its use of the Y form of <&> - possibly one of the earliest
examples - is not noted. Indeed, his treatment of all the inscriptions from the

time of Perikle as a single entity leads to some inaccuracy in his table of letter

145 Laroche gives a date of 358 for N320 and therefore TL45; as discussed below, a later date of
337 is now almost universally accepted, although this makes little difference to the chronology

he establishes - its position between Pajawa’s sarcophagus and TL29 remains unchanged.
146 Laroche (1979) 56.
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forms: he states, for example, that these use the V form of <x>, in spite of the fact
that TL67 shows exclusively V. Nevertheless, many of Laroche’s conclusions
about the date of those inscriptions which he considers can be seen to be roughly

correct.

There has been much discussion of how many of the variant letter forms
detected by Laroche are in fact significant, and whether the chronological
developments he suggests are realistic. Bryce has argued that most of the
variations detected by Laroche are ‘too slight, in my opinion, to be regarded as
any more than minor variations on the part of the individual stone carvers’'14”
and this is undoubtedly true in many cases; Laroche’s two forms of (early) " <é>
and (late) V <x>, for instance, have no particular significance. Indeed, Bryce
concludes that only <b>, <x>, <a> and <&> show significant variations, with <é>
alone showing evidence of chronological development; he correctly identified
“as the earliest form, which continued to be used throughout most of the
epichoric period, and suggested that Y and Y were common later variants, but
considered the evidence for other variants, including |, too meagre to allow
their dating to be discussed.148 While he is correct to point out that the various
forms of <a> and <p> already appear in comparatively early inscriptions, this in
fact means that they can be of use in detecting which inscriptions might be the
very earliest; this is particularly true of <a>, the earliest form of which, at least at
Xanthos and Limyra, was widely replaced by later forms. Bryce is unfairly

dismissive of the possibility that the various types of <a> could have

147 Bryce (1986) 59.
148 Bryce (1976a) 168-170.
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chronological or geographical significance, and also underestimates the potential

significance of variants of <y> and <n>.14°

The importance of identifying significant variant forms is well illustrated by the
work of G. Lang, who has prepared an exhaustive list of every variant letter form
detectable in the sketches in Kalinka and Neumann’s corpora. He finds, for
example, 27 variants of <n>, 25 of <a> and 23 of <&>.150 The majority of these
show variations so small that they cannot realistically be considered distinct
letter forms: the huge number of variant forms of <é> and <a> illustrates well the
number of possible ways in which these complex symbols could be produced,
often within a single inscription. Nevertheless, access to such a detailed piece of
work has made it far easier to detect those variant letter forms which differ from

each other in a meaningful way.

The most recent, and most convincing, work on the palaeography of the Lycian
inscriptions has been that of Lynn Kogler and Heiner Eichner, carried out as part
of the Austrian Archaeological Institute’s project on the inscribed monuments.
Kogler’s initial research identified the letters <y>, <n>, <p>, <d> and <é> as
chronologically significant.1>® Her method of comparing the lettering of the
inscriptions she studies with, in the first instance, that of others from the same
site, gives her results more credibility than the earlier studies. Her discussion of

the palaeography of N336, from Limyra, for example, draws useful comparisons

149 Bryce (1976a) 168

150 owe particular thanks to Heiner Eichner for providing me with a copy of this invaluable
unpublished list.

151 A preliminary description of her findings was given in Seyer (2005) 156-157, which identified
V<> and/\<n> as late forms; further significant letters are mentioned in Kogler and Seyer
(2007) 116-117.
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between the lettering of that inscription and the dated inscription TL11, before
considering comparanda from elsewhere (Limyra) for those letter forms not
seen in other inscriptions of Pinara (in particular the nasalised <&>). 152 At Myra,
consideration of the letter forms as a group enables her to conclude that TL90
and TL89 were cut at a similar time, and quite probably by the same stone-
mason; since the earliest forms of <a> and <x> are used, and none of the ‘later’
forms appear, she suggests a date ‘um das Jahr 400 v. Chr. oder in die erste Halfte
des 4. Vorchristlichen Jahrhunderts’.133 So far, however, no detailed description
of Kogler’s conclusions about general patterns in the development of the Lycian
letter forms has appeared. In what follows, I try to build on the work of Kogler,
Eichner and Lang by looking again at the evidence of the datable inscriptions and
also considering the geographical distribution of the chronologically significant

forms.

1.16 The datable inscriptions (catalogue)

My starting point has been a thorough review (carried out together with Heiner
Eichner) of the palaeography of the following inscriptions - that is, all those that
can be comparatively securely dated from their mention of specific rulers, either
in a ‘ruler formula’ (see Chapter 3.8 for discussion of this phenomenon) or in
some other way. Naturally, this list is very close to - and draws heavily on -
those given by Laroche and others who have studied this question.>* (To

Laroche’s original, it adds a number of earlier inscriptions and, by treating all the

152 Kogler and Seyer (2007) 116-117.

153 Borchhardt, Eichner, Kogler, Pesditschek, and Seyer (2004) 23-24 , 45.

154 Laroche (1979) 54-55. Similar lists and discussions of datable inscriptions also given by Zahle
(1983) 23-25, Bryce (1986) 46-50, and Seyer (2006) 720 n. 7. Seyer (2009) 58-61 discusses the
datable inscriptions from the first half of the fourth century and, in particular, their burial-
chambers.
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inscriptions from the time of Perikle separately, illustrates more fully the

complexity of the developments which can be seen).

Time of Harpagos. The earliest datable inscriptions are two epitaphs from central
Lycia which state that they were inscribed during the reign of Harpagos - around,
or prior to c. 440 (see Chapter 2.1-2.2).

TL77. Epitaph on the tomb of Ntarigaya at Cindam, near Isinda.155 The early date
appears to be confirmed by the form of the sarcophagus. The lettering appears
somewhat irregular in size, carved in three slightly crooked lines.156

N310 (see fig. 3 and 4). Epitaph on the tomb of Xlasitini at Phellos. The form of
the tomb is less obviously early, but certainly need not preclude an early date;
the lay-out of the chamber tomb remains unknown, since the chamber is full of

soil. The inscription is deeply and neatly cut.

Time of Xeriga. TL43 (figs. 5 and 6). Epitaph on the sarcophagus of Merehi at
Xanthos, with a ruler formula mentioning Xerixa (= Xeriga), enabling it to be
dated c. 440-400 (see Chapter 2.9, 2.11). The inscription runs in a single line; the

lettering is large, well-spaced and deeply cut.

Time of Xeréi (?). TL44 (fig. 7). The Inscribed pillar at Xanthos (the Xanthos
Stele). As discussed in Chapter 2.12, the pillar was probably erected by Xeré€i; a
date in the final decade of the fifth century is implied by the historical

information recorded in the text.

155 See Seyer (2004) 221-236.
156 [ have not been able to see a squeeze of this inscription, or the original. However, there is a
photograph at Seyer (2004) 232 fig. 11, and a sketch in Kalinka (1901) 65.
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Time of Erbbina (Arbinas). Xeriga’s son Arbinas dedicated two statue bases at the
Letoon, inscribed in both Lycian and Greek. These cannot be precisely dated, but
it seems most likely that they were cut c. 390, at the start of the period during
which coins were produced in Erbbina’s name (see Chapter 2.10 and 2.13).157
Both monuments are bilingual, inscribed in Greek as well as Lycian.158

N324 & N325. Large statue base dedicated to Leto. N324 is on one of the narrow
sides and N325 on one of the wide sides; the other two sides carry Greek
inscriptions (published as CEG 888.i, ii and iii). There are also a number of
smaller fragments, belonging to one or other of the Lycian inscriptions. The two
Lycian inscriptions appear to be in the same hand.

N311. Smaller statue base, with a two-line Lycian inscription on one of the
narrow sides, and a Greek inscription (CEG 889i & ii) on one of the wide sides
(apparently the front of the base). The Lycian letters appear to be quite irregular,

although this may be partly the effect of the poor preservation of the stone.15?

Time of Arttumpara. The exact dates of Artturmpara’s reign are uncertain, but he
ruled in western Lycia some time in the middle of the first half of the fourth
century, probably in the 370s and possibly again at a later date (see Chapter 3.1).
TL11 (fig. 8). An epitaph on the sarcophagus of Ddapsstha at Pinara. The

inscription is carved on the long side of the base of the sarcophagus, in large,

157 Ed. pr. Bousquet (1975) 138-148.

158 Unfortunately I have not been able to see either the originals or squeezes of these
inscriptions: the best images to which [ have had access are the photographs and sketches in
Bousquet (1992) 150-152 and Plates 72-74, 76-79.

159 Bousquet (1992) 149.
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deeply cut letters; they are set out carefully in three long lines, with the letters
almost (but not quite) stoichedon.160

TL104 (see below) records Perikle’s fight against Arttumpara.

Relations of Trbbénimi. Only two inscriptions from Limyra give any indication in
their content of a date earlier than the time of Perikle: these are TL135 and
TL128, both of which identify the builder of the tomb as a tideri of Trbbénemi.
Trbbénimi was probably Perikle’s predecessor as ruler of Limyra during the
early fourth century (c. 400- c. 375), but might also have been his contemporary
(see Chapter 3.1) Uncertainty about both the exact meaning of tideri and the
dates at which he was active make it impossible to say with certainty whether
these inscriptions were produced during Trbbénimi’s lifetime or after it, and, if
during Trbbénimi'’s lifetime, exactly when. The widely accepted meaning of tideri
is ‘foster-brother’, suggesting that the tomb-builders were near-contemporaries
of Trbbénimi and that the inscriptions would have been during (or shortly after)
his lifetime.16! Kuban, assigning later dates to the tombs on the grounds of their
architecture, argues that its meaning must be one which ‘einen Bezug zwischen
zwei Personen ermdoglicht, bei der ein Zeitabstand von 40. oder 50. Jahren keine
Probleme aufwirft’.162 However, as shown by Chart 2, the letter forms displayed
in the inscription are more similar to those of the earlier inscriptions of Xanthos

and central Lycia than to those from the time of Perikle; this supports the

160 Kogler, discussing the date and palaeography of this inscription at Kogler and Seyer (2007)
117, suggests a date of 380-360, based on Keen (1998) 46ff and Bryce (1986) 133 f.

161 Melchert (2004) s.v. tideri suggests ‘collacteus, collactea’; Neumann (2007) s.v. tideri suggests
‘Milchbruder, Milchschwester’.

162 Kuban (2012) 122.
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argument that Trbbénimi held power at Limyra before the time of Perikle, and
that the inscriptions were produced in his lifetime.

TL128. Epitaph on the tomb of Krustti. Kuban argues that the Greek decorative
features (fluted Ionic columns, set on a base) are of a type which she believes
indicates a date after the reign of Perikle, during the time of Hekatomnid
domination.163 However, the use of apparently ‘Greek’ architectural features
began in Lycia at a very early point, and cannot therefore be thought to indicate a
late date. Two benches at ground level, one on each side of tomb with a sunken
area between, also suggest an early date (see Chapter 1.24), as do the letter
forms (see Chart 2). The lettering is well-spaced , in two lines of text, with letters
finely but not deeply cut.

TL135. Epitaph of [X]Juwata (the initial letter of the tomb-builder’s name is
missing), on a single-door rock-cut tomb similar to ‘Limyra-typus’, but slightly
wider; no ‘beam-ends’, but instead two plain vertical ‘beams’ on either side of
door. To the right-hand side of the door is a near life-size relief of two warriors,
one standing with a dagger, the other (with shield) kneeling in defeat. Kuban
argues that this type of tomb did not appear until c. 365, in which case the
inscription would come from the end of, or after, the reign of Perikle; but again,

the letter forms and mention of Trbbénimi suggest otherwise.164

Time of Perikle of Limyra (see Chapter 3.1, 3.8 and 3.10). Perikle is the ruler
mentioned in the highest number of inscriptions. The exact dates of his reign are

still debated but it appears to have stretched from c. 380 until c. 360-350. It is

163 Kuban (2012) 122.
164 Kuban (2012) 121.
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therefore hardly surprising that significant differences can be seen in the
inscriptions produced during his reign, which could have been produced more
than twenty years apart.

TL132 (fig. 9). Epitaph of Xudrehila, including a ‘ruler formula’ of Perikle. On
tomb Kuban N V 90 (see Kuban (2012) 360). Two door rock-cut tomb (338 cm
wide) with beam ends and ‘pole-roof. Now badly broken on left hand side.
Stands towards the west side of the main group of graves in necropolis V.
Lettering is regular in size, regularly spaced, neatly and comparatively deeply cut
for letters of this size.

TL133. Epitaph of Xiitlapa, a mahinaza (religious official?) of Perikle. On tomb N
V 68 (See Kuban (2012) 348). Two door rock-tomb (345 cm wide) with beam
ends and ‘pole-roof’; a flattened area is carved out of the rock in front of tomb.
Stands towards the east end of the main group of tombs in necropolis V, higher
than most (on approximately the same level as N V 90, above). Interior of tomb
has a bench at ground level, running around all four sides (the arrangement
identified by Seyer as early), with later alterations to create further benches.
Letters appear (from a poorly preserved squeeze in Vienna) to have been quite
deeply cut, with letter strokes comparatively narrow for such large lettering.
Letters irregular in size and shape; many letter-strokes do not meet at apices.
TL103 and TL104.1%5 [nscriptions associated with the tomb of Tebursseli (N II
140), a two-door, single-storey rock-cut tomb, plainly cut with beam-ends and
pole-roof. This is one of the few tombs at Limyra to be decorated with both a

relief and an epitaph.

165 Borchhardt, Eichner, Pesditschek, and Ruggendorfer (1997-1999) 69-85 give a detailed
description of the monument and its inscriptions, as well as translation and discussion of the
texts. Schiirr (2012) 19-22 gives rather different translations, and different interpretations of
various points.
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TL67 (see fig. 10). Epitaph on a rock-cut tomb at Timiussa (modern Uc¢agiz).
Lettering is comparatively small and not deeply cut, but moderately neat; the
two lines are quite straight, and roughly parallel.

TL83 (fig. 11). Long epitaph on a house-tomb (free-standing, but cut from a
single block of rock) at Arneai. The inscription is badly weathered, and for most
letters it is now very hard to be certain which form was used; unfortunately I
have not been able to see a squeeze. The most common form of <a> is @, but
Kalinka’s sketch shows Y in line 4, and I am unable to tell from the photographs I
have seen whether this is in fact present -V also appears to be a possibility
here, or some intermediate stage between the two. Similarly, it is hard to decide
whether the form of <p> used is[" or moving towards a variant of (. All examples
visible on the photograph seem to be curved, but it is also conceivable (as in
many other inscriptions) that this is simply the result of weathering. Similarly,
examples of <s> are now slightly curved, but appear to have been angular when
first cut. Lastly, Kalinka’s sketch shows two examples of <x>, both \I',but in the
photograph at least one of these more closely resembles \. The burial chamber
is laid out in the early way with a bench running along all four sides.16¢

N314 (figs. 12, 13 and 14). Epitaph of Masauweéti on a tomb at Kizilca, just south-
west of Elmali. This is the furthest inland of all surviving Lycian texts. Its physical
appearance is unique: rather than being placed on the lintel of the tomb or to one
side of the facade, it is carved - in extremely large letters (c. 8.5-10 cm high167) -

directly onto the unsmoothed rock face, below the tomb itself.

166 Seyer (2009) 56-58.
167 Neumann (1979) 36.
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Time of Autophradates. Autophradates was satrap of Lydia in the middle of the
fourth century and appears to have had direct control over part of Lycia at some
point c. 365 (see Chapter 3.1).

TL61 (figs. 15 and 16). Epitaph of Sbikezijéi, at Bayindir Limani, probably
ancient Sebeda.1%8 On a large tomb cut into the cliff-face, looking out over the
sea.

TL40 (fig. 17). Pajawa sarcophagus, from Xanthos (now in the British Museum).
Four inscriptions, one on front, one on each side, and one on crest of lid (see

Chapter 3.3).

Time of Mizrapata. As I argue below (see Chapter 3.1), Mizrapata appears to have
ruled the western part of central Lycia ¢.360, or slightly later.

TL64 (see figs. 18 and 19). On a small (two door, one storey) plain tomb cut into
a large boulder at Isinda, a mountain-top site just east of Kas. The inscription is
very badly preserved, with only a few letters now surviving. Most are around 15
mm high, although they can be as tall as 20mm; they are cut with delicate and
slightly scrappy, but comparative firm, strokes.

N315. On a small rock-cut tomb at Seyret (Gokceoren), north-east of Kalkan. The
facade of the tomb imitates the lid of an ogive sarcophagus. The inscription is
very poorly preserved, but those letters legible on the squeezes in the OAI
appear uneven, and somewhat irregular in size: c. 20-25mm high, with the

occasional larger letter as tall as 35mm.

168 Bayindir Limani (so called in e.g. Bean (1978) 98-99) is also known as Liman Agiz1 (e.g. in
Clow (2000) 65-66). The nineteenth-century name for the site was Porto Sevedo, and it is so
called by Kalinka (1901) 58, who accepted Benndorf’s identification of the site as ancient Phellos
Bean (1978) 99 suggests this ‘surely preserves the ancient name’ of Sebeda (recorded by
Stephanos Byzantios s.v. 2¢feda) as a Awrv Avkiag mentioned by Alexandros Polyhistor év
neplmAw (first century).
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Hekatomnid Period. Two decrees survive from 340-336, the period during which
Lycia was ruled by the Carian satrap Pixodarus (see Chapter 4.1-2; on the
decrees, see Chapter 4.4).

N320 (the ‘Letoon trilingual’; fig. 20). Decree of the Xanthians from the first year
of King Artaxerxes IV (337) carved in Lycian, Greek and Aramaic on a stele found
in the Letoon.1° All three texts are similar in style, and could have been cut by
the same hand. Both the Lycian and Greek texts are cut in a stoichedon pattern.
TL45. Stele from Xanthos, with a bilingual (Lycian and Greek) decree of
Pixodarus. A second part of the text, designated TL45b, has subsequently been
identified by Bousquet (and is accepted by, inter alia, Melchert in his Corpus).170
In contrast to N320, the script is not stoichedon, and the Lycian does not use
word dividers; the Lycian text of the newly identified part appears particularly

untidy.171

A later epitaph from Limyra. TL99. Epitaph of Purihimeti (Greek Purimatis), son
of Masas, also honoured in a Greek honorific decree inscribed on a rock-cut
stele.1’2 Worrle, the first editor of this decree, suggests a date ‘etwa in der
mittleren zweiten Halfte des 4. Jahrhunderts’; it could, however, be significantly
later than this, perhaps as late as the early third century.l”3 The appearance of
the tomb, with a ‘Greek’ gable on top of a ‘Limyra-typus’ facade, the overt

statement that the tomb is built hrppi atli ehbi ‘for he himself’ as well as for his

169 For discussion of the date of the decree (originally believed to be 358), see Chapter 4.4.
170 Bousquet (1986) 101-106; the fragment was first published in Laroche (1979) 115-117.
171 Bousquet (1986a) 104.

172Ed. pr. Worrle (1991) 218-234; SEG 41:1379.

173 Worrle (2012b) 364.
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children, and the fact that the palaeography (as seen in Chart 2) fits well with the
more securely datable late-fourth century inscriptions all support a late date.174

The second line of the inscription has been added in a different hand.

After the arrival of Alexander the Great. TL29 (fig. 21). Long inscription from Tlos
inscribed on what appears to have been a late imitation of a traditional pillar
tomb. Although its date is unclear, it appears to mention both the Carian satrap

Idrieus and Alexander the Great, meaning that it must have been inscribed after

334.

Reign of Ptolemy II (?). TL35 (fig. 22). Lycian inscription on a stele from the
modern town of Uziimlii (below Kadyanda). It begins with a date: ‘the fourth
year of the reign of Ptolemy’ - in Chapter 5.4, | argue that this refers to the fourth

year of Ptolemy II, 282 /1, making it the latest datable Lycian inscription.

Although the dates of the inscriptions of Perikle and Mizrapata remain uncertain,
there is a gap of at least twenty years between the last datable inscriptions of the
first half of the fourth century and the inscriptions from the time of Pixodarus. In
view of the number of developments which take place in the earlier period, one
might expect these missing twenty years to show equally significant alterations
in letter forms. However, this seems not to have been the case: for example, the
V and ¥ forms of <a>, which begin to appear in the earlier inscriptions, are still

being used together N320, and the latest form of <x> is v, already seen in TL103,

174 Seyer (2007) 726-728, who accepts that the Greek decree ‘der zweiten Halfte des 4.
Jahrhunderts zuzuordnen ist’. (As discussed below, I doubt that the hrppi atli ehbi is necessarily
an indicator of a particularly late date - but in this case the other reasons are sufficiently
convincing that this is not problematic).
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although used more consistently in the later inscriptions. The only clear
exception is the I form of <&>, which seems to have appeared in the second part

of the century; this may also be true of the later form of <b>.

1.17 Variant letter forms
Chart 2 gives a table of the various letter forms shown by the datable

inscriptions described above.

Study of the initial development of Lycian letter forms is facilitated by the Greek
origin of most letters of the alphabet: if one of two or more variant letter forms is
the same as or similar to a Greek form (as is the case, for example, with <n> and
<b>) we can be reasonably certain that this was the ‘original’ form of that letter,
although naturally this cannot help us determine how quickly the other forms
developed. Unfortunately, the two letters which show the greatest number of
variant forms are <> and <€&>, which seem not to derive from the Greek
alphabet. Further difficulty is caused by the fact that the Lycians seem to have
had little interest in using the same letter forms consistently within inscriptions,
so that, even in very short inscriptions, it is common for more than one version

of a specific letter to be used.

1170,V VYV, <35>

As discussed above, the original grapheme for <> (apparently ) seems most
likely to have been the invention of a single individual or group of individuals. As
Chart 2 shows, this form appears in the epitaph of Ntarigaya at Cindam (TL77),

one of the two inscriptions from the reign of Harpagos (the other inscription
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from this time (N310) contains no example). It is also found on coins of
Thibdnuwa, dating from the second quarter of the fifth century, where a number

of variations can already be seen: ¥ and ¥ appear in addition to \V.175

As early as the time of TL43 (Merehi’s epitaph at Xanthos, c. 410), however, V is
found; this is clearly a forerunner of the later X form. TL44 (the Inscribed pillar,
c. 400), on the other hand, consistently shows the earlier \ form, which
continues to be seen well into the fourth century: it appears (admittedly
alongside later forms) in TL104 at Limyra and TL83 at Arneai (both from the
time of Perikle); on the Pajawa Sarcophagus at Xanthos (TL40 - time of
Autophradates); and on coins of Aruwatijesi from Zagaba which date from a
similar, or slightly earlier, period.1’¢ At Myra and across central Lycia it is
particularly common: this may suggest that the inscriptions there were produced
at an early point, but could also show that it remained in use longer in these

areas - or a combination of the two.

Fully developed examples of the two main alternative forms, ¥ and V, also start
to appear comparatively early. These seem to represent independent
developments of the earlier form, and the relationship between them is very
difficult to discern - as is any pattern in their distribution, especially during the

early fourth century.

175 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 368, with Abb. 4, 5, 20, 26, and 48. It is, of course, possible that one of
these other forms was the very earliest, but since only \is widely used in epigraphy it is that
which is important for the purposes of our enquiry.

176 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 388, with Abb. 43 (suggesting a date c. 400-380 for Aruwitijesi).
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The form V is already seen in N324 (one of Erbbina’s statue bases at the Letdon,
c. 390). Bryce suggests this form derived from an inversion of , one of the early
variants of the Greek letter E.177 In fact, like Y, it developed from the earlier
form, as can be seen in TL26, from Tlos (see fig. 23), an inscription tentatively
dated to the first half of the fourth century.178 A very similar pair of intermediate

forms can be seen on the undated inscription TL37, at Xanthos (see fig. 24).

Even more surprisingly, a smaller fragment of N324 shows both V and ¥, used
only four lines apart.17° This is the earliest evidence for the either of these letter
forms; it is also particularly noticeable that no example of the ‘early’ form
appears in either inscription. The next occurrence of ¥ is seen in TL11, at Pinara
(from the time of Artturhpara, possibly c. 375 - or maybe a decade later). V next
appears at Timiussa, in the time of Perikle. One possible explanation is that these
forms developed more quickly in cursive writing on perishable materials, and

took longer to be adopted by most stonemasons.

The evidence of Erbbina’s inscriptions seems to indicate a swift evolution in the
form of <a> in the ten years after the production of TL44. However, the fact that
TL44 uses the earlier forms naturally does not allow us to assume that the later
forms did not already exist. Indeed, since TL44 was clearly designed as a formal
and imposing document (see Chapter 2.12), it is not surprising that the earliest

and most traditional letter forms should have been used, even though (as the

177 Bryce (1986) 58.

178 The name Izraza is seen on both TL24 and TL26. Zahle (1979) 320, inter alia, dates the reliefs
of TL24 to c. 350, making a date somewhere in the middle of the century (perhaps slightly pre-
350) likely for TL26, too; see Chapter 3.7.

179 Bousquet (1992) 186 and PL 77, frag. A (probably part of N324).
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appearance of Von TL43 shows) other forms had already begun to develop.
Elsewhere, intermediate forms of these same letters continue to be seen at a
later date, showing both that the shape of the letter was still extremely fluid and
that different stonemasons adopted the new forms at different rates - and
perhaps that letter forms developed at different speeds in different parts of

Lycia.

The fact that the end results of the various developments were the same across
the peninsula suggests that, at least, some literate Lycians were encountering
writing from other parts of Lycia on a regular basis. It is, of course, impossible to
be certain whether this writing was in the form of inscriptions on stone or of
documents written on other materials: however, it is not inconceivable that the
former could have played a significant role. We know, for example, that in the
middle of the fourth century - the period at which many of the most significant
developments took place - Perikle’s army ventured a significant distance west
and north of his base at Limyra. This would surely have encouraged travel within
the area (see below, Chapter 3.8-3.9). In addition, stonemasons, who were
probably responsible for the cutting of many epitaphs, would presumably have
travelled between the different towns of Lycia; tombs at isolated sites such as
Cindam, for example, would surely have been created by itinerant craftsmen (see
Chapter 2.2). As a result, different letter forms favoured by different masons

could have been used simultaneously at a single site.

Consideration of the later development of <a> illustrates this well. Of the

inscriptions which mention Perikle, the V form is found at Timiussa (TL67). At
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Limyra itself the intermediate forms V' and V are seen in TL103, but in TL104b
(on the same tomb) the early form W is still used. The appearance of this form in
TL104 can be explained either as the simple retention of an earlier form by a less
up-to-date cutter or as deliberate decision to use an earlier, more ‘formal’ style;
the latter is particularly plausible because the inscription appears to have been
carved with some care in order to compliment the relief decoration of the tomb.
Does the use of intermediate forms in TL103 show the letter form developing

more slowly at Limyra than at Timiussa?

At Kizilca, meanwhile, the other ‘later’ form, ¥, is found. This, combined with the
irregularity of the lettering, the use of another ‘late’ letter form (Y for <&>), and
the placement of the inscription on an unsmoothed piece of rock below the tomb,
suggests that the letter-cutter was not accustomed to stone-cutting, but was used
to writing on other materials (see also Chapter 3.8). Are we dealing here with a

soldier of Perikle masquerading as an amateur stone-cutter?

Even in the Xanthos valley and central Lycia, where they first developed, the
newer forms of <a> were not used consistently. At Xanthos, N324 is the only
inscription from before the time of Perikle to show the V form; the Pajawa
sarcophagus (TL40, time of Autophradates) shows the intermediate Y, alongside
earlier@form, and WV is also found further east, at Bayindir Limani (in TL61,

again from the time of Autophradates).

In spite of Bryce’s claim that no chronological or regional development can be

seen in the various forms of <a>, it is clear that the original appearance of the
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letter was V' (and the reversed form). Certainly, though, the distribution of the
two later forms is harder to interpret. In the dated inscriptions, ¥ and ¥ appear
in the earlier period slightly more frequently than V. As explained, however, the
first appearance of the latter comes only a little after the first known example of
Y, and at the same time as the fully developed Y form. In the later period, V is
the more common form: it is seen in the Hekatomnid decrees N320 and TL45,
the later epitaphs TL99 and TL29, and in TL35; yet in N320 and TL29, Y is also

seen.

Concentration on the dated inscriptions distorts the picture of the relative
frequency of Y and V: the two forms appear roughly the same number of times

in the dated inscriptions but V is in fact far more common, as shown by the table

overleaf:

Site N% Y \%
Limyra 7 2 (possibly 3) 19
Myra and Sura 5 1 6
Sites of central Lycia 7 4 7
Xanthos 3 2 7
Pinara 0 2 4
Tlos 0 0 6
Telmessos and

Kadyanda 0 1 >

Table 2: Number of inscriptions containing VX ana V (‘intermediate’ forms not included).

This distortion seems to result from the fact that both forms developed at a

similar time and were initially used interchangeable (during the time that the
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majority of datable inscriptions were produced), with V' becoming more

widespread only later.

Here, N320 is of particular interest. V is used until line 21, and Y from then on -
with both apparently used by the same stone-cutter, since there is no other
evidence of an alteration in the hand.189 Exactly how this is to be interpreted is
unclear. Many of the other inscriptions in which ¥ is found date from the first
half of the fourth century. At Xanthos, the only example of ¥ other than that seen
in N320 is in TL48, an inscription consisting of two parts (see Chapter 3.4). The
first part, which is somewhat earlier than the second, shows the ¥ form;
together with the use of early forms of <p> and <yx>, this implies a date in the
first part of the fourth century. The second, meanwhile, uses the more usual form
V. Similarly, ¥ is seen at Pinara in TL11, probably the earliest inscription at the

site, and in N336, which also appears to be comparatively early (see Chart 6).

In these two towns, at least, Y seems to have been used in the first half of the
fourth century, before being displaced by V. The use of ¥ in the second half of
N320 seems, therefore, to be reversion to an earlier form, although exactly why
this would have occurred is difficult to understand: did the stone-cutter start off
deliberately using the most ‘modern’ form, and then subconsciously revert to ¥,
or was the use of ¥ somehow felt to be more appropriate for a formal
document? Lycian letter-cutters evince little interest in consistency in the use of
letter forms, but even so it seems strange to switch to a more ‘formal’ style of

letter in the middle of a document. On the other hand, since ¥ is seen so seldom,

180 Adiego (2012) 93-95 appears to have been the first person to observe this important point.
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and otherwise appears to have fallen out of use in epigraphy by the time of these

inscriptions, it is difficult to envisage the stone-cutter using it unconsciously.

One possible (although unverifiable) explanation is that \ was still being used
more frequently cursive writing, although V was for some reason preferred in
epigraphy. This suggestion, tentative though it must remain, could account for
the few times that\/ appears at Limyra (where it is found only in TL122 and
TL101) and at Myra (where it is seen only once, in TL93); the apparently random
appearance of an unusual letter form in such a small proportion of inscriptions is
very hard to comprehend unless it was comparatively common in other styles of

writing.

The shape of the letter <a> can, [ would argue, be of some help in the dating of
inscriptions. The earliest form, Y, seems quickly to have fallen out of use in the
Xanthos valley and at Limyra, meaning that its appearance in an inscription from
these areas may suggest an early date, certainly within the first half of the fourth
century, and probably within the first quarter (although it is always possible that
the stone-cutter was deliberately retaining an earlier form). The situation in
Myra and central Lycia is less clear, since ¥ is so much more common there - but
again, inscriptions with ¥ are likely to be earlier than those with V or Y/,
assuming that no ‘late’ forms of other letters appear. Since V and Y both appear
so early, their use indicates little about the date of an inscription, other than the
fact that it is probably not earlier than the first decade of the fourth century. I

would also tentatively suggest that Y may indicate a date in the second or third
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quarter of the fourth century, when used without the V form and if other letter

forms do not contradict this.

A final comment should be made about the variant forms V and ¥. Laroche, in the
table reproduced above, attempts to see a development in these various styles,
but in reality they appear merely to be slight variations in the same fundamental
letter form: [ have compared the occurrence of the various styles at Limyra
(where the highest number of examples are found) and failed to detect any
chronological development - in addition, the number of forms which could not

be clearly placed into either category implied that efforts to do so were pointless.

1.17.ii ¢, Y, Y <&>

As suggested above, this letter, like <a>, seems likely to have been devised
artificially for use in Lycian - hence its complexity and the comparative
instability of the form. Kalinka lists ten different forms, Bryce gives examples of
nine, and Lang’s list identifies a total of 23.181 Almost all can, however, be seen to
be variations on three main forms: >, Y and Y. The earliest inscriptions all show
exclusively “¥, as seen in Chart 2.182 Unlike the V form of <3>, % was never really
displaced by the later forms, and continues to be widely seen long after the
development of Y and Y. Certainly, the form of <&> cannot by itself be used to

assign inscriptions to pre- or post-350, as Laroche suggests.183

181 Kalinka (1901) 4; Bryce (1986) 57; Lang, unpublished list of letter-forms.
182 See Bryce (1986) 59-60; Laroche (1979) 55.
183 Laroche (1979) 55.
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Unlike the later forms of <a>, the two main variants of <é> do not appear to have
developed at the same point in time. Y appears first, and is significantly more
common; it is used in at least 14 of the known inscriptions (there are up to six
additional, unclear cases).18% Once again, development towards later letter forms
is already visible in the dedications for Erbbina, with Y seen once in N324,
although elsewhere > is used. The earliest datable examples of the fully
developed Y are found at Xanthos, in TL40 (on the Pajawa sarcophagus), TL104
(the inscriptions under Tebursseli’s reliefs at Limyra) - where the early form
also appears - and on N314 (the ‘amateur’ inscription from Kizilca); it had
become comparatively widespread by the end of the reign of Perikle, at the
latest. TL40 and TL104 also show the intermediate forms Y and Y respectively,
which suggests that, as for <a>, intermediate stages in the development of the
later letter forms continued to be used long after the later forms had

developed.185

The third, rarer, form of <é>,Y’, does not appear in any of the securely dated
inscriptions earlier than TL29 (after the time of Alexander). It is possible that it

can be seen - far earlier - on coins of Trbbénimi (c. 370 at the latest). More likely,

184 This form certainly appears in TL12, 14, and 18 (Pinara); TL23, 25, and 29 (Tlos); TL35
(Kadyanda); TL38, 40 and 41 (Xanthos); TL56 (Antiphellos); N314 (Kizilca); and TL104 and 145
(Limyra). Other possible occurrences are in TL6 and 7 (Kaya Koy); TL27 (Tlos); TL65 (Isinda);
and TL120 and 113 (Limyra).

185 [t is not entirely clear from the squeeze I have seen whether TL104 does in fact contain the
intermediate form - it is possible that this is merely an illusion caused by a crack in the stone.
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however, that in these cases, the dynast was spelling his name Trbbanimi rather
than Trbbénimi, with the legends showing V <a> rather than Y~ <@&>.186

This interchange between <a> and <€> is seen in a number of inscriptions: most
noticeable is the Limyran epitaph N317, in which the same letter (a form of V,
presumably representing <a>) is found where both letters would be expected.18”
It is not clear whether this represents an elision of the actual sounds <é> and <a>
at some point, a similarity which meant that the two were sometimes
interchanged, or a confusion between the written letters, but in any case the

similarity between the two sounds appears marked.

As with the ‘late’ forms of <@>, it is not easy to spot patterns in the geographical
distribution of Y and Y. Although Y seems to have been the first to appear, it is
still seen in the Ptolemaic inscription TL35, at Kadyanda. At Karmylessos, where
the only surviving inscriptions are two tombs built by the same man, one (TL8)
uses I but the other (TL7) apparently shows Y, although the latter is so badly
preserved as to be practically illegible. A bilingual epitaph (TL6) on the other
side of the same valley (in modern Kaya Kdy), probably contemporary with, or

later than, these, has “¥, showing that all three forms were in use concurrently.

186 Eichner (1983) 50 n. 10. The coins in question are from the Podalia hoard (IGCH 1262),
published in Olgay and Morkhglm (1971) 8-9 (nrs. 157-253) with plate 5 (= M141a-j); the
authors sketch the letter form in question as \\y, and this also seems to be visible on the
photographs on plate 5, although the letters are not easy to make out. (Olcay and Mgrkholm do,
however, transcribe the name of the dynast as Trbbénimi, implying that they believe that W,
here, was intended to represent the sound <&>). Since the WV form of <&> is seen in inscriptions
by the time of Trbbénimi, this seems to be the most likely explanation. However, the possibility
that the alternative form of <é> was in use on coinage long before it is first seen in inscriptions
cannot be entirely discounted; if this was the case, we might suspect that its use was at first
restricted to coinage, although it is alsopossible that it was used in earlier inscriptions and that
this has simply been obscured by accidents of preservation.

187 Melchert (2004) s.v. ebe-1 ‘this’.
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In the Xanthos valley, the distribution of the three forms of <€&> varies
significantly across the three main sites. At Xanthos ¥ is by far the most frequent
form, with Y seen in three inscriptions (in two of which it appears alongside
‘intermediate’ forms) and 7" not found at all. At Pinara, the ¥ form is again most
common (appearing in seven out of fourteen inscriptions), and Y is seen in only
two or three examples (TL12 and 14 - both of which also contain ‘intermediate’
forms - and perhaps TL18188), proportionally more than at Xanthos. T is seen in
TL15, and maybe in the (now lost) TL13. TL12, TL14 and, in particular, TL15,
show a ‘curved’ style of lettering also found at Tlos and Karmylessos, which may

indicate a date in the second part of the fourth century (see Chapter 1.19).

At Tlos, TL25, uses the Y form of <é>, and N333 has the \d form; both
inscriptions are in the ‘curved’ style. Both these forms are also seen in other
inscriptions at Tlos. Of particular interest, however, is the fact that the “ form is
seen only once in the surviving inscriptions from the site (in TL26). This seems
to indicate that the epigraphic habit was not firmly established there until
comparatively late, but might also imply that, when it did appear, it was less

conservative than that of other sites.

Almost all of the inscriptions of central Lycia show the early, ¢ form. No I form
is found, and even Y appears only at Antiphellos, in the bilingual inscription TL56
(which can plausibly be considered slightly later than TL58, from a tomb on the

other side of the site, which carries the intermediate version). In eastern Lycia,

188 According to Linn Kogler, in Kogler and Seyer (2007) 117, the use of this form of <€> shown in
the sketch at Kalinka (1901) 21 cannot be confirmed.
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too, examples of later variants of <é> are rare, in spite of the comparatively high
number of surviving inscriptions. At Myra, I appears in three epitaphs: TL88,
TL91 and N308. All three seem, from the other letters they contain, to come from
a late date, probably some time at the end of the fourth century; TL88 and TL91
also use the V form of <>, which might have encouraged the use of the

corresponding form of <€>. Y is not seen in any known inscription from here.

At Limyra, Y and ¥~ are somewhat more evenly distributed. Once again they are
used only rarely, but it does seem that Y was used at an earlier point than |,
although “¥ remained the norm throughout. Y appears once in an inscription
from the time of Perikle (TL104); once in a neat, but poorly preserved epitaph
for Hla (TL145), where it is one of the few parts of the final line, cut in slightly
larger letters than the rest of the inscription, which is still visible; and once -

alongside three examples of “ —inan epitaph for Urssthma (TL113).

The | form, meanwhile, is found in two inscriptions, TL102 and TL99: as
explained above, TL99 can be dated to the late fourth century or later, and
TL102, which also contains many of the ‘late’ letter-forms, seems likely to come
from a similar period. Both use the ‘later’ VY form of <a>, but since this is very
common at the site it is doubtful whether it would have had much effect on the

choice of the form of <é>.

Once again, the question arises of whether the use of the earlier letter form at
certain sites shows that more of the inscriptions there were produced at a

comparatively early stage or whether it shows regional variations in the
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popularity of each letter form. In this case, we can say with some certainty that
the ‘early’ form continued to be used more frequently than the new forms, even

at a later date, and that this phenomenon is particularly marked at Limyra.

1.17.ii V. N, VY <y>

The development of the letter <x> is somewhat easier to discuss than that of the
two nasalised vowels. Firstly, the origin of the letter seems clear. In a number of
the Greek epichoric alphabets, Y was the earliest form of <x>: it is known from
areas as diverse as Lakonia, Boiotia and - most significantly for its transfer to
Lycia - Rhodes.18 Other versions of the letter, including V and \l', appeared by
the end of the sixth century and would therefore have been in use by the time the
Lycian alphabet was devised.1°0 All three are seen in Lycia: ¢appears in TL77,
but\/ is already seen at the same time, in N310. This suggests that both forms
were adopted from Greek alphabets, rather than\ developing from Y within
Lycia. The inscription on Merehi’s sarcophagus (TL43) shows \//, while in TL44 \V
is found; this co-existence of \" and \V at a single site is typical, and comparison of
the various instances of the two shapes shows no discernable chronological or
geographical difference in their distribution, with the precise shape resulting

only from the personal choice of each letter-cutter.

189 This sign is found (the wrong way up) on a graffito from a Greek bowl from Kamiros, Jeffery
(1990) 356 no. 3a-b; and in IG xii 1.720, the aryballos of Astyochides (Kamiros, 600-550).
Elsewhere, Y often designated <ps>, and it was this value which was eventually adopted in the
standardised Greek alphabet.

190 At Rhodes, Vis found on SEG 12:364 (Jeffery (1990) 356 no. 13; a bronze wheel from
Kamiros, c. 550-525) and IG XII1 709 (Jeffery (1990) 356 no. 15; a gravestone from Kamiros, c.
550 - 5257), while \/ is not recorded at Rhodes, but is found elsewhere.

97



Although all three forms seem to have arrived in Lycia simultaneously, Y occurs
only in a small number of inscriptions, and soon ceased to be used: it is not found
in any of the later datable inscriptions. It does, however, appear in a small but
widely-dispersed group of epitaphs: at Antiphellos (TL59), at Kyaneai (TL70 and
71) and, most commonly, at Limyra, where it is found in four inscriptions(TL128,
TL106, TL146 and TL100) all of which could plausibly be among the earliest at

the site.

Even on the Xanthos stele, occasional examples can be seen alongside the more
normal V of a\V form, in which the central stroke is slightly off-set from the
centre; this is also seen in N324 and N325, the dedications for Erbbina. This is
the first step in the development of V, the common later form of the letter, which
is already seen by the time of Perikle: it is used consistently in TL103, while a
similar form N) is found in TL133. It also seems to appear in N315, one of the
inscriptions from the time of Mithrapata: a \' form is seen in the first word, yupu,
but one squeeze, and Neumann’s sketch, also shows ¥/ (in the second line). Of
course, the ‘late’ form is very similar to the original forms, and probably arose
independently in the work of a number of letter-cutters, without any feeling that

it was a different form of the letter.

Like the late versions of <d> and the Y form of <&>,V (or /) cannot be
considered to indicate a particularly late date in those cases where it appears
alongside the \/ or \V version. Unlike the nasalised vowels, however, it does seem
to have been used fairly consistently at a later period: although the earlier form

was is still found used in the particularly formal Letéon trilingual (N320), the
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other decree of Pixodarus, TL45, has V in most cases, although \V does appear
once (as does Y). The three later datable epitaphs (TL99, TL29, and TL35)
consistently show V, as do many others. The even distribution of the ‘early’ and
‘late’ forms across the majority of Lycian sites, suggests that the later form was
adopted throughout the peninsula, and that where the later form was
particularly common (for example, at Tlos) this does in fact indicate that the

majority of inscriptions were produced at a comparatively late period.

1.17.ivI D1 <p>

The original form of <p> was surely that of the Greek letter, [, which appears
during Harpagos’ reign (in TL77 and N310). A ‘curved’ form, (', seems also to be
found in TL77 - although this could be merely the result of weathering - and is
certainly seen in TL44, where a more ‘hooked’ form, ", is also found. Both
curved forms can be difficult to distinguish from poorly preserved versions of [ ',
but " also seems clear in other comparatively early inscriptions, including
Erbbina’s dedications (N324 and N325) and the Pajawa sarcophagus (in TL40a).
In general, however, [" continued to be the most frequent form during the first
part of the fourth century. The fourth common form, [, does not appear in any
datable inscriptions until the time of Perikle, when it is seen at Limyra, in TL132
and TL133. It also appears in the second part of the late inscription TL99, and in
the very latest datable inscription, TL35; TL29 has M. Nonetheless, [ still
continued to be widely used: it is found in the first (still comparatively late) part
of TL99, and in the Hekatomnid decrees N320 and TL45, as well as in other
inscriptions where otherwise late forms are used (for example TL109, at

Limyra).
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The development of [Mvia (M and [ to 7, as already identified by Laroche (see
above), is very easy to understand, and examples of (*, in particular, could easily
have emerged independently in a variety of locations. Since [ is identical to the
Greek form of <p> and [ rather different, it is tempting to suppose that the latter
would have been seen as a distinctly ‘Lycian’ form, while [ might have been
considered more ‘formal’, or preferred by those who were aware of the Greek
alphabet and wished to highlight the similarity between this and the Lycian
alphabet. Thus, while [~ indicates that an inscription was inscribed at a later
date - especially (as for the other letters discussed) when used alongside other

‘late’ letter forms - the use of [ ' cannot be used as proof of an early date.

1.17v NV, N, A<n>

Of those letters which represented the same sound in both Lycian and Greek,
<n> is the one which shows the most noticeable variation, developing from /V or
N to a form which, in its most idiosyncratic form, became /1 or similar. In the two
inscriptions from the time of Harpagos, the form/V is seen, but other early
examples (for example, TL43) often show N, with an extended stroke on the left
hand side; this form is also seen in N313a, a pot-sherd from Xanthos dated to c.
500.1°1 The choice of one or other of these forms has no obvious chronological
significance; nor is it possible to establish whether one of the two was the
‘original’ form in the Lycian alphabet, or whether both were adopted from an
earlier alphabet and used concurrently from the start. Both were widely used in

Greek epichoric alphabets by the later-sixth and early-fifth centuries, when the

191 For the date of N313a: Neumann (1979) 30.
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Lycian alphabet was first being developed, making it likely that both would have

been used by the first writers of Lycian.

As early as the first or second decade of the fourth century, however, a different
variation of the letter begins to appear, with an elongated right hand stroke
continuing below the point where it meets the diagonal stroke. This is seen, for
example, in a fragment of N324, where <n> has the shape /7. In other inscriptions
a different variation on the form is seen, with two diagonal strokes meeting a
third vertical stroke: N. Later, however, a particularly distinctive form, /1, is
seen: this appears in both TL29 and TL35 (the latest datable Greek inscriptions).
At Rhodiapolis (in TL149) the forms /N and /Y both appear in the same

inscription, showing how the first could have developed into the second.

Like the earlier forms of <p>, the earlier forms of <n> continued to be the most
commonly used, even at the end of the fourth century: at Limyra, indeed, the /]
form never appears; TL45, at Xanthos, also shows the standard ~ form. Again,
use of one of the early forms cannot, therefore, indicate an early inscription, but
use of ] may indicate a date in the second half of the fourth century, often

towards its end.

1.17.vi5 5 <s>

As discussed above, the consistency of the S form of <s> is of particular interest in

view of the ubiquity of = in the Greek inscriptions of Lycia and other parts of Asia
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Minor.192 The form does, however, show minor variations. From an early period,
curved forms such as S (in e.g. TL44) are found in addition to %; this is such a
natural and obvious development that it cannot be used as any indication of date.
Some of the later inscriptions, however, show a more stylised form, with a single

straight diagonal line above a curved section: J. In many cases the initial stroke is

even closer to vertical, giving e.g. 0. This is first seen in TL104 (alongside %) and
appears in N320, TL45, TL29 and TL35; it might, therefore, be an indicator of a
late date. As such, however, it must be treated with caution: like the late form of
<n> it seems never to have come into general use, and it is often - especially
when an inscription is not well preserved - rather difficult to decide whether any
particular example should be treated as an example of the ‘late’ form or simply
as an irregularly carved version of the standard form. This is true, for example, of
the versions seen in TL120 and TL123 at Limyra. One indication that <s>
underwent some sort of chronological development at Limyra is given by the
strange forms seen in TL112 (; also seen in TL 57 at Antiphellos) and TL99 (»);
both could arise as further developments of 5 with the initial stroke, which in
some examples becomes very short, omitted (although > could also have come
directly from §). Another possibility is that this simplified form was taken over
from cursive writing, in which it would have arisen particularly easily (indeed, it

is also seen in the modern handwritten Latin alphabet).

In the Xanthos valley the stylised J form is more frequent, and appears primarily
in comparatively late epitaphs (as well as in the two Hekatomnid inscriptions).

Quite how ‘late’ they are is not clear, however: in TL48, (the Xanthian inscription

192 See Jeffery (1990), Table 1.
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to which a second, later section was added) it seems (although this may be an
illusion caused by weathering) to appear in the original inscription alongside the
Y form of <a>, a possible indicator of a mid-fourth century date; the later
addition has the more normal > form. In TL36, another inscription with a later
addition, it appears only in the second section; even this, however, seems to have
been among the earlier Xanthian inscriptions, produced around the mid fourth-

century.

It is therefore impossible to use the form of <s> as any general guide to the date
of an inscriptions - but 5 or 5, when sufficiently well-preserved to be identifiable,
may indicate a date in the second half of the fourth century. More important is its
stylised nature - in its most exaggerated form it is extremely distinctive, and
could conceivably have been considered particularly traditional or ‘Lycian’; if so,
this would explain its appearance in the two multilingual inscriptions of Xanthos

(TL45 and N320), which retain the ‘traditional’ * form of <&>.

1.17.vii B,B,b <b>

The most common form of <b> is the common Greek form, 5. However, two
variants are also seen: B, with a clear space between the two loops, andb, with
only a single loop. The former is seen at an early point: it is found in Merehi’s
epitaph (TL43), which also shows one example of E. It also appears intermittently
in TL44 (e.g. 44a, 1. 54), again alongside 5.8 is seen, too, at Limyra, in TL103 (from
Perikle’s reign) as well as in various other inscriptions, some of which appear

from their other letter forms to be early (TL106) and others late (TL131).
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The single-loop version, b, has been the subject of some debate. Neumann, in his
discussion of N308, argues that it was an early form, but both Laroche and
Eichner consider it a later development.193 Its appearance in the third-century
inscription TL35 certainly suggests this. It is also seen TL39 and N308, which
Laroche considers late; there is clearly a danger of circular reasoning here, since
the use of this form of <b> is one of the criteria through which he assigns them a
late date. However, since both consistently display ‘late’ forms of other letters, as
well as apparently late architectural (in TL39) and linguistic (in TL39 and N308)
features, his suggestion is convincing. The other inscriptions in which theb form
appears are TL5, TL62, TL91, TL93, and TL108.1°4 It is also used in N313b, a
name painted on a pottery fragment from Xanthos; this gives no indication of its
date (although fifth-century fragments were found in the same context), but in
any case, as noted above, painted letters probably developed at a pace different
to, and rather faster than, incised letters. None of the inscriptions give any
reason to suppose that they are early in date, and most contain other ‘late’ letter
forms, which seems to confirm thatbemerged at a late date. However, it is so
rare that this is of little help in the dating of inscriptions, especially since it is
clear thatBand& (which appears alongside bin both TL5) also continued in

frequent use.19>

1.17.viii Other graphemes
Alterations in the forms of other Lycian graphemes, as far as can be seen from

the surviving inscriptions, result only from variations in the practice of different

193 Neumann (1979) 22; Laroche (1979) 56; Eichner in Seyer (2006) 725, n. 43.

194 Seyer (2006) 725, n. 43.

195 Kalinka’s sketch shows a5 form (although with a slightly smaller top loop) in 1. 14 of TL35, but
Heberdey’s sketch (see fig. 22) shows the b form here as well.
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stone masons. The rare letter V' <t>, however, does seem to appear slightly more

often in early inscriptions, and this is perhaps also true of ¢.

1.18 Laroche’s hypotheses

When the letter forms discussed here are compared with Laroche’s chart, many
of his suggested developments can be seen to be essentially correct, although in
many cases more complex than he supposed: thus ““for <é> did develop to ¥, but
also to Y, while  itself continued to be the most commonly used form. For <a>, ¥
did become ¥, but no distinction can be drawn between V, 3 and other forms.

Similarly, no alteration can be seen in ways of cutting .

The lines of development he suggests for <b> and <n> seem not to be supported
by the evidence: rather, both letters have minor variations in the standard form,
in which no chronological or geographical pattern can now be detected. Only b
and 7!, the forms he identifies as latest, seem to have any chronological
significance, and these are so rare, and their use so sporadic, that they are of no
real help in dating otherwise undatable inscriptions - they can only confirm
dates suggested by other means. Any development of the other letter forms is so
obscure as to be useless for the purpose of dating inscriptions: the two forms of
<k>, for example, seem to appear simultaneously, and so rarely as to make any

further conclusions impossible.

1.19 Style of lettering
The most distinctive style of Lycian lettering is the ‘rounded’ style, found at a few

sites in western and central Lycia. An <m> with curved rather than sharp apices
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is often an element of this, although it can also be found in inscriptions which
otherwise have unrounded forms, such as TL59 at Antiphellos (while the
standard <m> can be round in inscriptions showing other rounded letters). The
same is true of the J form of <s>, and the curved forms of <p> (although these
are even more common elsewhere). In the most extreme examples of the
‘rounded’ style, all the horizontal lines on top of I, +, andE are curved; this is
seen, for example, in TL25 (the bilingual statue base at Tlos) and TL15 (an
epitaph at Pinara). In others, including TL56 (a bilingual epitaph at Antiphellos)
and TL14 (another Pinaran epitaph) the effect is less overpowering, but still

noticeable.

As well as being restricted to western and central Lycia, the rounded style,
particularly in its most pronounced form, appears to have been most common at
a comparatively late date. It is noticeable that it is found in three bilingual
inscriptions (TL6, TL25 and TL56), and while not all bilingual epitaphs were
produced particularly late, these three do seem, from the palaeography of both
the Lycian and Greek versions, to come from the early Hellenistic period;
monolingual inscriptions in the rounded style also show various ‘late’ letter
forms. As a result, I would argue that this ‘rounded’ style was deliberately used
as a marker of ‘Lycian-ness’ in the late-fourth and early-third centuries, when

Lycian was gradually being replaced in inscriptions by Greek.

1.20 Serifs
While the ‘rounded’ style is the most distinctive stylistic feature seen in the

Lycian epitaphs, a couple of others also appear. A number of the epitaphs, mainly
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among the more carefully cut examples, show small serifs on some letter forms.
Examples are widely dispersed - found, for example, in TL16 (Pinara), N304
(Sura) and TL121 (Limyra). Was the use of serifs an example of the increasing
influence of Greek epigraphy on that of Lycia? Certainly, small serifs are found on
a number of fourth-century Greek epitaphs from Limyra (for example, the
epitaph of Armapias, Worrle (2012) H II 49; the Greek version of the epitaph of
Armapias, TL152 = Worrle (2012) H II 4, which may be early third century), and
they appear to have been used in Greek from the middle of the fourth century
onwards: the recently discovered lasian monument in honour of Idrieus (351/50
- 344/43) shows clearly defined serifs at the end of every letter-stroke.1°¢ Most
likely the serifs of the Greek inscriptions of Limyra were imitations of the formal
style of the Hekatomnid rulers, with Lycian usage an imitation of the Greek.
However, it should also be noted that that serifs appear to have originated in
Asia Minor, possibly even in Hekatomnid Caria, and it has been suggested that
this was at least encouraged by the thickening at the end of the strokes of
cuneiform signs.1%7 Furthermore, some of the serifs in Lycian are very slight,
unlike the more blatant examples seen in Greek (although admittedly those used
in H II 49 are almost equally subtle): was the technique devised as a useful way
to define the end of a letter-stroke?1%8 The possibility that the technique
developed independently of, but parallel to, the Greek serif - and then, perhaps,
encouraged the use of serifs in the Greek inscriptions of Lycia - cannot be

entirely rejected.

196 Nafissi (2013) 304, with fig. 1.
197 Morison (1972) 7-11.
198 Morison (1972) 9 suggests that this was the case in Greece.
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1.21 Dating of Lycian inscriptions and tombs - other methods

Next, I consider other possible indicators of the date of a monument before
looking at the differences in the palaeography of various areas of Lycia and
attempting to set out a relative chronology of the undated inscriptions, where
palaeographic and other features make this possible.l®® Chief among these are
elements of the design of the monument on which the inscription is carved:
reliefs, decorative features, design of the tomb chamber. The conclusions
obtained using these methods, like those to be gained from the study of
palaeography are, as will be seen, almost always extremely tentative, and there is
therefore some danger of circularity, with the conclusions reached by one
argument used to support another, which is then used in turn to support the
first. In what follows, I have attempted to be alive to this danger. However,
where the initial hypotheses are derived from the tombs mentioned above, for
which at least an approximate date is, in most cases, assured by the mention of a
historical figure, correspondence between the results of various different dating
methods can reasonably be assumed to give increased confidence in their

validity.

1.22 A late formula?

The language of the epitaphs provides few clues to their date, but one possible
exception is the use of the phrase atli ehbi ‘for himself in the clause which states
for whom the tomb was built. In most cases this refers explicitly to the tomb

builder’s relations, with the unwritten assumption that the builder will be buried

199 General overview of methods of dating Lycian tombs: Seyer (2006) 719-734.

108



alongside them.200 The fourth-century Greek epitaphs of Limyra, however, and
the Greek versions of bilingual Lycian and Greek inscriptions, tend to include the
pronoun €auTt@®dL (or aVT®dL).201 As a result, it is argued, the explicit statement that
the builder had built the tomb hrppi atli ehbi or atli ehbi arose only due to the
influence of Greek epitaphs, and can be seen as an indication that it was
produced at a comparatively late date.?02 Consideration of the bilingual
inscriptions certainly implies that the phenomenon is a Greek one, and that it
was used in Lycian texts in imitation of the Greek: in two (TL56 and TL72) the
Greek explicitly states ‘for himself’ but the Lycian does not, while in the other
two (TL23 and TL117) the Lycian, too, includes atli ehbi. Another inscription
which uses hrrpi atli ehbi is N302, a Lycian epitaph prefaced by the builder’s
name in Greek. The epitaph of Esete at Limyra (TL105; see also Chapter 5.11)
gives further support to this theory: it not only uses the phrase atli ehbi, but also
omits hrppi (a further possible sign of influence from Greek, where £avt®!t is
typically used without a preposition) and gives the name of Esete’s father
without following it with the word for ‘son’ (tideimi) as is usual in Lycian - but,
again, not in Greek. However, it is not clear whether the phrase actually arose as
a calque of éaut®i, or whether it first emerged independently, but later spread
as a result of the existence of the parallel phrase in Greek. Similarly - even if it
did arise as a calque on the Greek - does this prove that it always indicates a late

date?

200 Seyer (2006) 726-727.

201 Greek inscriptions: e.g. Worrle (2012a) HII 1, H II 4, H 11 6; bilingual inscriptions: TL 23, TL56,
TL72, TL117.

202 This suggestion was first made by Heiner Eichner in Borchhardt, Eichner, Kogler, Pesditschek,
and Seyer (2004) 28-29 and is expanded upon at Seyer (2006) 726-727.
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As a calque of eéaqvt®y, atli ehbi is somewhat surprising, since it literally means
‘for his own self’ - ehbi means ‘his’ or ‘their’, and its use here in combination with
atli is surely influenced by its use in the more usual hrppi clause, hrppi ladi ehbi.
A literal translation of éavt®t would have given merely atli, and this does appear
in at least three cases (TL29, TL37, TL63). More problematic is the fact that some
of the examples of epitaphs in which the phrase is found appear, from their

palaeography and/or from the appearance of the tomb, to be relatively early.

One such case is the bilingual (Greek and Lycian) inscription TL117. The two
versions are clearly contemporary and Kalinka believed, from the appearance of
the tomb and of the Greek lettering, that they were both carved in the late fifth
century.203 If this is correct, the use of the phrase atli ehbi (here spelled slightly
differently, as etli ehbi), although apparently influenced by the Greek, cannot be
considered a late phenomenon. Worrle, however, (again using the palaeography
of the Greek text) now dates both versions to the fourth century. 204
Unfortunately, the Lycian contains neither <a> nor < x >, the two letters which
show the clearest chronological development; nevertheless, the letters are
unusually large, and no ‘late’ letter forms are seen. In the Greek, the top and

bottom strokes of <o > diverge noticeably, while in the final line an <o > is
corrected to a form of < w > which appears to be very ‘open’ at the bottom. None

of these points is by itself certain evidence of an early date, but taken as a whole
they certainly suggest that the inscription was produced no later than the first

part of the fourth century.

203 Kalinka (1901) 81.
204 Worrle (2012a) 414. Kuban (2012) 120, too, contends that none of the rock-tombs at Limyra
can be dated before the end of the fifth century.
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A number of the other inscriptions in which the atli ehbi phrase is found contain
indications of a comparatively early date. At Sura (in TL84) and at Myra (in
TL86) it is found on tombs which have both the earliest form of tomb-chamber
(as discussed below) and early palaeographical features (use of early forms of
<d> and <x>); although these are not conclusive proof of an early date, they
certainly cast some doubt on the lateness of hrppi atli ehbi.2%> At Rhodiapolis,
TL150 shows no late letter forms, and may date from the reign of Perikle or
earlier. Here, the tomb-builder does not mention his wife or children, and we
might wonder whether the use of atli ehbi arose simply because he had no family
to be buried with him. The same may be true of the tomb-builder in TL147, who
again seems (although the inscription is rather fragmentary) not to have
mentioned a wife or children. At Xanthos, a certain Mede states (in TL37) that he
built his tomb for his epiinéni (probably ‘younger brother’2°¢) and atli ‘for
himself. The letter forms of this inscription and the design of the tomb chamber
both suggest a date in the first half of the fourth century (see below). This may be
why Seyer suggests that it was atli ehbi and hrppi atli ehbi, rather than atli alone,
which was the result of Greek influence and used only at a later date, but since
the Greek equivalent is a single pronoun, with no preposition, we might rather
expect atli to be the form most encouraged by a familiarity with Greek.207 Here
again, however, it seems most likely that the use of atli was motivated by the fact

that the other recipient of the tomb was Mede’s brother, rather than his wife and

205 Seyer (2009) 60, 62 (discussing the early layout of the tomb chambers) points out that the
linguistic arguments for the lateness of hrppi atli ehbi are purely hypothetical.

206 Melchert (2004) s.v. epfinéne/i-

207 Seyer (2006) 727. Interestingly, the two other epitaphs in which it appears (TL29 and TL63)
come from a much later date, when Greek influence seems far more likely.
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children, so that it might not automatically have been assumed that he was also

to be buried there himself.

It seems doubtful whether the use of hrppi atli ehbi or atli ehbi (or simply atli
alone) can be considered a definite indication of a late date. Nevertheless it does
seem to have become slightly more common at a later period, meaning that
(somewhat like the use of dates assigned to reliefs) it can in some cases

corroborate a late dating arrived at by other methods.

The suggestion that it arose as a result of Greek influence raises some difficult
questions about the early use of Greek in Lycia. Since the Greek texts of the
bilingual epitaphs seem to be based on the Lycian versions, and the same is true
of many of the early Greek epitaphs, why did the composers of four of the five
‘true’ bilingual epitaphs (TL23, TL56, TL72 and TL117; the exception is TL6) and
of many early Greek epitaphs so consistently use the reflexive pronoun in this
context? The Lycian versions of TL56 and TL72 do not use the words atli ehbi,
meaning that there must have been something inherently ‘Greek’ about the use
of the reflexive pronoun - yet epitaphs of this sort are not found in elsewhere in

Asia Minor until much later.

This question goes to the heart of the problems with discussion of ‘Greek’
influences on Lycia highlighted in the Introduction. When the use of the Greek
language is so clearly adapted for, and made part of, a purely Lycian practice,
where are we to believe that knowledge of the norms of Greek grammar and

language use came from? We are forced to fall back on vague ideas about wider
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knowledge of the norms of Greek grammar and usage, and life in Greek towns: in
the absence of any clear ‘models’, we can only assume that the composers of the
Greek versions of the bilingual inscriptions chose to use the reflexive pronoun
because they were somehow aware that this was usual in Greek. This implies a
high level of fluency in the language, and also (at least in some cases) an
acquaintance with the norms of societies in which it would not automatically be
assumed that the builder of a tomb intended it for his own use. Should we see the
writers of at least some of the bilingual inscriptions as Greek-speaking outsiders
attempting to fit into the norms of Lycian society while preserving their original

identity?

1.23 Phonological change

Another possible indication of date found within inscriptions themselves is the
use of <u> where <a> would be expected, presumably reflecting a sound-change
from original [a"] to [u] (or similar). This alteration occurred primarily where
<d> was in word-final position, and is already seen in one of the inscriptions
from the time of Mithrapata (N315, which has yupu in place of expected yupa),
indicating that it had begun by c. 370-360 at latest. This sound change has been
discussed in detail by Jenniges and Swiggers, who conclude that ‘[i]n the
inscriptions dating from before 360 we find only d. From 340-330 only u forms
are attested. The period 360-330 is a transitional one, marked by a vacillation
between d and u..’.2% They argue, probably correctly, that, during the
‘transitional’ period, the sound change would have been seen in some areas but

not others, and conservative orthography meant that <a> was written in some

208 Jenniges and Swiggers (2000) 117.
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cases where <u> was pronounced.?%° From this, they assign many of the
surviving inscriptions to one of three periods: ‘before 360’, ‘360-(330)’, and ‘340-
330’, suggesting that those in which only <a> is found without any examples of
<u> date from before 360 or, at the very latest, around 350, that those which
show <3> in some words and <u> in others come from a transitional period c.
360-340/30, and that those which use exclusively <u> come from after c.
340/30. As mentioned above, their reliance upon the incorrect assumption that
“ was consistently replaced by Y after 360 is problematic, particularly for the
inscriptions of Limyra. In addition, although the appearance of <u> in place of
<d> does indeed seem to show that an inscription is comparatively late,
retention of <a> certainly does not prove that it was earlier than 360. In
particular, there is no need to consider inscriptions which use both <a> and <u>
as early as the 360- (330)’: TL102 at Limyra, for example, (which appears likely,
for both palaeographical and archaeological reasons, to have been cut later than
330) has <a> in xupd but <u> in ladu, surely because the word xupd appears in
practically every epitaph whereas lada is only comparatively rarely used in the
accusative (the dative, after hrppi, is far more common), meaning that the
original spelling of xupd was more likely to survive, even when its pronunciation
had changed. Such conservatism in orthography - which seems to have been
especially pronounced at Limyra, where it fits well with the retention of early
- would also partially explain the high number of inscriptions at Limyra which
contain the form xupd alongside letter forms (especially V for <a>) which, I

believe, became most common after c. 360 (although it may also be the case that

209 Jenniges and Swiggers (2000) 117-118.

114



the actual sound change took place more slowly in eastern Lycia than further

west).

1.24 Construction and Decoration of tomb

An indication of the date of inscription can also, on occasion, be given by the
appearance or location of the tomb. Of the three types of tomb mentioned in the
Introduction, the pillar tombs are known to be the earliest. However, so few of
these are inscribed that this is of little help here, except to confirm that
inscriptions on stone were not being produced in the sixth and early fifth

century, when most were built.

By contrast to the pillar tombs, sarcophagi and rock tombs appear to have been
vaguely contemporary, and inscriptions are found on both. The fagades of the
rock-tomb gives no clear indication of its date, since all the common forms
appear to be used throughout the fourth century, and into the early third.?1° One
possible exception is the small, single-door type (the ‘Limyra-typus’) used almost
exclusively at Limyra (see fig. 2), which Kuban suggests emerged only towards
the end of the first half of the fourth century.

Attempts are often made to establish the approximate date of tombs from their
relief decoration.?!! However, such dates are often disputed: for example, the

scene carved over grave 9 at Myra (part of the tomb-complex of Hurttuweti) is

210 Demargne and Laroche (1974) 44 (who point out: Tarchitecture des tombes a elle seule ne
peut fournir une date, car il est possible que ces types traditionnels aient été reproduits siécle
apreés siécle.”); Seyer (2006) 719-720.

211 Most notably by Zahle (1979) and Bruns-Ozgan (1987); the reliefs of single tombs or groups
of tombs are discussed by Borchhardt in a number of articles.
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variously dated ‘385-360’, ‘380-360’, ‘340-330’ and even ‘c. 320°.212 Nevertheless,
the dates suggested by grave reliefs can in some cases give increased assurance

to those arrived at by other methods.

A more reliable method of dating a tomb appears to be offered by consideration
of the organisation of the burial chamber. Seyer, after extensive investigation of
tomb at a number of sites, concludes that the following developments can be
seen:213

- The narrow runnel seen in the burial chamber of the tomb at Cindam
(with TL77) is the very earliest form.

- This developed into the earliest widely-used form, a bench (or kliné)
running around all four sides of the burial chamber at ground level,
created by the excavation of a shallow pit in the centre of the floor.

- The most common layout, with raised benches around three sides of the
burial chamber, developed, Seyer suggests, to enable further bodies to be
added with less disturbance of those already buried. He suggests that the
height of the benches (which ranges from c. 50cm to more than 80cm)
tended to increase over time, for the same reason.

- At a somewhat later date the desire for additional burials to be possible
without disturbance of the tomb led to the creation of niches in the burial
chambers: many earlier tombs show the addition of one of more of these

niches, but others were initially built in this way.

212 Seyer (2008) 359; a similar example is given at Seyer (2009) 61 (the reliefs on Tomb 55 at
Myra, dated by Borchhardt and Bruns-Ozgan to the second half of the fourth century, but by
Zahle to c. 380-370). Seyer (2006) 720-721 emphasises the general difficulty of dating reliefs in
Lycia, pointing out that this is due at least in part to Lycia’s distance from the main artistic
centres of the time.

213 Seyer (2006) 51-77.
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1.25 Palaeography of Greek inscriptions

Certain inscriptions (in addition to the Xanthian inscriptions mentioned above)
have a contemporary Greek version of either the builder’s name or the entire
epitaph, and the letter forms seen here can in some cases give a clue as to the
date of the inscription, although since there are so few Greek inscriptions from
the fourth century it is hard to be certain about the development of the
palaeography; in some cases, however, stylistic features such as the use of serifs,
Y and M with parallel hastae, or Q with only a narrow opening at the bottom of

the letter can hint at a date towards the end of the fourth century.

1.26 The Palaeographical Charts

Using my observations about the relative ages of various letter forms, I have
tentatively apportioned the Lycian inscriptions of a number of sites to ‘early’ or
‘late’ phases. Where one person had an obvious effect on the epigraphy either at
the site or nearby, I have used their dates as a guide: so, for example, at Limyra,
inscriptions are said to be ‘pre-Perikle’, ‘time of Perikle’ or ‘after Perikle’. In other
cases, [ have used the broad time periods ‘first half of fourth century’ and ‘second
half of fourth century’ - not intending to imply a definite ‘break’ c. 350, but

simply as a rough guide.
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Chapter 2.

UNDER XANTHIAN DOMINANCE: The Earliest Lycian Inscriptions

Although it apparently took some time for the possibilities presented by writing
on stone to be appreciated in Lycia, these were soon being exploited to the full.
The traditional rock-cut tomb architecture of Lycia meant that inscriptions were
often, unusually, cut directly into the living rock; the earliest epitaphs took this
form. It was not long before the most eminent members of Lycian society began
to exploit the new technology in more striking ways, starting with the
production of that most famous of all Lycian monuments, the Inscribed pillar of
Xanthos (with TL44). However, it is not at Xanthos that the first shorter,
conventional epitaphs are found, but in the smaller mountain-top sites of central

Lycia.

2.1 Phellos and Central Lycia: the Earliest Lycian Epitaphs

Perched on a steep and inaccessible hill-top half a day’s trek from the modern
sea-side resort of Kas (ancient Antiphellos), and directly above the village of
Cukurbag, is the site of Phellos, the Lycian name of which was probably
Wehiite.?14 Little of the ancient city is now visible, but at the west end of the
acropolis is an agora with two free-standing house-tombs. Next to one of these is

what appears to have been a sacrificial area of some sort, with a life-size relief of

214 The location of Phellos was debated throughout the nineteenth century: Spratt and Forbes, in
1842, already thought that it was at ‘Tchookoobye’ [Cukurbag] (Spratt and Forbes (1847) 73),
but Benndorf (quoted in Bean) suggested that the site at Bayindir Liman1 was in fact Phellos.
Bean (1978) 96-97 gives a number of points in favour of Spratt and Forbes’ identification, which
is now universally accepted, e.g. by Marksteiner (2010) 111-115. Lycian name: Melchert (2004)
79 s.v. Wehijite/i; Kolb and Tietz (2001) 358.
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a bull carved into the side wall and a niche in the back wall, over which a Lycian
inscription just remains visible; it is not clear exactly when this area was built,
but an inscription over the niche (TL54) has letter forms which suggest an early
date, perhaps even in the fifth century. Although the site continued to be
occupied into the Roman period, it seems to have particularly flourished during
the early part of the classical period.21> The historian Hekataios mentioned the
town by the name Phellos in around 500, showing that its Greek name was in use
by that point at the latest, and that it was in contact with the wider Aegean world
- which accords with the idea that it was a place of some importance at this

time.216

This impression is further reinforced by the presence of one of the earliest
datable Lycian inscriptions, which is on a large rock-cut tomb (see fig. 3) slightly
downhill and to the south east of the main ‘agora’ area. The inscription, N310
(see fig. 4), states that it was set up éné Arppayuhe yiitawata ‘when Arppayu
ruled’. We know, from the Inscribed pillar at Xanthos and statue bases dedicated
at the Letoon, that Arppayxu was the father of Xeriga, who was also the yahba

(probably ‘grandson’) of Kuprlli, ruler of Xanthos in the mid-fifth century,

215 Coinage: Kolb and Tietz (2001) 357-358. Bean (1978) 98; Marksteiner (2010) 111 states that
‘ein Grofiteil der erhaltenen Ruinen’ stem from the classical period.

216 Bean (1978) 96; Stephanos Byzantios s.v. ®eAAdg (Meineke (1849) 661); Jacoby, FGrH 1 1 F
258. However, according to Stephanos, Hekataios calls Phellos a Pamphylian town: Keen (1998)
79-80 (followed by Pownall, in her commentary on BNJ 1 F 258) argues that ‘this can only mean
that as far as Hecataeus was concerned, the western frontier of Pamphylia came as far as Phellos’
and that he considered ‘Lycia’ synonymous with the territory of Xanthos. However, as Keen
himself points out, typically Lycianpillar tombs are found as far east as Trebendi and Trysa.
Linguistically speaking, the early use of Lycian in inscriptions in the area of Phellos (discussed
below), and of Lycian B at Antiphellos (see p. 276), suggests that Phellos would always have been
considered ‘Lycian’ rather than ‘Pamphylian’, and that Hekataios simply made an error (or,
perhaps, that the city he mentions was a different Phellos). Kolb and Tietz (2001) 358 n. 52
mention a recently published coin of c. 500-480 with the legend ®E, perhaps referring to Phellos
and, if so, giving an interesting indication of the early use both of the town’s Greek name and of
the Greek alphabet.
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making Arppaxu either Kuprlli’s son or his son-in-law; numismatic evidence

(discussed further below) shows that his rule ended before 440.

One other inscription contains the same éné Arppayuhe yatawata phrase, and so
should also date to the mid fifth century: this is TL 77, from Cindam, a site just to
the north-east of Isinda.?l” Isinda, a mountain-top site to the east of Kas, also
flourished in the fifth and early-fourth centuries, and although it is separated
from Phellos by a deep valley (along which the main Kas-Demre road now runs)
it is not surprising to find the two towns being ruled by the same man: the
harbour for Phellos was at Antiphellos (modern Kas), while Isinda was probably
well-connected to the harbour at Sebeda (now Bayindir Limani/ Limanagzi) on
the southern side of the gulf. Since one of the relevant inscriptions is found at
Phellos, which also seems to have been the largest site in the area, Arppaxu was
presumably based there, with the smaller settlements within his territory, such
as Isinda, governed by those bound to him through various ties of allegiance,
most probably familial. The references to Arppayu in these epitaphs make them

the earliest of the datable Lycian inscriptions.

Links between the hill-top towns of central Lycia seem to have been close from
at least the early fifth century: the coinage of that period shows particularly close
links between the towns of Apollonia, Zagaba and Phellos.?18 Kolb and Tietz

describe the chronological and visual links between the coins of Tha, who minted

217 Seyer (2004) 221-236 describes and discusses the site, the tomb and the inscription in detail.
As discussed in Chapter 1 Bryce is reluctant to accept that inscriptions were being produced this
early, but since the appearance of the tomb and palaeography of the inscription both suggest an
early date, his concerns appear unfounded.

218 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 365-369.
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in Phellos, Zagaba and Apollonia; Thibanuma, who minted at Zagaba and
Apollonia; and Ite, who minted at Apollonia. They conclude that this shows a
‘dynasteia-System’, with a single family and their followers wielding power in the
area in the period c. 480/70 to c. 450/40. Since, of these coin-issuers, only Tha
minted coins at Phellos, they argue that the dynasty was based at Apollonia, the

larger of the other two sites.

How Arppayu related to this earlier dynasty is uncertain. The éné ... yfitawata
‘ruler formula’ (discussed in more detail below) provides apparently irrefutable
evidence that he ruled a substantial area around Phellos and Isinda. He himself
seems not to have struck any coinage (although it is of course possible that he
simply did not place his own name on the coins he struck - there are enough
anepigraphic coins and coins bearing only place-names to make this a distinct
possibility), with the result that the extent of his power and the relationship
between him and the previous rulers of Phellos remain much debated.?1® Did he
fail to mint coins because he held power only under the auspices of a more

powerful man?

Almost certainly. That man was his father, Kuprlli, who struck coins between c.
485 and c. 440.220 Most of Kuprlli’s coins do not carry a place name, but the
majority are struck on the light weight standard of western Lycia and this, in

combination with the use of the Ar7i legend (for ArAina ‘Xanthos’), certainly

219 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 387, for example, argue that the ‘Miinzrecht’ was ‘ein begrenztes
Privileg selbst innerhalb der Dynastenfamilien.’

220 Mgrkholm and Zahle (1972) 75-77: it should be noted that both the start and end date are
highly conjectural - the start date, in particular, relies on four coins from the Asyut hoard (from
the Nile Delta) dated c. 475, and Kraay (1977) 194 suggests that they could have been added to
the hoard some time later).
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implies that he was based at Xanthos. However, he also issued a substantial
number of coins on the heavy standard, which was used further east, and there
are a few examples labelled Zemuri ‘Limyra’, apparently indicating that he was,
at least at one point, in overall control of all of Lycia.??! The likely explanation for
Kuprlli’s use of the heavy weight-standard is that some of these coins were
minted at Phellos, and that he had overall control of central Lycia at this point
through Arppaxu. Furthermore, a hemiobol of Zagaba has an obverse type of a
lion lying down, facing right and looking back over its shoulder, which is almost
identical to the obverse type of a tetrobol emission of Kuprlli, with the reverse
types of the two coins also very similar, suggesting that the coin of Zagaba was

minted either by Kuprlli or by someone connected to him - possibly Arppayu.222

The question then arises of how Arppayu and Kuprlli gained control of Phellos
and the surrounding area and apparently, at some point, of Zagaba and Limyra.
Did they wrest control from the dynasty of Tha, Thibanuwa and Ite, or did they

somehow inherit it legitimately?

There are no known die-links between Kuprlli and the coins of Tha, Thibanuwa
and Ite, but Kolb and Tietz note that the triskeles on the reverse type of one coin
of Kuprlli has a leg ending in a griffin’s head, which links it to coins of Thibanuwa

showing a triskeles with legs ending in a goose’s head, a chicken’s head and a

221 Mgrkholm and Zahle (1976) 75; Vismara (1989b) 177 (no. 104); Keen (1998) 113.

222 Mgrkhom and Zahle (1972) 59-70 and 75 (identifying Xanthos and Limyra as the only towns
where he definitely produced coinage); Kolb and Tietz (2001) 369-370. The hemiobol of Zagaba
was first published by Kolb and Tietz (2001) 401-402 and Abb. 61.
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griffin’s head.?23 They suggest dates of 480/70 to 450/40 for the coins of the
rulers Tha, Thibanuwa, and Ite and hence for their control over Apollonia,
Zagaba and (at least for some of that time) Phellos.?2# Since, as already
mentioned, Kuprlli’s coins appear to have been struck c. 485 - c. 440, all four
would have been minting simultaneously at some point. However, this need not
prove that Kuprlli ever minted coins at the same place and time as one of the
other rulers, since none of his coins of Phellos or Zagaba can be dated accurately
enough to prove whether they were anterior to, contemporary with, or later than

those of the other men who issued coins there.

One explanation of the numismatic evidence suggests that Arppayu was Kuprlli’s
son-in-law rather than his son, an argument deriving from the fact that he ruled
at Phellos rather than at Xanthos and that the former was also his son Xeriga’s
main power base for at least part of his reign. This scenario envisages Arppaxu
inheriting control of Phellos legitimately from the previous ruler, with the town
then coming into Kuprlli’s sphere of influence when Arppaxu married his
daughter; it would account for a situation in which the dynasts of central Lycia
and the dynasts of Xanthos apparently minted coins in the same area at the same
time.225> However, the fact that Arppayu, although described in the inscriptions as
the ruler of the Phellos area, did not issue coins himself suggests some
disruption of the political status quo at the time. Furthermore, why would a

member of a previous ruling dynasty have allowed his father-in-law to take over

223 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 362, 370 (although it should be noted that the coins of Tha, Thibanuwa
and Ite also show no die-links, suggesting that the mints at the various sites operated
independently; see Kolb and Tietz (2001) 365).

224 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 368.

225 Mgrkholm and Zahle (1972) 87.
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all responsibility for minting coins in his ancestral seat at a time when other

members of his family were still minting coins themselves?

Since the dating of the coinage is necessarily approximate, a more plausible
scenario can be suggested in which Kuprlli and his family (with Arppayu leading
the expedition) seized control of Phellos and the surrounding area, including - at
a minimum - Isinda and the bay of Antiphellos, from the previous rulers.
Arppayu would then have ruled it on his father’s behalf, with coins minted in the
name of his father, who was by that point the overlord of most of Lycia. The fact
that Xeriga began to mint coins at Phellos around 440 need not show that
Arppayu was for some reason not qualified to succeed Kuprlli: equally - or more
- likely is that he predeceased his father, meaning that Xeriga inherited control
of Phellos from his father Arppayu before gaining overall control of the territory

of Xanthos on the death of his grandfather, Kuprlli.226

Meanwhile, it is possible that Thibanuwa'’s family was still clinging to control of
Apollonia (perhaps after making a treaty with the Xanthians) and minting coins
there. Kuprlli’s minting of coins at Zagaba implies that he also took control of
that town at some point, adopting the coin types used by earlier rulers in order
to reinforce the authority of his coinage and his rule; whether this happened at
the same time as, or some time after, the conquest of Phellos is impossible to

know.227

226 Mgrkholm and Zahle (1976) 59-60.

227 The likelihood of Zagaba being annexed at the same time as, or prior to, Phellos is of course
much higher if Schiirr is correct in his suggestion that the town was at Seyret/Gokcedren
(between Xanthos and Phellos) rather than at Avsar Tepesi.

124



Shortly afterwards, during the reigns of Xeriga (c. 440-410) and Xeréi, individual
rulers based in central Lycia, but under the overall control of Xanthos, certainly
did mint coins in their own names, and possibly also in the names of their
Xanthian overlords.??8 By contrast, Arppayu’s appearance in the ‘ruler formula’
despite the absence of coins issued in his name suggests that at this early point
the rulers of Zagaba and Apollonia, even if they retained control of their territory
as subjects of Kuprlli, would also have ceased to mint their own coinage (since
this privilege seems, at that point, to have been denied even to Kuprlli's own

son).

On the other hand, there is no concrete evidence for a violent takeover of central
Lycia by Kuprlli’s family, and it is also possible that Arppaxu married a woman
from the ruling family, with Phellos and Zagaba given as a dowry and Apollonia
never directly under his control.?2° One final indication that Arppaxu was indeed
part of the Xanthian ruling family rather than that of central Lycia is his name,
which is the Lycian version of Harpagos - the name of the Persian general who
had conquered Xanthos in the sixth century - and therefore especially

appropriate for a scion of the ruling house of Xanthos.230

228 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 372. For example, Sppfitaza and Teththiweibi minted coins at
Apollonia; some of these carry the symbol \V and V, also seen on the coins of Xer&i and Xeriga,
which Kolb and Tietz suggest, very plausibly, may indicate the coin issuers’ allegiance to Xanthos
(although note that Vismara (1996) 222 suggests that it stands for y7itawata ‘king’, which is also
possible).

229 If Herodotus (1.173.4-5) is correct to see Lycia as a matrilineal society this perhaps makes it
easier to understand a scenario in which the marriage of Arppaxu to one of Kuprlli’s daughters
would have meant that overall control of the area passed from his family to hers. However, there
is no further evidence to substantiate Herodotus’ claim (see Marksteiner (2010) 19; Asheri
(2007) 195 ad loc., with further references), and it is still hard to understand why Arppaxu would
not have minted any coins showing his own name (assuming that he really did not) when the
central Lycian dynasty apparently allowed so many members of their family to do this.

230 Neumann (2007) 23 (s.v. arppayu-). The ruling family of Xanthos from Arppayxu onwards are
often referred to as the ‘Harpagids’. Bryce (1982) 332 suggests that they might have been ‘the
products of a marriage alliance between a native Lycian family and the family of Harpagos’; cf.
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Phellos would have been an important territorial acquisition for the rulers of the
Xanthos valley: it overlooks the valley leading west from Myra to Antiphellos;
controls Antiphellos and its bay, the first good harbour east of the Xanthos
valley; and, to the north, commands the valley which connects the Kasaba valley
(formed by the rivers Tokluca and Bogluca before they join to flow down to
Myra) to the Xanthos valley by way of Gékcedren/Seyret and Uziimlii (near
where, at least in the Roman period, the aquaduct bringing water to Xanthos
began). Gaining control of the town and the harbour would have been a great
fillip for the Xanthians in their struggle to dominate Lycia and, maybe, as

discussed below, to become independent of Athenian control.

If Arppayu’s family had indeed taken Phellos and Isinda by force this provides an
interesting context for the two inscriptions which name him. These texts contain
a number of the features which became standard in Lycian epitaphs, and I

therefore quote them both in full before discussing them in some detail.?3!

also Asheri (2007) 197, who records (pp. 68 and 197) that they are supposed to have been
Herodotus’ source of information on the Persian conquest of Asia Minor.

231 Texts are based on Melchert (2001); the text of TL 77 is also given in Seyer (2004) 225 (with
photograph, Abb. 11, p. 232). I have been able to check the reading of N310 on the original
monument (it is now slightly less legible than when first published, but those letters which can
still be seen are as stated by M.), but not that of TL 77.
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2.2 Epitaphs from the time of Arppayxu

Epitaph of Xlastini at Phellos (N310; figs. 3 and 4)

ebéiné: yup[a: mjéne: prinawaté
xlastini: magabatah: tideimi
xali: qgehnnite ti: ebéfiné:

é[né]: arppaxuhe: yat[aw]ata

‘This tomb, Xlastini son of Magabata built it, who

(?)bought this (?)precinct. Under the rule of Arppaxu.’

This inscription is carved on a large rock-cut tomb (two storeys, with three

‘doors’).

Epitaph of Nturugaxi at Cindam, near Isinda (TL 77)

ebéiiné: priinawd meti prinaw-
até: fiturigaya: Odi tideimi éné: arpppayuhe:

hrppi: ladi: ehbi: se tideime: ehbije yfitawata:?3?

232 Seyer’s text differs from Kalinka’s and Melchert’s in giving the name of the grave-builder as
ABurigayd rather than fiturigayd; unfortunately the letter in question is not visible on the
photograph given in his article, although the sketch in Kalinka clearly shows a <t> (the accuracy
of these sketches differ, but they do in some cases show the monuments in a slightly better state
of preservation, suggesting that the original reading might have been correct). More importantly,
he gives the verb as priinawé/te rather than the usual form priinaw/até as read by Kalinka. Again,
Kalinka’s sketch shows <a> at the start of line 2, and while the photograph in Seyer’s article is not
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“This house-tomb, [it was] Nturigaya son of @a
who built it, for his wife and his children. Under

the rule of Arppayu.’233

This inscription is on a sarcophagus of a very unusual design. The bottom
chamber is carved directly out of the rock, and had a two-door fagade like that of
a rock-tomb, with a ‘beam-ends’ imitating a wooden door-frame and a ‘pole-roof’
over the entrance. The lid of the tomb is ogive, like that of a standard
sarcophagus, with ‘beam-ends’ extruding from the roof, and a plain ‘door-frame’
end, with a small entrance. It seems likely that, as was usual for tombs with two
chambers, the upper chamber would have been reserved for the tomb-builder

and his wife, with the lower chamber used by his children.

The second of these two epitaphs, TL77, is of particular interest for a number of
reasons. Firstly, it shows that, as early as the mid-fifth century, literacy was not
limited to major centres such as Phellos. Although Isinda, too, was a
comparatively important site, Cindam itself was a small and comparatively
isolated place. Nevertheless, one of its inhabitants was willing to go to the
trouble and expense of placing on his tomb an inscription which, we might

imagine, would have been seen by few, and comprehended by even fewer (since,

easily legible, it seems to me that there is more space for a vowel at the start of the second line
than at the end of the first. At the end of the second line, <i> is directly below the <w> of
priinawate, just before a crack in the stone which separates the two halves of the inscription,
which suggests that the antepenultimate letter of priinawaté was indeed in that position and was
presumably, as Kalinka states, an <a>.

233 Based on the German translation (by Heiner Eichner) given at Seyer (2004) 225.
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as discussed in the Introduction, it is likely that literacy in Lycia was low at this

point, although we have no direct evidence for this).

What might have inspired his decision? Possible answers to this question rely
heavily on the assumption that the tomb-builder would have been a man of
particular importance in the area.?3* As such, we may assume that he would have
travelled comparatively widely throughout Lycia, and have seen the funerary
monuments of the larger Lycian towns; as will be seen, he was certainly in
contact with the élites of such places. His use of a carved epitaph must be put
into the wider context of the creation of the rock-cut tomb, which would have
involved far more expense and effort to create than the inscription. In view of the
absence of other tombs at Cindam, we may assume that a craftsman must have
been employed from elsewhere to create the tomb - perhaps from Isinda or
Phellos, but possibly from further afield. Assuming that the same man was
responsible for cutting the inscription, it might simply have been another form of
decoration which he was able to add, with little effort on the part of the man who
commissioned the tomb. However, since the majority of tombs were not
inscribed, it seems unlikely that this would have been the case. In addition, as far
as its poor state of preservation allows us to judge, the carving of the letters is
rather irregular; this, together with the three <p>s in Arppayu, suggests that the
stonemason was not an especially skilled letter-cutter. Rather, Nturigay3, having
decided to build a grand tomb (probably the first example of such a thing in the
immediate vicinity) presumably asked specifically for a epitaph to be added,

having seen examples of such texts elsewhere.

234 Seyer (2004) 227.
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As will be discussed shortly, the formulaic wording employed here seems to have
arisen from a desire to emphasise the prestige conferred by the ability to build a
tomb, as well as to record the ownership not only of the original builder, but also
of his children. In this example, certainly, the inscription is closely tied to the
design of the tomb as a whole: it is placed between the entrances to the two

chambers, indicating that both were reserved for those it mentioned.235

However, the advertisement of wealth and of ownership of the tomb may not
have been the only reason for the use of this inscription: if Nturigaxa, whether
because his household was the only one in the area or because he was the leader
of a small community, had long been the most powerful man in the vicinity, his
tomb would have been sufficient in itself as a display of his wealth, and his
ownership of it would not have been in question. Instead, I would suggest, the
key to the appearance of an isolated inscription in this apparently out-of-the-way

place is the use of the ‘ruler formula’.

The importance of this element is indicated by the unusual layout of the
inscription: rather than running straight across facade of the tomb, the text is
divided in two, with the opening lines to the left, and the ‘ruler formula’ inscribed
separately on the right. A break in the stone divides the two sections, and the fact
that the main part of the inscription stops on the left-hand edge of this indicates
that the break was there before the inscription was carved, and was deliberately

used to separate the two parts. Far from acting simply as an indication of the

235 Seyer (2007) 133.
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date at which a tomb was built, the ‘ruler formula’ indicated Nturigaxa’s
allegiance to Arppayu and also, perhaps, the fact that the tomb-builder was able
to rely on Arppayu’s protection.?36 It was not, then, intended primarily for those
subordinate to Nturigaya, but for any who, in the instability resulting from the
Xanthian overthrow of the earlier rulers of central Lycia, might have attempted
to seize control of his tomb, and the land in which it stood. Having chosen to
support Arppayu, Nturigaya decided to advertise this fact in order to take
advantage of the protection it might afford him. Indeed, we might even wonder
(as with the tomb of Merehi, discussed further on in this chapter), whether
Nturigaya had received the land around Cindam as a reward for his support of
the new ruler, and had built his tomb on it as an indication of ownership, with
the aim of impressing the established inhabitants; the epitaph would have been
an extra way to achieve this if any of them were literate, but would have been

mainly intended for outsiders.

A similar emphasis on the idea of ownership seems to be visible in Xlastini’s
epitaph (N310). The meaning of the third line remains obscure, but it appears to
record Xlastini’s acquisition of the land on which the tomb was built: the noun
xali can be connected with the Hittite word hali- meaning ‘animal pen’ and
therefore seems likely to refer to an enclosed piece of land.?3” The yali here
presumably lay around the tomb, although we cannot now tell how large an area

it comprised. Possibly it was surrounded by a wall, making a space (similar to the

236 Seyer (2004) 226-7 discusses this formula, concluding that until we know the precise
meaning of éné it is impossible to know whether it was intended as a dating formula or a ‘feudal
formula’.

237 Neumann (2007) s.v. yali. Kloekhorst (2008b) s.v. hali-). Melchert (2004) s.v. xale/i- suggests
‘precinct, sphere of control’.
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flattened areas carved out of the rock in front of many tombs at Limyra) to be

used for some form of funerary cult.238

The verb gehrinite is also found only here; from the context it appears to mean
‘buy’ or ‘obtain’ (although the usual Lycian word for ‘buy’ is ije-, as seen in TL48).
As Neumann points out, its use implies a ‘Rechtsakt’ of some type, whether
buying or renting, and was presumably intended to combat any later doubt
about Xlastini’s legal claim to the land.?3? Although the precise words are not
found elsewhere, emphasis on the legality of the construction of the tomb is also
found in, for example, the inscriptions on the Pajawa sarcophagus (see Chapter
3.3). Here, as with Nturigaya’s epitaph at Cindam, it is possible that not merely
the inclusion of the ‘ruler formula’ but rather the entire act of inscribing an
epitaph resulted from some particular connection between Xlastini and Arppayu,
and was intended to show that the former’s claim to the piece of land on which
the tomb was built was sanctioned and guaranteed by the latter. The name of
Xlastini’s father, Megabata, may support this argument, since it is clearly a Lycian
version of the Persian name Megabates - suggesting that his family, like that of
Arppaxu, had some link, either real or imagined, to the Achaemenid

administration.

Diether Schiirr has recently argued that the use of the formulaic Lycian epitaphs
was part of a tradition of tomb-building seen across all of Lycia, and that this was

largely uninfluenced by the rulers of various towns, who often used the alphabet

238 Seyer (2004) 234-236.
239 Neumann (2007) s.v. gehiini-.
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on coin legends, but seldom in order to commemorate deceased members of
their family.240 To some extent, this appears to be true, but the two inscriptions
discussed here suggest that there often was some connection between the rulers
of the town and the production of epigraphy by others; the same phenomenon is
perhaps seen at Xanthos, with the epitaph of Merehi (see Chapter 2.10). The

opening lines of the inscriptions, though, shows that other factors were also at

play.

2.3 Excursus: the Lycian ‘Building formula’
Both inscriptions - as well as the slightly later epitaph of Merehi - begin in a way
which continued to be used across Lycia throughout the period during which the

Lycian language was inscribed:

N310: ebéniné: yup[a: m]éne: priinawaté ylastini ‘“This tomb, Xlastini built it...
TL77: ebéfné: prinawd meti prinawaté: fiturigayd: ‘This tomb, [it was] Nturigaya

who built [it]..

This form of words, to which I refer for convenience as the ‘building formula’,
appears to have become entirely conventional (although never obligatory) in
Lycian epitaphs, and I shall therefore discuss it in some detail here.?41 Around

two thirds of all known Lycian tomb inscriptions begin with a sentence of this

240 Schiirr (2013) 32-34.

241 Borchhardt, Eichner, Pesditschek and Ruggendorfer (1997-1999) 60-63 describe it as a
‘Graberbauungsformel’; Kloekhorst (2011), in his discussion, calls it the ‘opening formula’. There
is widespread scholarly consensus about its general meaning, which is confirmed by a number of
bilingual inscriptions (e.g. Laroche in Demargne (1974) 128-129; Neumann in Borchhardt (ed.)
(1975) 150; Bryce (1986) 73-88).
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type.242 As Table 3 shows, the proportion of inscriptions in which it was used
varied from site to site, but it is found to some extent right across Lycia; it is most
frequent at Pinara, Myra and Limyra, the first in the Xanthos valley, and the other
two on the opposite side of the peninsula. While inscriptions at Myra and Limyra
give far more additional information than those at Pinara, the initial sentences
are remarkably uniform. However, the picture is distorted by the fact that there
are far more tombs and tomb inscriptions at Limyra than at any other single site
in Lycia. It is therefore inevitable that the ‘building formula’ appears in many
inscriptions there; in fact these make up a smaller proportion of the total

number of inscriptions than at many other sites.

Site  (Lycian Epitaphs Epitaphs with ‘building formula’
name) Number % of total
Telmessos 5 3 60%
Pinara 13 11 85%

Tlos 8 1 12.5%
Kadyanda 4 0 0%
Xanthus 13 10 77%
Phellos 4 3 75%
Antiphellos 7 5 71%
Isinda 3 1 33%
Central 14 8 57%
Lycia?43

Myra 15 11 73%
Limyra 55 27 49%

Table 3: Epitaphs and the ‘building formula’ at key Lycian sites.

The chief components of the ‘building formula’ are: a word for the tomb,
preceded by a deictic pronoun, usually ébéfiné; a sequence mene/méne or méti,

probably consisting of a conjunction me and pronouns n and e/ti; a past tense

242 Between 159 and 165 of the known Lycian inscriptions were inscribed on funerary
monuments, and approximately 95 of these begin with the ‘funerary formula’.
243 Central Lycia = Kyaneai, Korba, Tiise, Tyberissos, Timiussa, and Simena.

134



verb in the third person singular, usually prinawaté ‘he built’; and the name of

the builder, usually with the patronymic.244

Some parts of the formula could be expressed by a number of alternative words.
The two inscriptions from the time of Arppayu use priinawa (TL77) and yupa
(N310) to refer to the tomb; these are the two words most frequently found. Of
the two, yupa is most common (appearing in around 40% of epitaphs), and
seems to specifically designate a rock-cut tomb.24> By contrast, priinawa is used
of both sarcophagi (as in TL77) and rock-cut tombs; it (and the related verb
priinawate) comes from the root *parn-, cognate with Hittite per-/ parn- ‘house,
household’, Luw. parna- ‘house’, Lyd bira- ‘house’.?46 This suggests that the
Lycians, at least originally, envisaged their tombs as ‘houses’ for the dead; the
representation of beams and doors on the facades of many tombs (generally
supposed to be modelled on Lycian houses of the period) reinforces this
impression.?4” Other terms found in this position in the building formula include
tezi (used only of sarcophagi), ntata (also used to refer to individual burial

chambers) and erawazija.?8

Word order
One noticeable feature of the building formula is that the name of the builder

does not appear until the middle of the sentence, and it is the word designating

244 For other discussions of this formula see, inter alia, Bryce (1986) 115ff, Demargne, P and
Laroche, E (ed) (1974).

245 Neumann (2007) s.v. yupa ‘Felsgrab’.

246 Melchert (2004) 51; Neumann (2007) s.v. priinawa-; Kloekhorst (2008b) s.v. per/parn-.

247 Kuban (2012) 24-29.

248 For a full discussion of the vocabulary used to describe various types of Lycian tombs, see
Benda-Weber (2005) 85-86.
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the tomb, often accompanied by a demonstrative pronoun, which stands at the
beginning of the inscription. This emphasises the tomb itself, rather than the
identity of the builder: Borchhardt et al, for example, describe how ‘der
Akkusativausdruck ebénné yupd erscheint in topikalisierender Satzperspektive
in die  Satzpitzstellung  geriickt, ~wahrend die  nominativische
Subjektsbezeichnung ... erst hinter der eingeschoben nasalierten Verbalform

aufscheint’.249

Particle sequence

The most puzzling feature of the building inscriptions is the string of particles
which follows the object. There are two main variants, méne and méti: both were
clearly in use by the mid fourth century, since Xlastini’s epitaph (N310) has méne
but Nturigayd’s (TL77) has meti (which might be either a forerunner or a variant
of the commoner méti). Kloekhorst has suggested convincingly that these two
sequences should be analysed as me-n-e and me-n-ti. The meaning of me remains
obscure: it often seems to mark the start of a new sentence, but clearly cannot
have that function here. Kloekhorst translates it as ‘well’; other scholars often
omit it in translations, although it is on occasion translated into German as
‘nun’.250 The two other elements, according to Kloekhorst’s analysis, are both
pronouns, with n an accusative enclitic pronoun referring back to the tomb, and
either e (a nominative singular pronoun) or ti (a nominative singular relative

pronoun) used to refer forward to the subject of the sentence, which is

249 Borchhardt, Eichner, Pesditschek and Ruggendorfer (1997-1999) 61.

250 Omitted in e.g. Borchhardt, Eichner, Pesditschek and Ruggendorfer (1997-1999); Kogler
(2007) 118 uses nun’ (as a particle with a sense similar to English ‘well’). Both Melchert (2004)
s.v. me and Neumann (2007) s.v. me describe it as a conjunction rather than a particle, but if so it
seems to have a very weak meaning, since it is clear that the usual Lycian word for ‘and’ is se,
while ‘but’ would not fit the various contexts in which it appears.
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‘dislocated’ to the right.2>1 He suggests that the word for the tomb is emphasised
by its dislocation to the left, which he sees as ‘logical’ because the inscription is
placed on it, and that this in turn causes the dislocation of the builder’s name to

the right.

If the builder wished to emphasise his own name, he could then do so using ti
‘who’; this is a very common alternative, particularly at Limyra (where mene is
seen only once, in TL103).252 A further refinement placed the builder’s name at
the start of the inscription, followed by the enclitic pronoun n (which here,
combined with -a, > -@) and then the reflexive pronoun ti, as in e.g. TL126 (from
Limyra):
Prddewa ti: priinawafte]:... ‘|1t is] Prddewa who built it...”

This variation, which emphasises the builder’s name yet more strongly, is seen in

around eight inscriptions - the majority of which, again, are from Limyra.2>3

The stylised nature of the building formula raises interesting questions about
how it might have emerged, and how widespread we should understand it to
have been as early as the middle of the fifth century. How deliberate was the
‘dislocation’ of the object and subject from their usual positions at this time? Did
Nturigaya (or the person who composed the epitaph on his behalf) consciously
decide to use the relative pronoun, ti, rather than the personal pronoun e, or was
this simply the form of words with which he was familiar? Did he intentionally

omit the accusative pronoun n or had its inclusion not yet become standard?

251 Kloekhorst (2011) 13-23.
252 Kloekhorst (2011) 18.
253 Kloekhorst (2011) 17-18.
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Such questions will be touched on again below, but the appearance of such an
apparently complex construction even in the earliest inscriptions may lead us to
suspect that we are, here, seeing only one element of a more highly developed

funerary culture.

Lycian usage differs noticeably from that of many other epigraphic traditions,
particularly in the rarity of any omission of either the object or the verb -
funerary inscriptions elsewhere are often extremely elliptical. Nevertheless,
there are many inscriptions, both funerary and non-funerary and from a variety
of times and places, which provide illuminating contrasts to, or comparisons

with, to the Lycian inscriptions.

2.4 Parallels for — and contrasts with - the Lycian building formula

Parallels for inscriptions which begin by mentioning the inscribed object and
describe its erection or dedication using a third person verb are found in many
diverse epigraphic traditions, from a wide range of locations and periods, not
only on funerary inscriptions but also on dedications and building inscriptions.
The most obvious comparanda for the Lycian epitaphs are inscriptions in other
local languages of Anatolia, Lydian, Carian and paleo-Phrygian - although
funerary inscriptions form a far smaller proportion of inscriptions in these

languages than in Lycian.
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Most known Lydian funerary inscriptions come from the necropolis at Sardis.25*
Many share very similar wording (although this is not quite as formulaic as the

Lycian epitaphs). The example given here is inscribed on a marble stele. It reads:

ess vdnas sivimlis armda-
vlis akit qis....
‘This grave [is] of Sivams$ [son] of Armavs, and whoever...." (followed by a

curse on anyone who damages the tomb).

The words ess vanas (demonstrative pronoun + word for tomb) appear in all the
Lydian funerary inscriptions, always in initial position, suggesting a
preoccupation with the physical presence of the tomb similar to that shown by
the Lycian inscriptions. One key difference is that in the Lycian inscriptions the
word xupa or prinawa is actually inscribed on the tomb to which it refers,
whereas vdnas seems to refer to the tomb in front of which the inscribed stele
was placed, rather than to the stele itself.2>> The other crucial difference is the
absence of a verb of building (or, in this case, of any verb at all); even though
Sivdim$ would presumably have prepared his tomb before his death, he
apparently did not feel the need to emphasise the act of building in the same way

that Lycian tomb-builders did.

254 Gusmani (1964) 251-257, funerary inscriptions from Sardis: nos. 3, 5, 6, 8-15 are on marble
stelai; no. 4 on a limestone slab closing a chamber tomb, shaped in imitation of a panelled door;
no.7 on a limestone pillar which was found standing upright around 4.3 metres from the
doorway of a tomb with a single chamber, presumably still in its original position.

255 Gusmani (1964) 222 gives the definition ‘Grabkammer’, suggested by the use of Aramaic m’rt
‘cave’. However, he also points out the link to Luv. wanni- and Hitt. wanai- both meaning ‘stele’ ;
despite his note that the comparison is clear ‘in spite of the divergent meanings’, this also seems
to allow for the possibility that vdnas does in fact refer to the stele.
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Certain similarities to these Lydian inscriptions can be seen in the Carian
epitaphs both of Caria itself and of Egypt. Our limited knowledge of the
vocabulary of Carian, and the fact that all but one of the inscriptions appear on
fragments of stone blocks or stelai, makes it very hard to identify funerary
inscriptions; at present only seven are thought to have been found in Caria
itself.256 The other noticeable feature of Carian epigraphy is the fact that many of
the inscriptions in fact come from Egypt, where they were placed on the graves
of Carian mercenaries in the necropolis at Memphis; around 170 such
inscriptions are known, mostly epitaphs. Of the inscriptions from mainland
Caria, five appear to contain a word referring to the tomb. For example, two

inscriptions from Tralleis read:

séi amt[ and an sidi a-
paus rtmi paus
art{ }mon parnaq’ 257

séi (and sidl, a variant of the same word) seems to be a noun referring to the

tomb or stele; all the other words are thought to be personal names.258

The inscriptions from Memphis show a similar simplicity, although the word

used to describe the tomb is upe or ue, each of which may mean either ‘stele’ (or

256 Adiego (2007a) 287.

257 Adiego (2007) 130-131: C. Tr 1 (on a stele) and C. Tr 2 (on a block of stone).

258 There is, however, a problem with the identification of Carian funerary inscriptions; the word
sdi is only thought to mean ‘tomb’ (or similar) because it appears in funerary inscriptions, but
there is a danger of circularity here since funerary inscriptions (which are mainly on mere blocks
of stone) can only be identified through the appearance of words such as sdi...
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‘tomb’ more generally).2°° Many inscriptions omit the word for the tomb
altogether, but it does appear in 17 of the 56 epitaphs. Only E. Me 26, however,

uses the demonstrative pronoun as well:

[..]Jus | upe sa | triels mrsis ‘this (is)the stele [or tomb] of ...u, (son?) of

Triel, mrsis [perhaps an ethnic]’.

As far as we can tell, none of the Carian inscriptions contain a verb - they are a
statement of the identity of the deceased, rather than a record of the erection of

the monument per se.

Of all the inscriptions in Anatolian languages, it is the paleo-Phrygian
inscriptions with which the Lycian inscriptions have most in common. The
relevant texts are dedications rather than epitaphs. One good example comes
from the rock-shrine at Midas City (Midas sehri or Yazilikaya, in Eskisehir
province; second quarter of the sixth century).?¢? The main inscription, carved

over the ‘false door’ of the shrine, reads:

ates : arkiaevais: akenanogavos: midai: lavagtaei: vanaktei: edaes 26!

The inscription is not entirely understood, but seems to read:

259 Adiego (2007) 426; 429-430. The connection between the two words is obscure; Adiego
suggests (p. 426) that ue might derive from upe through loss of the intervocalic p, but also points
out that there might in fact be no connection between the two. He suggests that the word upe
(and its variants upa and wpe) may be connected to Lycian yupa ‘tomb’. If this is correct, it
suggests that upe, at least in origin, was a designation for the tomb rather than the stele per se.

260 Berndt-Ersoz (2006) 232-234.

261 Brixhe and Lejeune (1984) 8: M-01a.
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‘Ates [son of?] Arkiaeva dedicated the akenanogavos [or ‘Ates [son of]
Arkiaeva, the akenanogavos dedicated (this)] to/ for Midas lavakte and

vanakte’. 262

The general visual effect is quite similar to a Lycian rock-tomb, although more
chaotic - and far more elaborate - than most of these; the idea of ‘petrification’ of
domestic or religious architecture seems to indicate a shared Anatolian interest
in the permanence of rock architecture. To the best of our knowledge this
inscription is a dedication which, like the Lycian building formula, contains a

main verb in the third person, and possibly a direct object.

Another, very similar, inscription on the right hand side of the facade reads:

baba: memevais: proitavos: kpiyanaveyos: sikeneman: edaes?63

‘Baba [son of] Memeva proitavos kgiyanaveyos dedicated the sikeneman’.

Berndt-Ersoz suggests that proitavos is a title, and k¢eiyanaveyos an ethnic, with
sikeneman referring to the object dedicated, maybe an image placed inside the
niche. She argues: ‘the fact that the dedication was not put on the object itself
may also explain why it was necessary to specifically mention the object by
name’ but it is not clear to me that such an explanation is in fact needed: the
explicit mention of the object dedicated could well be intended simply to draw

attention to it in the same way that Lycian inscriptions draw attention to the

262 Brixhe and Lejeune (1984) 8; Berndt-Ersoz (2006) 72.
263 Brixhe and Lejeune (1984) 10: W-01a.
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tombs.26* The fact that the Lycian funerary formula has more in common with
dedicatory inscriptions on shrines than with inscriptions on funerary stelai may
support the argument that it developed from a desire to draw attention to the
builder and his building of the tomb, rather than to its role as a grave or a

monument.

Turning towards the Aegean world - the ‘source’ of the alphabet, and, therefore,
in the most basic sense at least, of Lycian epigraphic culture - it is striking that
few of the Greek speaking areas in the vicinity of Lycia have a strong epigraphic
habit in the fifth or fourth centuries: there are a few examples of decrees,
dedications and epitaphs in Greek from the Knidos penisula, but little epigraphy
of any sort in Pamphylia or Pisidia until the third or second centuries, and
certainly no funerary inscriptions comparable to those of Lycia.26> There are
many fourth century epitaphs from Rhodes and Samos, but most of these consist
merely of names and patronymics, at first in the nominative or genitive, later in
the genitive or dative.?¢¢ Similarly, at Athens - with which, as will be seen below,
Lycia came into extensive, although not always friendly, contact - the majority of
fifth and fourth century funerary monuments consisted of stelai, bearing only the
name of the deceased in the nominative, their patronym in the genitive, and in

some cases an ethnic.267

264 Berndt-Ersoz (2006) 72-73.

265 Cnidos peninsula: IRhodianPeraia; Pisidia: ICentralPisidia, IBurdur; Pamphylia: Brixhe (1976),
with supplements.

266 Rhodes: Fraser (1977); 1G XII 1 gives few examples of fifth and fourth century inscriptions
other than gravestones. Samos: IG XII VI pt II.

267 See Hildebrandt (2006), esp. the catalogue at pp. 215-387.
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The difference between the Lycian epigraphic habit and the various epigraphic
habits of Greece is in one sense unsurprising. If the alphabet was first seen on
ceramics and coins, the earliest Lycian literates might easily have learnt the
letters of the alphabet and, for example, how to write a name, without ever
seeing an inscription in Greek. While coinage and pottery travel easily, stone

inscriptions - and therefore epigraphic practices on stone - do not.

2.5 Other key elements

Two other key formulaic elements must be mentioned briefly here. The first is
the ‘hrppi-clause’, which states who the tomb has been built for: most commonly,
this is the builder’s ladi se tideime ‘wife and children’ (as in TL77), but it can also
be a tuhes ‘nephew/niece’ or some other relation. Under the ‘building formula’,
the hrppi-clause is often omitted - but the frequency with which it is seen shows

the importance of the passing of tombs through families. 268

The importance of family relationships in Lycian funerary culture is also shown
by the filiation formula which often follows the name of the tomb builder: this
consists of the name of the father in the genitive, and the word tideimi ‘child’. As
will be seen below, tideimi is hardly ever omitted when a patronymic is given -

meaning that when it is, this can be seen as a sign of influence from Greek usage.

2.6 Significance of the ‘Building Formula’
As noted above, ellipsis of any sort is very rare in the Lycian building formula.

The verb prinawaté is never omitted, and the noun, too, is almost always

268 This aspect of Lycian funerary culture is discussed in detail by Schweyer (2002).
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written. This might indicate simply the use of a standardised set of phrases
which could be used when inspiration was lacking, as many think was true of

Latin epitaph formulae.26?

Latin formulae, however, were frequently abbreviated, and the fact that the
Lycian ‘building formula’ was not implies that it was considered particularly
significant. Its development and use must be explained to some extent by the fact
that the inscriptions were composed - or commissioned - by those who were to
be buried in the tombs they adorned. In particular, it seems to reflect the
importance for the Lycians of the act of building tombs: both its contents and its
grammatical construction focus attention on the word for the tomb, the verb of
construction, and the name of the builder, implying that the ability to construct a
tomb was a key way for Lycians to demonstrate their social status, both in life
and death. The formula, it seems, developed from a desire to both advertise the
identity of the ‘builder’ of the monument and draw attention the act of building
and to the tomb itself, thus functioning both as a demonstration of power during

the lifetime of the builder, and as a memorial after their death.

One of the most puzzling aspects of the ‘building formula’ is the way in which it
appears to have come into existence fully formed in the time of Harpagos - in
spite of the grammatical complexity of the epitaph formula, with its dislocation
of various words from their expected positions, there is no evidence of earlier
versions using a more usual word order. The difficulty of dating the majority of

epitaphs means that we cannot know exactly how many were inscribed during

269 Lattimore (1962) 17-19.
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the fifth century, but there seem to have been very few. Might the building

formula have developed in painted epitaphs before being inscribed on stone?

The painting of inscriptions - especially when tombs were also decorated with
painted reliefs - would have been an obvious way to add information; they might
well have been more common than carved epitaphs, since they would have been
far easier to create. We know from the fact that TL21, at Pinara, is only half
inscribed (with a blank area where the first lines would have been) that such
painted epitaphs did exist; in addition, many inscriptions were painted (with
traces of colour often still visible). The inscribing of an epitaph on a rock tomb is
perhaps an extension of the Lycian ‘petrification’ of houses for the dead; the
record of who built them and for whom is made permanent in a similar way. The
importance of existing conditions in an area in determining the way that writing
is used, especially when literacy first appears, has been emphasised by, for
example, Stoddart, Whitley, and Thomas.?’0 Stoddart and Whitley demonstrate
that in Etruria, where the early use of writing was restricted to funerary
contexts, it was employed to reinforce the power of the élite, already
demonstrated in their funerary culture, and was ‘adopted in a way suited to the
structure of Etruscan society’.?’1 This seems analogous to the earliest use of
epigraphy (although not of writing, which had already appeared on coinage) in
Lycia; the attention drawn by the epitaphs to the tomb-builder’s ability to
construct a tomb surely reflects the importance already accorded to the

preparation of a tomb, while other aspects of the formula, such as the ‘hrppi-

270 Stoddart and Whitley (1988) 761-772; Thomas (1992) 62-63.
271 Stoddart and Whitley (1988) 769.
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clause’, derive from the use of the tombs by entire families. Similarly, the
stipulation of payments for burial and the recording of imprecations against
those who damage the tomb derive from a desire for the corpse to be left
undisturbed, which surely existed long before epitaphs began to be added to

tombs.

2.7 Early Epigraphy of Xanthos

The elements just discussed can also be seen in the only epitaph other than those
from Arppayxu'’s reign which can be securely dated to the fifth century, which is
found on the sarcophagus of Merehi at Xanthos. Xanthos was, as already
mentioned, the most important town in fifth century Lycia, and sits on an
outcrop above the river Xanthos (the modern Esen Cay), now about seven
kilometres from the sea (although somewhat nearer in antiquity?72), with the

Sanctuary of Leto on the plain below it, about five kilometres to the south.

Crucial to our understanding of Xanthian epigraphic culture is that this first
example of the common, formulaic epitaphs at the site appears at a very similar
time to - but, importantly, slightly earlier than - the first of the ‘exceptional’
inscriptions set up by rulers. Merehi’s epitaph appears to be one of earliest
surviving inscriptions at Xanthos - certainly its palaeography looks earlier than
that of any other epitaphs from the site (see Chart 3). Like the tombs at Phellos
and Cindam, it contains a ‘ruler formula’, this one stating that it was erected éné:
xAtawata: yer[iJxehe ‘under the rule of Xeriya’ - that is, during the time of Xeriga

(=Xeriyxa), son of Arppaxu, and father of Erbbina, who minted coins in the last

272 Des Courtils and Cavalier (2001) 149.
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decades of the fifth century. At a similar time, either Xeriga or his brother Xeréi
set up the huge Inscribed pillar, which still dominates the agora of Xanthos (see
fig. 7), and appears to have recorded the family’s building projects and military

successes.

It is of course possible that Lycian inscriptions were produced at Xanthos prior
to these surviving examples and, as discussed above, painted epitaphs might
already have been in existence. Nonetheless, it is hard to avoid the conclusion
that some change took place around the time of Xeréi’s accession at Xanthos
which encouraged the use of inscriptions, both by rulers and by their subjects. A
clear candidate can be found: Lycia’s exit from the Delian league, which, indeed,
looms large in the inscription on the Inscribed pillar and in which Xeriga appears
to have played a leading role. For this reason, I shall briefly sketch what we know
of the history of Xanthos during the sixth and fifth centuries. Since the Inscribed
pillar is one of the main sources for this, it inevitably leads to two-fold discussion
of the monument, firstly as a historical source and secondly as an object in its

own right.

Herodotus describes the capture of Xanthos in his account of the Persian
conquest of Lycia, c. 540; it is the only settlement he mentions by name, implying
that he considered it the chief town of Lycia, apparently seeing the ‘Lycians’ as
almost synonymous with the ‘Xanthians’.?’3 After the Persian conquest, the
history of Xanthos once again passes into obscurity, with archaeological and

numismatic evidence our only sources of information

273 Hdt 1.176.1-3; see Asheri (2007) 196-197 ad loc.
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2.8 Xanthos in - and out of - the Delian League

Contact with the Greek world must soon have become even more frequent, since
for at least some of the mid-fifth century Lycia belonged to the Delian league.?74
The little evidence we have for the history of the peninsula at this time suggests
that the political organisation of the peninsula remained unchanged, with power
in the hands of a few individuals; as mentioned above, Kuprlli seems to have
been in control of much of Lycia at this point, but we have no further solid
evidence about affairs at Xanthos until Lycia’s departure from the Delian league

in the last third of the fifth century.

At this point the figure of Xeriga comes to the fore. Unlike his father, he did mint
coins at Phellos, starting c. 440 (the basis for the assumption that Arppaxu had
died by this point). A high proportion of his coins are explicitly labelled as having
been struck there, while a few others were struck at Kandyba and Tuminehi
(settlements in the valley behind Phellos) and at Xanthos.?’> It therefore seems
reasonable to assume that those of his coins struck on the heavy standard but
without a place-name were from Phellos, and that this town was his main power

base.

274 Bryce (1986) 105-107 discusses the appearance of the Lycians in the Athenian Tribute Lists
for 452/1,451/0 and 446/5, and the meaning of AUkiot kai cuv[tel] in the lists for 446/5. Childs
(1981) 55-61 also discusses the synteleis, connecting them to the perioikoi mentioned in the
Letdon trilingual (N320; see Chapter 4.4): the trilingual inscription however, is more than 100
years later than the Tribute Lists, and, as Bryce points out (p. 107), the distinction made there
between the Xanthians and the perioikoi ‘was almost certainly a purely internal matter’. More
likely is the suggestion (also made by Childs (1981) 57-60, and followed by Bryce (1986) 105-
106) that the synteleis were inhabitants of parts of Lycia not politically united with the Xanthos
valley; if, as Herodotus’ account implies, outsiders saw the Xanthians as the archetypal ‘Lycians’,
this might explain the designation of the other Lycians as synteleis.

275 Morkholm and Zahle (1976) 59-60 record twenty-seven coins of Xeriga, fifteen of which were
minted at Phellos and six at Xanthos.
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Since Xanthos had been the largest town in west and central Lycia since the
archaic period, one might expect it to have been the base of the leading ruler in
the area, as seems to have been the case for most of Kuprlli’s reign. However,
although Xeriga apparently had overall control of central and western Lycia at
the end of the century (as shown by the ruler formula on Merehi’s sarcophagus
and the assertion in the Greek epigram of the Inscribed pillar that he cuvysvéowv
ddxe pepog Baocéag (TL44c27) ‘gave his relations a share in his rule’) he
apparently ruled from Phellos.?2’¢ Why did Xeriga ultimately choose to oversee
his family’s rule of central and western Lycia from his father’s base rather than

moving to the more prestigious city of Xanthos?

The answer may lie in the circumstances of Lycia’s departure from the Delian
league. The three men honoured in the ‘royal inscriptions’ of Xanthos, Xeriga and
Xeré€i in the inscription on the Inscribed pillar and Erbbina in the dedication in
his honour at the Letdon, are said to have been involved in great military deeds,
sacking various cities. Xeriga [mo]AAGg 8¢ akpoToAeg cuv ABnvaial TToAmopOwL
‘besieged many acropoleis with [the help of] Athena’, although exactly which
‘acropoleis’ these were is not specified; Xeréi is said to have qastte terii: tlahii
‘struck down the army of Tlos’; and Erbbina sacked XavBov te 16¢ Ilivapa kal

gVAlpevov TeA[eunoov] Xanthos, Pinara and well-harboured Telmessos’. 277

276 See Thonemann (2009a) 169-170, who states that ‘Kheriga seems to have been the senior
figure in a triumvirate, for which Xanthos played the role of ‘dynastic capital’, although, as I
explain below, it seems that the ‘capital’ moved temporarily to Phellos at the end of the fifth

century.
277 Xeriga: TL44c26; Xeréi 44a47; Erbbina: CEG 888i5-6.
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The simplest reconstruction places all these victories around 430, when
Melesandros sailed from Athens to Lycia in order to ‘collect tribute’ and was
killed (as TL44a44 tells us) by Trbbénimi at Kyaneai.?’8 It seems likely that there
was already some form of unrest in the area. The simplest hypothesis would be a
refusal on the part of the rulers of Lycia to pay the tribute demanded, with the
rulers withdrawing to Phellos when they received news of Melesandros’
approach; another possibility is a more protracted struggle between the ruling
family and a pro-Athenian ‘democratic’ party at Xanthos, which resulted in the
rulers moving their base to Phellos and refusing to pay the tribute, while the
‘democrats’ at Xanthos were presumably unable to do so0.27? Just as it had been
an important territorial acquisition for Kuprlli and Arppayu in the preceding
generation, Phellos would have been an ideal stronghold for Xeriga and his
family in any attempt to regain control of the Xanthos valley. From there, Xeréi
could easily have taken Tlos (using, for example, a back route round the north
side of present-day Ak Dag) and Erbbina would have passed Xanthos, Pinara and
Telmessos in the order in which they are mentioned, presumably the order in

which they were captured.

The dating of the numismatic evidence is not precise enough to prove or
disprove a break in Kuprlli’s rule in the Xanthos valley, or to enable us to guess
how long it might have lasted, but such a scenario would explain certain oddities
in the coinage record. For example, Kuprlli seems to have minted a series of

coins on the light (western) weight standard (with his name, but no place of

278 Keen (1998) 131.
279 Keen (1998) 125-128.
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issue) using a die which had previously been used by his grandson Xeriga to mint
on the heavy (eastern) standard.?80 Perhaps, after leaving Xanthos for some
reason and taking refuge with Xeriga at Phellos (some time between Xeriga’s
accession c. 440 and Melesandros’ expedition c. 430) Kuprlli needed coinage in
order to pay his supporters or for similar purposes and so ‘borrowed’ a die from
Xeriga’s mint - but used the weight standard of his own rightful seat. Although,
as mentioned above, Kuprlli had probably minted coins at Phellos during the
reign of Arppaxu, there seems little other reason for him to have continued to
mint there once Xeriga had begun to produce his own coins (with, we might
assume, Kuprlli’'s consent). Was it at a similar time that Xeréi struck the coins he

minted at Phellos?281

The lack of any mention of Kuprlli’s actions on the Inscribed pillar, together with
the cessation of his coinage around 440, implies either that he died before the
defeat of Melesandros or that he was too old and infirm by that point to take an
active part in affairs; Xeriga, who appears to have succeeded him as ‘overlord’ of

the Xanthos valley, was surely the driving force behind the effort to regain it.

In this case Xeriga’s coins from Xanthos may come from the point when he and
his family had first re-taken control of Xanthos, and before he decided to make
Phellos his permanent capital. If Phellos had indeed been the centre of Lycian
resistance to the Athenians, Xeriga could well have chosen, in the end, to remain

there rather than move to Xanthos, bearing in mind its superiority as a defensive

280 Mgrkholm and Zahle (1972) 62 (no. 38), 76; (1976) 54, 88: the die in question had a crack on
it when used by Kuprlli which was not yet there when Xeriga used it, showing that the older man
in fact used it at a later date than the younger.

281 e.g. Vismara (1989b) 234 (no. 167) (on the heavy weight standard).
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position; additionally, since it was the town in which his father had ruled, he
might have had stronger support there. Since Xeréi had defeated the Tloan army
and Erbbina had ‘sacked’ Telmessos as well as Xanthos it would have been
natural for the former to be entrusted with the Xanthos valley (especially as he

was also the elder), while the latter ruled Telmessos.

2.9 Xanthos and Persia

The information discussed above, describing the defeat of Melesandros, is given
on the south side of the Inscribed pillar. The next section (TL44b26-28)
mentions Lycian involvement in the Persian satrap Tissaphernes’ defeat, with
Spartan help, of the rebel Amorges and his Athenian supporters in 412/411.282 A
close link between Persia and the rulers of Xanthos at this point is proven by the
existence of coins minted by Tissaphernes in Xanthos, presumably to pay Lycian
soldiers who were fighting for him.?83 Further evidence of active Persian support
for the rulers of the Xanthos valley may be suggested by the motif of a head
wearing a tiara on coins of Xeréi and later of Artturmpara and Ddénewele (see
Chapter 3.1); this seems intended to signal a particularly close relationship
between these rulers and Persia, perhaps even indicating that silver was being
provided by the Persians in return for Lycian military help.?84 Coins of Xeriga
continue until c. 410, and those of Xeréi until c. 390/80; 285 the absence of the
‘tiara’-motif from Xeriga's coinage suggests that he was dead by the time of

Tissaphernes’ presence at Xanthos around 412. As discussed below, this has

282 Thonemann (2009a) 174, 177-178. On the defeat of Amorges more generally: Thuc. VIII.28ff;
Briant (2002) 592-593.

283 Zahle (1989) 172 and 176; Kolb and Tietz (2001) 379.

284 Coins showing tiara-wearing heads: Zahle (1989) 175-176; Kolb and Tietz (2001) 379;
Persian supply of silver: Zahle (1989) 177.

285 Mgrkholm and Zahle (1976) 59.
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important implications for our understanding of the identity of the man

responsible for the setting up of the Xanthos stele.

The last member of Kuprlli’s family about whom we have secure information is
Erbbina (known in Greek as Arbinas). He was, as shown by the statue bases set
up in his honour at the Letéon, the son of Xeriga, and it is generally thought that
he ruled first at Telmessos, where he minted coins, and then succeeded his uncle
Xeréi as ruler of Xanthos.286 However, there is little concrete evidence for his
sole rule there; the Tissaphernes hoard, deposited c. 400-380, shows that a
number of other individuals were minting on the western Lycian weight
standard around that time, implying that Erbbina’s area of influence did not
include even the whole Xanthos valley - or that, if it did, this state of affairs
lasted only a few years.?87 Indeed, as discussed below, I think it possible that he

in fact pre-deceased his uncle, with uncle and nephew both dead by c. 385.

2.10 The Sarcophagus of Merehi

A date of c. 410 for Xeriga's death would mean that Merehi’s epitaph must have
been produced some time in the 420s or 410s. The palaeography of the
inscription fits an early date, but our only chance of locating the tomb more
precisely within Xeriga and Xeréi’s reign relies on the opinions of different
scholars as to the date indicated by the style of the tomb and its relief
decorations. These are necessarily highly subjective, and have led to some wildly

divergent conclusions, with the sarcophagus dated by some c. 430, by others as

286 Mgrkholm and Zahle (1976) 60; Keen (1998) 145-147; Konuk (2009a) 193-199. The only
coins of Erbbina to name the location at which they were minted are those of Telmessos.

287 Tissaphernes’ hoard: CH I1I.14, CH V.16; Hurter (1979) 99-108; Keen (1998) 147; Vismara
(1999) 100-101; Kolb and Tietz (2001) 377.
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late as 370; nevertheless, there are a number of reasons to prefer a date in the

earlier part of this period.288

The tomb, which lies at the bottom of the north-east slope of the acropolis,
consists of two main parts: a large cistern, where the corpse was placed, and an
arched 1id.?®° The cistern section imitates the beams and doors of a wooden
building in the same way as the facades of the rock-cut tombs; the same style can
be seen in the free-standing house tomb in the agora area, and is compatible with
a date in the fifth century - although it continues to appear during the fourth
century, in, for example, the Pajawa sarcophagus.??? Martin Seyer has recently
suggested that the typical design of fourth-century Lycian sarcophagi began with
the addition of an arched lid to free-standing house tombs, with a second storey
added later; Merehi’s tomb, with the lid placed directly onto a single cistern in
the style of a wooden house, can then be seen as a early step in the development

of such tombs, adding further weight to an earlier dating.2°1

The arched lid of the sarcophagus is decorated on each side with relief scenes of

a chariot drawn by four horses. Along the ‘crest’ of the lid are carved figures in a

288 E.g.: Thénges-Stringaris (1965) 38, 93: c. 420; Childs (1976) 307: 410-390; Bruns-Ozgan
(1987) 112: ‘in die Zeit um die Jahrhundertwende’ (c.400); Zahle (1979) 314: ‘spitestens um
390/385 v. Chr.’; Demargne (1974) 96: suggests a date around 370; Borchhardt (2000) 112 n.
274, c. 430.

289 For a full description of the situation and appearance of the sarcophagus, see Demargne
(1974) 87-96; plates 46-53. The lid is now in the British Museum.

290 Fig. 17. The house-tomb in the agora (see Demargne (1974) 21-24, with plates 1I-1V, 1-2 (the
main part of the tomb is 2.05m x 3.05m; the ‘cistern’ of Merehi’s sarcophagus is somewhat
smaller, at 1.72m x 2.08m) seems likely to have been built in the fifth century (although there is
no definitive proof of this) since it is in the ‘Lycian acropolis’ area, which seems to have been in
use as a cemetery primarily at that time (Demargne (1974) 24, Hiilden (2006) vol 1 49). Tomb of
Pajawa: Demargne (1974) 61-87, plates XXVI-XXX, 27-45.

291 Seyer (2004) 232 argues that the tomb of NOurigaxd at Cindam, a mid-fifth century tomb
consisting of a free-standing grave-house cut from the living rock, with a second, arched cistern
placed on top, represents a very early - perhaps the earliest - stage in the development of the
arch-lidded sarcophagi.
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continuous scene, shown at war on one side and, on the other, during peace.
Szemethy argues convincingly that the chariot scene (which appears on a
number of other Lycian sarcophagus lids) was inspired by Athenian depictions of
the apobates competition, particularly those on the Parthenon, and was brought
to Lycia by itinerant craftsmen, with Merehi’s sarcophagus the earliest surviving
example.??2 This provides a good analogy for the way in which the Greek

alphabet might have arrived at Xanthos a hundred years earlier.

He suggests that these craftsmen arrived in Lycia after the end of the
Peloponnesian War, but there seems no reason that they could not have come
earlier; although Lycia left the Delian league c. 440-30, and was apparently active
against the Athenians in 412 /411, it seems unlikely that this would have made it
impossible for Athenian craftsmen - or those familiar with Athenian sculpture -
to arrive. Borchhardt also now supports an earlier date of c. 430-420, which he
believes to be suggested by the style of the tomb and its reliefs.??3 By contrast,
Bruns-Ozgan emphasises the similarity between the same reliefs on the crest and
the frieze on the Nereid monument, suggesting that the two were produced in
the same ‘workshop’; since she dates the Nereid monument to c. 400, she
concludes that Merehi’s sarcophagus must have been produced at a similar
point. However, although the crest of Merehi’s sarcophagus and the relevant
block of the Nereid monument are certainly very similar, the style of carving
seems rather different (with the tiny figures on the crest of the tomb lid

inevitably in lower relief than the figures on the larger block) and the

292 Szemethy (1996) 123-135. Similarity to the Parthenon sculpture in the sculpture on the crest
is also detected by Thonger-Stringaris (1965) 38 who proposes a date of c. 420 for the
sarcophagus, saying that its style shows ‘die Ndhe der Parthenonzeit'.

293 Borchhardt (2000) 112 n. 274.

156



composition, although similar (with figures interacting in pairs), surely need not
imply that they were produced at the same point or even in the same place: if
Merehi’s tomb were some decades older, the carver of the Nereid monument
would surely have seen it at some point, whether or not it had been produced in
his ‘workshop’. A terminus ante quem of 410 (that is, the date of Xeriga's latest
coin issues) for this inscription therefore seems realistic - although it might have

been produced twenty years earlier.

Merehi’s epitaph, like those of Nturigayd and Xlastini, opens with the ‘building
formula’ discussed above; it also contains a standard ‘filiation formula’. Again, we
cannot tell how conventional these would have been by this point, but the fact
that such similar - although not identical - examples are seen at three different

sites suggests that the formula was comparatively widespread by this point.

A further point of comparison with the earlier epitaphs from central Lycia is
suggested by the use of the ‘ruler formula’. There is a danger of overstating the
importance of its appearance in these three early inscriptions, since only those
which have the formula can be definitively identified as early - but, as discussed
in Chapter 1, these three epitaphs do contain some of the earliest letter forms of

all surviving inscriptions.

Although the hillside above the sarcophagus is now covered in fourth-century
rock-cut tombs, at the time that Merehi placed his sarcophagus there, it would
have been a significant distance from the main area of city on the ‘Lycian

acropolis’. At this point, it appears, there was no designated ‘necropolis’ area; the
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rulers of the city erected their tombs beside their palaces, and so it seems likely
that Merehi’s tomb was situated on land that he owned or controlled. In this case
the use of the building formula - reflecting the importance of a man’s ability to
construct a tomb - would be especially apt, asserting Merehi’s position as a man
of importance in the area and showing not only his economic ability to build such
a monument but also his right to do so in this particular place. Could it in fact
have been part of Merehi's intention, in building his tomb, to record his
ownership of the land in a visible and permanent fashion? The size of the tomb,
and its ornate appearance, surely shows that it was intended to be a prominent
feature, and the inscription an effective and permanent record of Merehi’s
presence in the area. Was the addition of the ruler formula again intended to
show that his claim had been supported by the ruler of the city at the time, and

give proof of its legality if this was ever called into question?

The idea that Merehi’s epitaph was intended, at least to some extent, to record
and assert his right to the land on which his tomb was built might also explain
two puzzling parts of the inscription. After Merehi’'s name comes the filiation
formula describing him as ... Kudalah: ynitlah tideimi ‘son of Kudala yrtla’: the
word yntla is either an honorific title, or an office held, and its use here might
emphasise Kudala’s links to the ruling family. The second line begins with the
mysterious words trijatrbbahi: panutahi: uhahi:, which have been interpreted in
a number of ways. They are usually thought to be names - either of Merehi and

Kudala’s ancestors, or of members of the prinezi (household) for whom the
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tomb was built.2%* Since all three are genitive adjectives, the first suggestion
seems more likely, with the adjectives agreeing with the name ‘Merehi’ and
giving the names of his ancestors. However, it is also possible that the words
designate Merehi’s office or duties in some way: uhahi is found in TL40c as the
genitive singular of uhe/i ‘year’, apparently meaning either ‘for x years’ or
‘annual’, and appears to refer to an office held by the deceased.2?> Other
suggestions for prAinutahi and trijatrrbbahi include ‘of five, fifth’ for the former,
and some meaning linked to Greek tpla- for the latter.2°¢ The root trbb- may
mean ‘oppose’ or similar (although this is very uncertain) so trijatrbbahi
pAnutahi uhahi could be a military title, meaning something like ‘[officer/leader]
of the trijatrbba for five years’; in this case, the identical ending of the three
words might simply have been used for the sake of euphony.2°7 Nevertheless, the
most likely explanation for the three genitive adjectives seems to be that they are

indeed names of Merehi’s ancestors.

Either interpretation suggests an emphasis on Merehi’s identity and position in
society, which, together with the mention of Xeriga and the splendid decoration
of the sarcophagus, implies that although the tomb builders seem not to have

been members of the ruling family, they were among the most prosperous

294 Names of Merehi’s ancestors: Laroche (1974) 135, who points out that points out that
pfinutahi is the genitive adjective of the name Prinuta, found in TL12, and that uhahi could be the
genitive of the Anatolian name transliterated into Greek as Ova; names of those recipients of
sarcophagus: Borchhardt (2000) 111 n. 273.

295 Melchert (2004) 76. Laroche (1974) 138 translates it as ‘annual’ in TL40c, despite considering
it to be a personal name in TL43: Schiirr (2012) 28 suggests ‘-jahriger’.

296 Neumann (2007) 277. Neumann himself thinks pfinutahi a gen. adj. to the PN Prinute/i, but
also records Sevoroskin’s suggestion that it means ‘fifth’. On trijatrrbbahi-, Neumann (2007) 373
says simply that it is a gen. adj. Deecke thought it was related to Greek tria ‘three’; Sevoroskin
says ‘of the third day’.

297 trbb-: Melchert (2004) 69-70; the root is also found in a number of names: ibid. 105.
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members of the community.?%8 This is hardly surprising, since carving an
inscription would presumably have been an expensive task, requiring a skilled

craftsman.

2.11 ‘Ruler Inscriptions’: The Inscribed Pillar (TL44)

The Inscribed pillar on the Lycian acropolis of Xanthos would have been a unique
and imposing monument at the time of its construction and, indeed, remains so
today (see fig. 7). All four sides of the pillar are covered with writing, arranged in
an almost stoichedon fashion.??° The letters are deeply and very clearly carved;
their height (35-40 mm) makes even those at the top of the pillar perfectly
legible. The pillar, which originally stood more than 5 metres high, would have
been topped by a tomb-chamber decorated with panels of relief sculpture; the
remains of a pedestal found next to the pillar suggest that a large statue was
placed on top of this, the only known example of a statue on top of a pillar

tomb.300

The size and splendour of the pillar would have underlined the wealth and
authority both of the man who erected it and of the man, or men, it
commemorated, and this would have been reinforced by the sight of the dense
but well-ordered inscription, which must have made a great impression on those
seeing it for the first time. The inscription falls into four distinct parts: a long
Lycian prose inscription, a shorter Greek poem, and what appear to be two

poems in Lycian B, a rarely-seen dialect which seems likely to have originated in

298 Schiirr (2013) 33-34.

299 Kalinka (1901) 38-48, TL44.

300 Demargne (1958) 79-105; Borchhardt and Eichner (1997-1999) 17-20; Domingo Gygax and
Tietz (2005) 89-91.
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central Lycia, and later to have remain in use only as a literary dialect.3%1 The
Lycian prose inscription consists of two distinct parts: the first covers the south
side of the pillar (TL44a), while the second stretches over the whole of the east
side (TL44b), continuing on to the north side (TL44c1-19).302 After this, still on
the north side of the pillar, comes the Greek poem (TL44c20-31), with the rest of
that side, and the west side, taken up by the two Lycian poems (TL44c32-end).
The letter height varies between 44 and 60mm, and the letters are neatly
inscribed - almost in a stoichedon pattern.3%3 It is noticeable that the Lycian text
contains word-dividers as expected, while the Greek - also as expected - does
not. The use of multiple languages on the pillar raises a number of important
questions about the nature of Xanthian society at the time it was set up and, in
particular, about the cultural ambitions of the ruling family. Closely tied to, and
complicating, this question, is the puzzle of the identity of the erector of the

monument.

The Inscribed pillar is our key source for the information, discussed above, about
the family relationships of the various rulers of Xanthos. Unfortunately, the
actual name is missing from the crucial points in both the Greek and the Lycian
text. The Greek text of the Inscribed pillar honours a man called ...]ig ... Apmtayov
viog ‘[..]Jis son of Harpagos’ (TL44c24), the Arppaxu discussed above.
Inscriptions on a statue base dedicated to Artemis at the Letéon (CEG 889.i, and
N311) show that the Greek form of Xeriga was I'épyig, and this fits into the

lacuna in the Greek text on the Inscribed pillar better than any of the other

301 Eichner
302 Schiirr (2009) 157.
303 Borchhardt and Eichner (1997-1999) 21.
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suggested possibilities, giving I'épy]ig ... Apmayov vi0¢.3%* The man primarily
responsible for the setting up of the Inscribed pillar is also described, in the first
lines of the Lycian text (TL44al-3), as the son of Arppaxu and the grandson of
Kuprlli, a description which may refer to one of three men: Xeriga himself, the

coin-issuer Xeréi, or another son of Arppaxu whose name ends ...Jhi.

Since T'épyis (= Xeriga) is mentioned in the Greek poem, the name of the man
who set up the whole pillar (given in the first lines of the Lycian A inscription,
but lost except for the letters ...Jer[...), is often reconstructed as X]er[iga.3%>
However, a suggestion by Frei that the Lycian text and the Greek text were
inscribed by two different people has come to be widely accepted, with the name
missing from the Lycian text reconstructed by Eichner as Merehi.3% A further
refinement of this suggestion reconstructs the name Xeriga in the first line but
Merehi at TL44a29-31, and suggests that the latter, who was an official of some
sort under either Erbbina or Xer€i, completed the monument after his brother’s
death.397 This Merehi - if that was indeed his name - was the son of Arppaxu, and
cannot have been the same man as the owner of the sarcophagus (who is
described as the son of Kudala); the Merehi mentioned at TL44a17 and in N324

then also seems more likely to be the son of Arppaxu than the son of Kudala.3%8

304 This reconstruction was worked out by Bousquet (1975) 139-143 and is accepted by, inter
alia, Borchhardt et al. (1997-1999) 24).

305 e.g. Bousquet (1992) 54; Domingo-Gygax (2005) 91.

306 Eichner (1993) 139-140, n. 117; accepted by, inter alia Borchhardt (2000) 111; Domingo
Gygax and Tietz (2005) 92-93.

307 Bousquet (1992) 169-173.

308 Bousquet (1992) 172, 184; Borchhardt et al. (1997-1999) 35 n. 87; Borchhardt (2000) 111.
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A far better interpretation of the evidence is, in my opinion, provided by
Mgrkholm and Zahle’s unfairly neglected suggestion that the erector of the pillar
was Xeréi, with his elder brother Xeriga, dead by the time the pillar was set up,
honoured in the Greek poem and perhaps the Lycian B section.39° This solves
many points about the inscription which might otherwise be mysterious: why
was it set up at Xanthos when Xeriga ruled at Phellos? Why are Xeréi’s exploits
apparently treated in more detail than Xeriga’s own?310 The omission of any
mention of Erbbina is also more understandable if the main section of the statue
was commissioned by his uncle rather than his father; it is even possible that the
setting up of the dedications in the Letdon (discussed below) was a reaction to

this perceived slight.

2.12 The Letéon Dedications

The other inscriptions from this period relating to Xeriga’s family are on two
statue bases found at the Letoon.3!! The smaller of the statue bases has a Greek
inscription of eight verses (CEG 889i) followed after a vacat of one line by a
Greek couplet (CEG 889ii). At the top of the face adjacent to the left of this
inscription is a two line Lycian inscription (N311). Neither inscription gives us
any idea about what the statue itself represented, but the Lycian version states
that it was set up by Erbbina, and that he was the son of Xeriga. There is little

evidence within the inscriptions for the date at which they were set up, but their

309 Mgrkholm and Zahle (1972) 111 n. 435. Schiirr (2009) 171, 176 reverts to the idea that both
the Lycian and the Greek poems were set up by Xeré€i, also on the grounds that Xeréi is the dynast
who features most noticeably in the Lycian section.

310 Mgrkholm and Zahle (1976) 87, with n. 129.

311 Ed. pr. Bousquet (1975) 138-148. The Lycian inscriptions are N311, N324, N325; the Greek
inscriptions are also published as CEG 888i & ii and 889i, ii & iii. Description of bases in
Bourgarel and Metzger (1992) 150-154. The historical content is discussed in detail by Robert
(1978) 3-48.
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description of the feats performed by Erbbina as a young man implies that they

might have been set up around the time that he started to mint coins, c. 400.312

The larger statue base, which was a metre high, is inscribed on all four sides: on
it stood a statue of Erbbina which he set up himself as a dedication to Leto (CEG
888 1.9-10). One of the wide faces of the block carries a Greek inscription, CEG
888ii, which consists of 17 hexameters; again, there is an elegiac couplet at the
bottom of this face (CEG 888 ii), after a vacat of four lines, naming the author of
the verses. On one of the narrow faces of the block is another Greek inscription
(CEG 888iii). The other narrow face has a Lycian inscription (N324), as does the

other wide face (N325), although the latter is barely legible.

2.13 Building as a demonstration of power
The opening lines of TL44 (as reconstructed by Laroche) follow the conventional

‘building formula’ seen in Merehi'’s epitaph: 313

ebéini[: stta]l[a: me]n ad[é: x]er[éi: ar][ppa

xuh: tid[eimi:] xe[zi[gah: [tuhes(?): k]u[pr]lle[h]

xahba...

‘This stele, Xeréi made it, the son of Arppaxu, ?nephew of Xeziga,

grandson of Kuprlli..." (TL44a1-3)

312 On the date of Erbbina’s earliest coinage: Mgrkholm and Zahle (1976) 59-60 suggest that
Erbbina was minting ‘between 400 and 360’: die-links show him to have been minting at
Telmessos after Ddenewele but before Aruwatijesi (coins of the latter are found in the Podalia
hoard (IGCH 1262), suggesting that he was minting around 380-370), while 360 is, according to
Mgrkholm and Zahle, the approximate date at least the minting of coinage in Lycia ceased; they
do not rule out the possibility that Erbbina had ceased to mint coins before this date. Keen
(1998) 142-147 and Konuk (2009) 193 give dates of c. 400-380. On the date of the inscriptions:
Bousquet (1975) 145-146; Keen (1998) 141-142.

313 Laroche (1974) 142ff; Schiirr (2009) 157.
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Even the use of the filiation formula is as expected, and while the listing of so
many relations is unparalleled, a number of other epitaphs give the name of the
tomb-builder’s grandfather or uncle alongside that of his father.314 Again, as for
Merehi’s sarcophagus, we cannot be sure how familiar the ‘building formula’
would have been at this time. However, the employment of the conventional
opening sentence, alongside the unusually consistent use of word-dividers, does
imply that the composer of the inscription intended this section, at least, to be as
comprehensible as possible: the use of a familiar pattern would have enabled
even those of limited literacy to pick out the names of those involved in the
setting up of the stele, showing that the inscription was considered important as

a source of information as well as for the visual impression it created.

The Lycian inscription on the smaller of the Letdon dedications consists entirely

of the ‘building formula’ and ‘filiation formula’:

[erb]bina(j) éne ubete3'®> yruwata31¢ ertémi
[xer]igah tideimi sej upéneh (N311).
Erbbina, he dedicated it, [as] votive offering to Artemis;

the son of Xeriga and Upenis.

314 Grandfather named in TL83 (from Arneai); uncle named at TL29 (Tlos), TL36 (Xanthos), TL59
(Antiphellos), TL70 (Kyaneai), TL82 (Kandyba), TL84 (Sura), TL95 (Myra), TL113 (Limyra).

315 Melchert (2004) 85 s.v. ube- suggests ‘dedicate, offer’.

316 Melchert (2004) 85 s.v. xruwete- suggests “votive offerings’ (or similar)’.

165



Here, though, the usual word order is disrupted: Erbbina’s name appears in first
place, as appropriate for a monument which focuses almost exclusively on one

man.

This use of the ‘building formula’ places the inscription within the cultural milieu
which produced Merehi’s sarcophagus and inscriptions from other parts of Lycia,
one in which the ability to build one’s own tomb was crucial. Indeed, the ability
to build looms large throughout the inscriptions, emphasising the importance for
rulers of being able to create monuments. However, it is also possible that, in this
case, the main point of the Lycian inscription was to provide a ‘gloss’ on the
Greek poem for those who could not read Greek: the lettering, in contrast to that

of the Greek, is hurriedly and somewhat scrappily cut.

The first thirty or so lines of TL44 are too fragmentary to understand fully, but
they relate to the building of tombs and monuments: we find the words priinawa
mmeit/[... ‘they build/built (?) a house-tomb’ (perhaps simply ‘house’) (TL44a14),
tukedri tuwete ‘he set up a statue’ (TL44a20), and [ara]wazija priinawate ‘he
built monuments’, surely recording building works either of Xeréi or members of
his family.317 At TL44a25-27 the word fitewé ‘opposite’ appears three times, and
Schiirr suggests plausibly that this section describes the geographical position of
the pillar vis-a-vis other monuments of Xanthos: ‘opposite the sarcophagus of

Erbbina, his grandfather, and opposite his father’s grave and opposite the gods of

317 Melchert (2004) 42 s.v. mm(e)i- ; 51 s.v. priinawa. The mention of Merehi at TL44a17 and of
the arawazije ... kuprifleh] ‘monuments of Kuprlli’ seems to suggest that the work of more than
one member of the family is being described (although, as previously discussed, it is not clear
whether the Merehi mentioned here was Xeréi’s brother, or merely one of the family’s followers).
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the agora’.318 This explanation of the position of the pillar - which, after all,
would have been self-evident to anyone reading the inscription - would have

drawn attention to its unusual grandeur.

This emphasis on building projects continues throughout the rest of the
inscription. Lines TL44b35-64 concern the worship of the storm-god Trqqas
(TL44b34,37,52), but the importance of buildings seems to remain a key
element: arawazija ‘monuments’ (TL44b38) are mentioned again, as is a tezi
‘sarcophagus’ (TL44b41) and tukedri ‘statues’ (TL44b42,43). Later we hear of an
important building project by one of Xeréi’s ancestors: TeB8iweibi, who minted
coins in the mid-fifth century, is said to have ade mé: 1e60i: qld ‘made it, the
sanctuary of Leto’ (TL44b60-61). Here, the ability to build demonstrates not

merely the family’s power and influence, but also their piety.

2.14 Military success and physical prowess

A second key aspect of the inscriptions on the pillar is the emphasis on military
successes and physical prowess. At the bottom of the south side of the pillar
(TL44a41-55) is the account of the defeat of Melesandros discussed above. There
also appears to be a reference to the defeat of a second Athenian expedition in
Caria, c. 428.319 Further warfare, linked to the military affairs of Tissaphernes, is
described in TL44b, between approximately lines 13 and 30; the mention of a

trijeré yeréhe ‘trireme of Xeréi’ (at TL44b23) may be linked to this, drawing

318 Schiirr (2009) 172. The mention of a ‘sarcophagus of Erbbina’ here is problematic, since
Xeriga’s son Erbbina minted coins until c. 360, long after the generally accepted time of this
inscription. Schiirr’s solution, that Erbbina was also the name of the builder’s other grandfather,
perhaps Harpagos’ father, is supported by the appearance of the letters xuf... after tezi, since
these allow the reconstruction of xugahi ‘of his grandfather’, agreeing with Erbbina.

319 Schiirr (2009) 168-170; Thonemann (2009a) 176-178.
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attention to the link between Xeré€i and the Persian satrap. The passage may also
describe warfare taking place between the cities of central Lycia (TL44b14-17)
in which, it would seem, Xeréi’s family were ultimately victorious.32° The segue
from the description of building monuments to the description of warfare seems
rather abrupt, but may be explained by Eichner’s suggestion that the mention of
the various military feats in fact comes in the context of explaining what is

shown on the reliefs.321

The Lycian text appears primarily to record the collective achievements of the
Lycians and their allies. By contrast, both the Greek inscription on the pillar and
the dedications at the Letoon focus on the actions of individuals: Xeriga is said to
have dplotevoag ta amavta [xep]ol maAnv Avkiowv T®v TOT €v NAwKial...
(TL44c24-25) and to have sacked [mo]AAdg 8¢ dkpomoAeg (TL44c26; see above).
Erbbina, meanwhile, boasts that moAAoiowv Avkiolot @oOBov mapExwv ETupavvel

(CEG 888.i7), and

TAVTA £L TACL TIPETWV doatep co@ol avdpes ([oaowv],
To§ooUVNL TE APETiL TE, MMV Te Stwypata ei6[wg]. (CEG 888.i114-15)
‘... was entirely outstanding in all things which wise men know,

in archery and in aréte, and knowing the chasing of horses.’

At the simplest level, the emphasis on military and physical strength is clearly

motivated by the rulers’ desire to demonstrate their power - the same motive

320 Schiirr (2007) 112-117 identifies various place names in this section, and suggests that the
warfare concerned the raising of tribute.
321 Heiner Eichner, personal communication.
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which led to the creation of the monuments themselves, and the emphasis on
building within the inscriptions. It is noticeable that Erbbina’s inscriptions
concentrate more on his personal attributes, with little mention of his family, and
[ wonder whether this could be linked to the lack of any mention of him on the
Inscribed pillar? If he had been involved in the fight against Melesandros and the
Athenians in 430 he might have had some reason to feel slighted by the omission
and to wonder whether his position as Xeréi’'s successor was secure. Putting up
inscriptions which were almost as impressive as Xeréi’s, in the neutral ground of

the Letoon, might have been his attempt to redress the balance.

There has been endless debate about whether the inscriptions show primarily
‘Persian’ or ‘Greek’ influence. This has often involved identifying ‘Persian’
elements in the inscriptions: Jacobs, for example, sees both the claim that Xeriga
killed seven hoplites in one day (TL44c29), and that Erbbina sacked three cities
in one month (CEG 888i.5) as similar to Darius I's boast, in his Bisitun
inscription, that he defeated nine enemy kings in a single year.3?? Likewise,
Schiirr, who interprets TL44a35 as a boast that Xeréi had beaten all the other
Lycians at wrestling, argues that both there and in the Greek inscription the

assertion of superiority is modelled on Darius’ words.323

However, it is not clear that any of these elements can be traced back to the
Bisitun inscription, or even to specifically ‘Persian’ influence. Such boasts are

found, for example, in inscriptions of rulers as early as the Sumerian texts of the

322 Jacobs (1987) 60-61; Herrenschmidt (1985) 125-135.
323 Schiirr (2009) 157-161, 173.
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third millennium, and in the hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions of early first
millennium Karkami$ (where a particular focus on building is seen).32# They are
of course a obvious element for any ruler to include in an inscription, but are
perhaps, like the more general emphasis on building in Lycia, best understood as
arising out of a shared cultural heritage stretching across Anatolia and
Mesopotamia, which had developed from millennia of trade links and other
interactions. The crucial part of the inscription as far as the Xanthian
relationship with Persia is concerned was surely the factual account of their
defeat of Melesandros (without Persian help) and, later, of their support for

Tissaphernes.

2.15 Lycian involvement with the ‘Greek world'.

Conversely, we can be sure that the Greek text on the Inscribed pillar was
influenced by one specific Greek text: the monument commemorating the
Athenian victory over the Persians in 449.325 The first line is quoted in full, and
the emphasis in the Athenian poem on accomplishing deeds that no one
EmyBoviwv... avdp®dv ‘of earth-dwelling men’ has done before is altered to the

claim that no one Aukiwv ‘of the Lycians’ has set up such a stele.

The effect of membership of the Delian League on Xanthos remains unclear. As
already mentioned, it has been argued that it had very little effect on the internal
politics of the Lycian towns, but although this seems true in most cases, the

likelihood that Xeriga and Xeréi actively opposed Athenian control at Xanthos

324 Sumerian: e.g. Suter (1998) 67-75; Luwian: e.g. Hawkins (2000) 102-108 (KARKAMIS
Al1lb+c).
325 Thonemann (2009a) 181; Dio. Sic. X1.62.3.
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implies that there, at least, it was felt to be onerous.32¢ Certainly, there is little
evidence for the construction of any monumental sculpture - or, indeed,
monumental tombs or buildings - in the city during this period. 327 As
Thonemann has pointed out, the emphasis on the defeat of Athenian troops on
the Inscribed pillar must show that ‘for the Lycians, beating Athens mattered’.328
Nevertheless, the Lycian attitude to Athens appears rather contradictory: the
defeat of Athens was clearly a matter of some pride, but the setting up of a stele
to the Swdeka Beolg dyopdg, ‘the twelve gods of the agora’, recalls not only the
twelve Anatolian gods at Yazilkaya, but also the twelve gods of the Greek
dodekatheon worshiped at Athens, Chalcedon, and elsewhere.32° lan Rutherford
has suggested that the twelve gods were already considered to be symbols of
Greek-ness. He argues that the founding of altars to the twelve gods was
associated with Greeks crossing into Asia, so that he ‘the Lycian dynast
appropriates that practice for his own ends’.330 Certainly, the description of the
gods as being ‘of the agora’ implies that they are seen in this case primarily as
Greek deities, habitually worshipped at the centre of the city, than as the
Anatolian gods, who often appearred in a chthonic context - although the
existence of twelve indigenous gods might have encouraged the dedication to the

Greek deities.331

Similarly, the assertion that Xeriga’s victories were won ‘with the help of Athena’

suggests that an element of emulation was present. Was this a deliberate attempt

326 Relative unimportance of Delian league: Zahle (1991) 153.
327 Borchhardt (2000) 75.

328 Thonemann (2009a) 181.

329 Rutherford (2010) 45-46, 52.

330 Rutherford (2010) 55.

331 Rutherford (2010) 52.
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to usurp - or subvert - Athens’ tutelary goddess, the result of a less sophisticated
attempt to emulate Athenian ideas and religion, or the result of a more general
belief on the part of the poet that Athena was the appropriate goddess to help in
warfare (does her appearance in this particular type of warfare - the sacking of
cities - show a misunderstanding of Athena’s customary role as the well-armed
protector of cities, or a deliberate attempt to subvert it)? One indication that the
mention of Athena here does not indicate mere emulation of Athenian culture is
the spelling of the goddess’ name, which is in the Doric form Afnvaiai, rather
than Attic ABnva or lonic ABnvain.33? The attributes of Maliya, the Lycian
goddess to whom Athena is equated on the inscribed silver vase from Egypt,
N307 might also have played a role in the way that Athena was perceived,

although the scarcity of evidence for Maliya makes it impossible to be certain.

If Athenian domination was particularly unpleasant to the Xanthians, it is hard to
determine exactly why. Keen points out that the contribution of ten talents
recorded in the Athenian tribute lists ‘should not have been a major burden upon
the Lycians’, considering that Phaselis alone paid at least three talents, and that
Lycia’s share of the tribute owed to Darius by the ‘coastal satrapy’ must have
been higher than ten talents.333 One possibility is that Xanthos was in some way
responsible for organising the payment of the whole Lycian tribute and therefore
ended up paying a large proportion of the sum owed, which might well have

become a serious drain on resources.

332 Burkert (2011) 218.
333 Keen (1998) 123-124.
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Lycian appears to have been the only language which played a significant role in
Xanthian culture at this time and, although we cannot tell who was speaking
which language where, the absence of any monolingual Greek inscriptions
certainly implies that Greek was used only on a limited scale within Lycia. Here, I
suggest, Xeréi was deliberately demonstrating his ability to use Greek language
and engage with Greek culture, which would enable him to interact on an equal
footing with the Greek poleis of the eastern Mediterranean. Thonemann argues
that, by quoting this Athenian inscription, the composer was deliberately
subverting it and turning it into an ‘expression of Asiatic national identity’.334
However, although Xeriga’s family was clearly hostile to Athens, there seems to
be little evidence of antipathy to other Greek-speakers; indeed, if Zahle's
suggestion that Lycians helped Tissaphernes against Amorges is correct, they

would have been fighting alongside Spartans.

Certainly, the Greek poem is altered to reflect Lycian interests - rather than
surpassing all others in war, Xeriga surpasses them in the setting up of a ot)An
and tpomaia, showing a typically Lycian emphasis on the setting up of
monuments; the statement that he shared his rule with his relations is also an
element only relevant to Lycia. Nevertheless, the overall effect remains that of a
victory monument - in Greek. Key to the understanding of this phenomenon are
lines TL44b63-c19. Unfortunately, they remain obscure, but seem to refer to the
treaty between Sparta and Tissaphernes, and to the setting up of stelai in the
sanctuaries of various gods. Melchert’s suggestion that Xeréi was involved in the

brokering of the treaty, and that the stelai referred to are records of the

334 Thonemann (2009a) 181.
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agreement, is attractive.33> At any rate, the lines certainly show the Lycian rulers
to be deeply involved in the wider politics of Ionia and the Eastern
Mediterranean, and it is likely that the ability to hold their own in this milieu was
a crucial element of their claim to power within the peninsula: due to its
geographical position, Lycia was often the focus of outside interest.33¢ For a ruler

to be able to speak Greek might have been crucial to his survival.

A further possibility arises from this idea. The Greek inscription on the pillar is
clearly a victory monument in a way that the Lycian A text, in spite of its interest
in military successes, is not. Might Xeriga have intended it to be inscribed on a
personal victory monument, perhaps more similar in appearance to a Greek
stele, or to the statue bases of Erbbina? In this case, Xeréi could have decided,
after Xeriga’s death, to use it on the pillar tomb in order to honour his brother, to
emphasise his link with him, and also to demonstrate his family’s knowledge of
Greek and ability to function in the Greek-dominated politics of their immediate

surroundings (primarily to other Xanthians, but also to any Greek visitors).

Erbbina’s use of Greek at Letdon might have had a similar aim: there is a more
obvious emphasis on Greek education (one inscription is said to have been
composed by the maidotpifag ‘the trainer’ (CEG 889ii.1) and one by Zuuuayog,
who described himself in epic language as a pdvtigc apopwv ‘blameless seer’),
and Erbbina himself is also described in epic terms: his dpetr] is praised (CEG

888 1.15), and kA¢og (CEG 888 i.12) results from it. It is possible that such words

335 Melchert (1993) 31-34.
336 E.g. Keen (1996) 110-118; Meadows (2006) 463.
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are intended merely to emphasise his high level of education, and familiarity
with ‘prestigious’ (if it was indeed prestigious) Greek culture. If, however,
Erbbina’s dedications were intended to strengthen either his rule or his position
as Xeréi’s successor, emphasising his ability to hold his own among Greek

politicians and soldiers might have been an astute move.

2.16 The Epigraphic Culture of Xanthos: the late fifth century

By the end of the first decade of the fourth century, then, inscriptions set up both
by private individuals and by the rulers of the city would have been a familiar
sight at Xanthos - yet still sufficiently uncommon to make a powerful impression

on any viewer.

Why was it that both ‘private’ inscriptions and ‘ruler’ inscriptions emerged at a
similar time? Firstly, the end of Athenian domination meant that the restraints,
(whether political or financial) which had been preventing monumental building
in the city ended, and stone tombs and monuments reappeared. This alone need
not, of course, have led to the appearance of inscriptions: after all, earlier
monuments in the city had not been inscribed. Yet both ‘private’ epitaphs and
ruler inscriptions seem to have been linked in some way to events surrounding
Lycia’s exit from the Delian league, and resultant uncertainty about land

ownership and political power in the area.

By adding an epitaph to his tomb (TL43), Merehi emphasised the wealth and
influence which enabled him to build it, as well as his family’s continued

ownership of it; it is also possible that he intended the tomb and inscription to
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assert his ownership of the land on which it was built, especially if this had been
given to him by Xeriga. In a similar way, Xeréi used the Inscribed pillar to
legitimise his control over Xanthos by describing his family’s military successes
and (renewed) ability to beautify the city through building works. At the same
time, he emphasised his role in the wider politics of the area and his ability to
hold their own vis-a-vis the cities of lonia and mainland Greece. This final aspect
led to the inclusion of the Greek poem on the pillar, emphasising the family’s
familiarity with the language (in both a literal and metaphorical sense) of
international politics; the intended audience was surely primarily the
inhabitants of Xanthos, but it would also have impressed Greek visitors to the
city. The Letoon dedications seem to have served a similar purpose, although in
that case Erbbina’s desire to glorify himself seems to have played a greater role.
It is also interesting that the narrative of the pillar focuses on events involving
Greek cities, while Persian power is accepted without protest: was Xeréi’s loyalty
to the Achaemenid Great King an element of his legitimacy - perhaps in the face
of a ‘democratic’ party at Xanthos which wished the city to be entirely

independent, or even to be run in the fashion of an Ionian ‘polis’ ?

2.17 Early Epigraphy of Lycia

It is very hard to assign inscriptions which contain no overt indication of their
date to the turn of the century rather than the early fourth century more
generally. One example which does seem likely to be roughly contemporary with
the Inscribed pillar and Erbbina’s dedications is TL32, from Kadyanda, at the top

of the Xanthos valley, north east of Telmessos. The tomb is decorated with reliefs
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showing a number of figures, dated by Zahle to c. 400-390.337 The inscription,
rather than giving the name of the tomb-builder, merely labels the figures in both
the Lycian and the Greek alphabet; the palaeography of both supports an early
date (see Chart 10). The near life-size figure on front of the tomb, presumably
representing the deceased, is labelled zzalahe ladd ‘the wife of Zzala’, in the
accusative - the exact sense of this is not clear, but it is possible that we are
seeing ellipsis of a type very rare in Lycian, with the meaning of the accusative
something like ‘[they will place here] the wife of Zzala’. Other figures are labelled

in the nominative.

The use of simple names here might imply that the use of the building formula
had yet to reach Kadyanda, but it might also have been a matter of personal
preference. An inscription on a pillar tomb (TL34), which must also be
comparatively early, is unfortunately too fragmentary to allow us to see whether
the usual formula was used there. The use of Greek alongside Lycian simply to
write names shows that the two alphabets were clearly differentiated; why both
should have been used is unclear. It certainly seems to show that at least some
Lycian literates were bilingual even in the early fourth century, but it may be that
the proximity of Caria, with its Greek-speaking towns, encouraged the use of
Greek at the site. Carian influence certainly seems to be visible in the names of

those depicted, which include a man called ‘Exatopvag.

337 Zahle (1979) 320.
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A second early inscription is the long text on a sarcophagus (TL55) at
Antiphellos, dated by Zahle c. 390.338 This, again, is highly unusual: it is written in
Lycian B, the dialect of the Lycian poems on the Inscribed pillar. These are the
only two surviving examples of Lycian B, which seems likely to have originated
in central Lycia, and to have been in use there at an early period.33° Again, the
epigraphy of the town at this early period seems to have been more idiosyncratic
than it was in the later fourth century, when formulaic epitaphs are found, even
though the use of the ‘building formula’ at nearby Phellos and Cindam suggests

that this would already have been known at Antiphellos, too.

2.18 Myra and Limyra in the early fourth century

Away on the opposite side of the Lycian peninsula from Xanthos lie what were to
become the next largest towns of Lycia: Myra and Limyra.3#0 Xanthos and Limyra
are, as the crow flies, only around 70 km apart, but the mountainous terrain
which lies between means that even today a journey by land between the two
(along the modern coast road) is a nauseating and long-winded experience. In
the fifth and fourth centuries sea-travel would surely have been the natural way
to move between the two sides of the peninsula, but the rocky coast would have
meant that this too had its dangers - as demonstrated by the fate of the Bronze

Age ship famously wrecked at Ulu Burun, between Antiphellos and Aperlai.

338 Zahle (1979) 320; Marksteiner (2010) 107-108.
339 Heiner Eichner, personal communication.
340 Marksteiner (2010) 149-180.
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Myra and Limyra, too, are separated by a mountainous headland; again, the
easiest way to travel between them must have been by boat.341 Both sites lie at
the bottom of the final ridge of mountains before the sea, with tombs built into
the rocks - it is highly likely that significant amounts of the ancient sites now lie
under the silt of the coastal plain. The differences between the necropoleis of the
two sites (the best preserved areas) are striking: at Myra, the majority of tombs
are notably grand, often decorated with relief sculptures, while at Limyra many
more are to be found, but the majority are very modest. The picture given by the
epigraphy seems to complicate matters further: fifteen Lycian inscriptions are
known from Myra (making it the third richest source of fourth-century
epigraphic material in Lycia) but fifty-four, more than twice as many as at

Xanthos, from Limyra.

The differences in the funerary culture of the two sites seems to have resulted
from the change in their respective fortunes between the late-fifth and mid-
fourth centuries, with Myra initially more important, but Limyra overtaking it in
prosperity by the middle of the fourth century. This picture fits my tentative
attempts to date the inscriptions of the two sites using the palaeography of the
inscriptions and any other available evidence (see Charts 4 and 5): at Myra, six of
the inscriptions appear to come from an early period (probably before c. 360)
and between six and nine from a later period, whereas at Limyra there are
around four which appear to be early, seventeen from around the time of Perikle,

and twenty-five from a later period. As a result, it is tempting to suggest that

341 In the nineteenth century, Spratt, Forbes and Daniell took eleven hours to travel from Demre
to Finike on horseback - they record that, unsurprisingly, ‘we had some difficulty in finding a
guide to accompany us’ (Spratt and Forbes (1847) i.139-140).
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Myra was flourishing during the late-fifth century, and that Limyra became the

more important town around the time of Perikle.

This provides one possible explanation for the existence at Myra of a number of
large tombs, decorated with almost life-size relief scenes, which do not carry an
inscription: these include the famous ‘painted tomb’ in the necropolis to the east
of the theatre.342 Of course, it was perfectly possible, at any time in the fourth
century, for a tomb-builder to commission a tomb decorated with reliefs and see
no need to label it with an epitaph (or to add a painted epitaph which is now
lost). However, it is certainly tempting to believe that many such tombs were
created before the practice of inscribing epitaphs in stone had become

widespread.

When inscriptions do appear at Myra, they follow the same ‘building formula’
seen in eastern Lycia, underlining the high level of contact and communication
across the area: we have no way of telling where this first arose, but it is striking
that it so soon became stereotyped and consistently used. Two of the apparently
early inscriptions, TL85 and TL86, are simple two-line inscriptions, with the
building formula and a hrppi clause. They are on small rock tombs, both of which
have the early form of burial chamber, as described by Seyer, with benches at
floor level.343 TL86 states that the builder has built the tomb hrppi atli ehbi ‘for
he himself which, as discussed in Chapter 1.22, might indicate a later date -

however, this is need not necessarily be the case, and it is noticeable here that

342 Marksteiner (2010) 155-156.
343 Seyer (2009) 56.
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the tomb is not for the builder’s wife and children but for his mother, which may

explain the explicit statement that he, too, should be buried there.

Four other epitaphs which seem to be early are more complex, containing more
detailed instructions about the positioning of the corpses in the tomb, and
ending with threats against those who damage the tomb. Imprecations of this
sort are typical of the inscriptions of western Lycia (see below), and it is
therefore interesting to find that they were already in use at this comparatively
early date. Two of these early inscriptions, TL89 and TL90, record the name of
the same tomb-builder, Hrixthma, and appear to be in very similar, if not the
same, hands. TL 90 records that Hrixymima built the tomb, and states that he and
the éni lusdtrah should be placed in it; the epitaph for the tomb above (TL89)
states that it was built for his brother, and, interestingly, does not open with the
standard building formula: instead, it reads: yupd ebéfiné mén’ adé Hriymma néni
ehbije ‘this tomb, Hrixfhma made it for his brother’, with the first two words of
the formulaic opening line inverted, and adé instead of priinawaté. Hrixymhma (or
whoever actually composed the inscriptions) might have made a conscious
decision to avoid repetition of priinawaté; or perhaps adé was for some reason

more suited than priinawaté to the building of a tomb for another person.

At Limyra, meanwhile, only four of more than fifty surviving inscriptions seem to
have been inscribed before the reign of Perikle (prior, that is, to c. 380 or 370):
these are the two inscriptions which describe the tomb-builder as the tideri of

Perikle (TL128 and TL135), and two others, TL106 and TL107. Interestingly,
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neither of the latter shows the standard building formula, although TL106 does

contain a curse.

2.19 Imprecations in Lycian Epitaphs
One of the most idiosyncratic features of the epitaphs of eastern Lycia is the
addition of imprecations and curses against those who damage the tomb or, in
particular, make any unauthorised burials: the focus appears to be on ensuring
that the deceased will rest undisturbed, while allowing for re-use of the tomb by
family members. These imprecations, which appear to be in the Anatolian
tradition of Hittie and Luwian curses (and are also seen in Lydian and Phrygian),
have been discussed at much length.344 For reasons of space, I shall not attempt
further discussion here, but will quote a single, representative example from an
early inscription of Myra.

tike: xttba: tisnke: méne: ift]lehi: qati: trimmili:

se i pm: pablati: tijai (TL 89.3-4)

‘whoever [does] any harm [to this tomb], may

the Lycian itlehi strike him, and punishment

follow him’.345
The meaning of itlehi has been much debated: it remains unclear whether it is a
divine power of some sort, or a civic institution, but since the verb qdti is
commonly used of gods, the former seems more likely.34¢ These imprecations

were, as will be seen below, transferred into the Greek epitaphs which emerged

344 E g Schiirr (1997) 59-73; Schweyer (2002) 61-89; Christiansen (2009) 44-54; Schiirr (2010)
149-158.

345 Based on the German translation at Christiansen (2009) 47 (where i pri1 is transcribed as i pii;
Kalinka’s sketch (Kalinka (1901) 70) clearly shows ).

346 Neumann (2007) s.v. itlehi; Christiansen (2009) 45-46.
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at the end of the fourth century, and became a typical element of both epitaphs

and, more surprisingly, civic decrees.

As this brief survey demonstrates, while the use of inscribed epitaphs across
Lycia had begun by the start of the fourth century, it was still far rarer - and less
formulaic - than it would later become. The contrast with the use of epigraphy by
the rulers of Xanthos - whose Inscribed pillar was the most ambitious Lycian

inscription seen at any time - is stark.
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Chapter 3

THE EARLY FOURTH CENTURY: A time of uncertainty

3.1 The historical background

After the reign of Xeréi, which ended c. 390-380, the mists descend even further
over the history of Xanthos, and of Lycia in general, with only occasional
individuals emerging with more clarity - in particular, Perikle, ruler of Limyra.
Once again, our understanding of the events of this period is based primarily on
the, often confusing, numismatic record. A few inscriptions do, however, seem to
mention men also known from the coinage record or from historical sources:
Mizrapata at Seyret (Gokceoren) and Isinda, Autophradates at Bayindir Limani
and Xanthos, Arttumpara at Pinara, Perikle and Trbbénimi at Limyra and various
other sites. How these various individuals and their actions fit into the history of

Lycia at this time remains the subject of much debate.34”

As discussed above, our lack of understanding of the mechanisms of coin-minting
in Lycia make it impossible to be sure how closely western and central Lycia
were connected in the early fourth century. However, the fact that so many coin
issuers seem to have minted coins in both areas, and in a number of different
places, suggests that from c. 430 we should think in terms of a ‘ruling family’
based at Xanthos but led by Xeriga (perhaps from Phellos), whose officials - men

such as Sppiitaza, Weyssere and TeB0iweibi - circulated around various towns,

347 The numismatic evidence is dealt with in detail by Kolb and Tietz (2001) 376-401. Schiirr
(2012) 18-44 gives a detailed discussion of the role of Artturhpara.
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and had the authority to mint coins in various places.3*® How long this situation
continued after the death of Xeréi is unclear. Firstly, we cannot be certain
whether Erbbina did indeed - as is often assumed - succeed Xeréi at Xanthos
and, if so, for how long.34° The dates given for his latest coins vary; most
suggestions place them slightly later than Xeréi’s final issues, meaning that he
could briefly have moved his centre of operations to Xanthos after Xeréi’s

death.350

Keen assumes that Erbbina did succeed Xeréi as ruler of Xanthos and was the
issuer of a series of coins showing helmeted heads of Athena and inscribed with
a wide-range of place-names (including Xanthos, Pinara, Patara, Tlos and
Telmessos).351 However, Erbbina is not the only man to have minted coins in
western Lycia during the 380s and 370s, nor the only one who could plausibly
have produced coins carrying a head of Athena. Ddénewele, for example, also
produced coins on the light (western) weight standard, some of which also carry
a head of Athena; his coins, like those of Erbbina, appear in the Tissaphernes
hoard, showing that they were minted prior to c. 380.352 Exactly when
Ddenewele minted coins is unclear, since he could have been doing so under
Xeriga, Xeréi, or Erbbina, or on his own account; the use of a single letter <x>

may indicate that he belonged to the same family as Xeriga and Xeréi, or was one

348 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 376-383.

349 Suggestions about how Erbbina’s conquests and succession might have played out after
Xeréi’s death are given by, inter alia, Bousquet (1975) Bousquet 138-148 and Robert (1978) 10-
34 (who suggests that Erbbina’s original base was at Tlos, and that he carried out his conquests
from there).

350 Mgrkholm and Zahle (1976) 59-60; Keen (1998) 142-147; Konuk (2009) 193; see above, fn.
312.

351 Keen (1998) 146-147 (M240-247).

352 CH II1.14, CH V.16; Vismara (1999) 100-101. Kolb and Tietz (2001) 377 n. 157 note the
possibility that Ddénewele was in fact a place-name rather than the name of a man.
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of their followers.353 Aruwatijesi’s coins, too, appear in the Tissaphernes hoard,
as well as in the Podalia hoard (IGCH 1262; c. 375-70); some appear similar in
type and style to those of Erbbina, leading Kolb and Tietz to suggest that these,
too, were minted at Telmessos.34He is also known to have re-cut a die of
Erbbina, showing that, at one site at least, he minted later than Erbbina.3>> The
majority of his coins, however, are minted on the heavy standard of central Lycia,
making it somewhat hard to understand exactly how he fits into the wider
picture of the time: one plausible explanation is that at this point, as under
Xeriga, officials were sent out to various towns of western Lycia and were able to

mint their own coins in the town they were administering.

Further east, meanwhile, a man called Mithrapata was minting coins on the
heavy weight standard of central and eastern Lycia, which suggests that, at some
point, he controlled a section of central Lycia comprising, at least, the
mountainous area around Phellos and Antiphellos.3>¢ He may also be mentioned
in the ‘ruler formulae’ of two epitaphs, at Seyret (N315) and Isinda (TL64),
although, as discussed below, I think it equally likely that these refer to a second,
slightly later ruler. Artturhpara also minted coins on the light standard of
western Lycia at Tuminehi (possibly modern Koéybasi3>7): since these appear to
follow on directly from the reign of Xeriga, Kolb and Tietz make the plausible
suggestion that he took control of Tuminehi immediately after Xeriga's death,

later expanding his area of influence across central Lycia (where he seems to

353 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 383.

354 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 384; Vismara (1999) 102.

355 IGCH 1262; Mgrkholm and Zahle (1976) 57, 59 (obverse die A21, used on Erbbina’s coins no.
72-75 and on Aruwatijesi’s coin S, as shown on Pl. I1I); Keen (1998) 143 with n. 54.

356 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 384, 387.

357 Zimmermann (1992) 31, n. 71; the suggestion was originally made by Zahle.
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have been Aruwatijesi’s contemporary and perhaps his overlord). If this is
correct, he could have been a member or follower of the Xanthian ruling family,
initially ruling Tuminehi under the auspices of Xer€i.38 The fact that Mithrapata,
unlike Aruwatijesi, is mentioned in the ‘ruler formula’ of inscriptions implies that
the former was the main ruler of the area, as does the fact that his coins depict a
head - presumably his own - wearing a tiara, suggesting close links with the

Persian satrap.3>?

A key difficulty in the interpretation of the numismatic and epigraphic evidence
for the first half of the fourth century is the appearance of various men who seem
to have been active in issuing coins and involved in military campaigns, for what
might appear an unlikely length of time. Weyssere, for example, appears to have
minted coins from c. 450 to c. 400, which has led to the suggestion that there
were in fact two different men with this name.360 However, as Kolb and Tietz
rightly point out, it is perfectly possible that one man could have been politically
active for a period of fifty years.3¢1 More problematic is that fact that so many of
the Lycian coin issuers appear to have been unusually long-lived. The names of
Aruwatijesi, Mithrapata and Trbbénimi appear on the Inscribed pillar at Xanthos,
all three on the east side (TL44b), which deals with events of 412-411, and
Trbbénimi also on the south side (at TL44a44), where he appears to have been

the main player in the defeat of Melesandros’ expedition to Lycia in 430 (see

358 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 385-387.

359 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 379-380, 387.

360 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 377, 381: stylistic similarities to coins of Xeriga suggests that his
earliest coins must date from the middle of the fifth century, while the end-date appears to be
based on the style of the devices, and the appearance of one of his coins in the Tissaphernes
Hoard (CH II1.14, CH V.16). Vismara (1989a) 19 gives a more precise dating of 460 to 435, based
on the devices used, the style of the coins, and links with the coinage of other rulers, especially
Kuprlli.

361 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 380-381.
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Chapter 2.8). At the same time, we have coins of all three from well into the first
decades of the fourth century; most notably, Trbb&nimi minted coins at the same
time as Perikle, whose main period of activity appears to have been around the

370s.

The identity of Trbbénimi is something of a puzzle. The Xanthos stele records
that Trbbénimi tebete terii se Milasdriitra ‘Trbbénimi defeated the tern and
Melesander’, surely referring to the Lycian defeat of Melesandros’ expedition in
430. He next appears, however, in inscriptions of Limyra (TL128 and TL135),
where two people describe themselves as his tideri, and is found, then together
with Perikle, minting coins at Zagaba and Limyra.3¢? The inscriptions from
Limyra, unfortunately, do not shed very much light on his identity. The meaning
of tideri is uncertain (see Chapter 1.16), but its use at least implies that
Trbbénimi was sufficiently important that people wanted to associate
themselves with him. Borchhardt argues, from the connection between their
coins as well as the implication of these inscriptions, that the Trbbé&nimi
mentioned on the Inscribed pillar was Perikle’s father, and ruled at Limyra
before him - eventually sharing power with him in his old age, at the time of the
invasion of central Lycia.3¢3 However, there is no definitive proof of a
relationship between them. As a result, the lack of any inscriptions explicitly
describing Trbbénimi as a ruler, together with the fact that he seems only to have

begun to mint coins at the same time as Perikle has led to the suggestion that

362 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 389.
363 Borchhardt (1996-1997) 1-23.
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there were two different men called Trbbénimi, one connected to the earlier

rulers of Xanthos and the other connected to Perikle.364

Kolb and Tietz combat this suggestion by arguing that Mithrapata (with
Aruwatiseji as his deputy) controlled central Lycia until around 380 (giving
Mithrapata a reign of a reasonable length, around twenty years), when they were
ousted by Perikle, together with Trbbé&nimi (who by this point must have been
seventy or older, if he was around twenty when he defeated Melesandros).365
The apparent lack of earlier coins of Trbbénimi need not be problematic, since
no other ruler seems to have been minting there at this time; we can therefore
assume either that he did not feel any need to mint coins until he began to set his
sights on expanding into central Lycia, or that he minted only anepigraphic coins

at the start of his reign.

The inscriptions from Limyra which mention Trbbénimi support the suggestion
that he was older than Perikle, since their lettering appears noticeably earlier
than that of inscriptions from the time of Perikle (although this can only give a
tentative indication of their date). One problem with Kolb and Tietz’s suggestion
is that assessments of the numismatic evidence suggest that Mithrapata minted
until c. 370/360, in which case it becomes difficult to imagine how the same

Trbbénimi, who was at the height of his military powers in 430, could have

364 E.g. Childs (1981) 65; Bryce (1986) 47; Thonemann (2009a) 175.

365 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 388-9. It should be noted that it is not entirely certain that Trbb&nimi
minted coins in Zagaba: Kolb and Tietz note the similarity between the motifs of coins of Zagaba
and those of Trbbé&nimi, and point out that some of Trbbénimi’s coins bear the letter I, which
they believe stands for Zagaba - it would also be possible, however, for it to stand for Zémuri, the
Lycian name of Limyra.
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minted coins after him.3¢¢ This later dating is at least partly based, however, on
the appearance of 92 coins of Mithrapata in the Podalia hoard (IGCH 1262,
buried c. 375/370); yet since the hoard contains far more coins of Trbbénimi
(244) and Perikle (117) than of Mithrapata, it seems entirely possible that it was
buried some time after he had ceased minting, but while some of his coins were

still in circulation.367

Another suggestion similar to the idea of an older and younger Trbbénimi
(although not impinging directly on it) is that there were two men called
Mithrapata: one mentioned in the Inscribed pillar, and issuing coins at Tuminehi;
the other (a different individual, perhaps a descendant) mentioned in the ruler
formula at Isinda and Seyret - and issuing coins further east.3¢8 Kolb and Tietz’s
reconstruction of Mithrapata’s reign, as given above, seems to render the
existence of two separate coin issuers unnecessary, but the inscriptions with the
‘ruler formula’ are a different matter. Most worryingly, N315, at Seyret, shows
the form xupu for xupd, a sound change which is otherwise not seen until the
mid-fourth century; in addition, it is noticeable that N315 has the later form of
<x>, and an unusual form of <é>, both of which would suggest that it is unlikely
to have been very much earlier than the inscriptions from the time of Perikle (in
which the same, later <x> is seen). Schiirr suggests that the Mizrppata of these
inscriptions may have ruled this area after Perikle and this solution seems
attractive to me: there is no need to believe that he minted coinage, so that no

alteration of Kolb and Tietz's hypothesis about the fate of the coin issuer is

366 See Seyer (2009) 59 n. 34, with references.
367 Vismara (1999) 102.
368 Keen (1998) 143.
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necessary.3%® We might ask whether there was a connection between the two:
was Mizrppata a son of the older Mithrapata? Although there is no way to prove
this, it is possible to imagine the son of the deposed ruler of the area being
reinstated (or partly reinstated) with Persian support, even while Perikle

continued to control the eastern part of the peninsula.

The picture is complicated further by the appearance of coins of Artturmpara,
minted on the western weight standard, which follow the iconographic model of
Mithrapata’s coinage (showing a head wearing a tiara).3’° This may show that he
succeeded Erbbina as ruler of western Lycia around the same time that
Trbbénimi and Perikle deposed Mithrapata and began to mint coins at Zagaba.371
Conflict between Arttumpara and Perikle is shown by an inscription of Limyra
(TL104) which records Artturhpara’s defeat. By c. 372/370, Arttumpara was
minting coins at Side, at that point under Persian control, presumably in exile

from Lycia.372

More evidence for Perikle’s conquest of the Xanthos valley is provided by a
passage of Photius’ summary of Theopompus (FrGrH 115 F103) which states
that the ‘Lycians’, under their BaciAevg Perikle, besieged Telmessos and forced
its inhabitants to negotiate with them; the ‘Lycians’ must refer here simply to

Perikle’s forces, since Telmessos was already under Lycian control by this

369 Schiirr (2012) 34.

370 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 377 state that these coins are found in the Tissaphernes Hoard (CH
I11.14, CH V.16), alongside those of Xeréi, Erbbina, Ddenewele; however, if this is the case, they
are not mentioned in the original publication of the hoard (Hurter (1979) 99-108) or in
Vismara'’s catalogue of coin hoards (Vismara (1999) 100).

371 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 388 (Trbbénimi and Perikle); 400 (Artturhpara, and his conflict with
Perikle); Zimmermann (1992) 28, 34-35.

372 Bryce (1986) 112; Kolb and Tietz (2001) 400.
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time.3”3 We have no way of knowing when this episode took place, but might
assume that it was at some point in the late 370s, when Perikle had control of the
Xanthos valley. Another possibility is that he attacked Telmessos from the sea,
using this as a way to approach the Xanthos valley. Perikle’s invasion of western
Lycia has often been linked to the so-called Satraps’ Revolt, but it is not clear
what, if any, the connection in fact was.3’4 Diodorus’ account (XV.19) of the
‘Satraps’ revolt states that the Lycians were involved, but the date that he gives,
361, seems to be significantly later than the start of Perikle’s attempts at
expansion.3’> The whole existence of the revolt as a co-ordinated affair has
recently been called into question, and it seems that, at least for Lycia, this doubt
is well-founded: Perikle’s initial defeat of Mithrapata was probably a purely
internal affair, in the context of ongoing rivalry and expansionism on the part of
various Lycian rulers, and the same may be true of his attempt to expand into the
Xanthos valley.37¢ His apparent cultural orientation towards the Greek world, as
discussed below, might suggest that he wished to make Lycia independent of
Persia, but it seems equally likely that he simply wanted to expand his reach
within the peninsula. Perhaps, however, Arttumpara was able to exploit the
wider unrest of the early 360s, such as the revolt of Datames, in order to obtain

Persian help against Perikle.377

373 Briant (2002) 670.

37¢ E.g. by Bryce (1986) 111-113.

375 Briant (2002) 656; Hornblower (2011) 262 does, however, point out that the Satraps’ revolt
appear to have started earlier than Diodorus believed, since Datames had already revolted from
the King in the early 360s.

376 Weiskopf (1989) 10-15, in particular, suggests that the revolt was a series of unlinked
instances of local unrest rather than a co-ordinated affair; for the connection (or lack thereof)
between Perikle and any wider revolt, see Briant (2002) 270-273. Kuban (2012) 16 also points
out that Perikle’s military action against Artturhpara was not necessarily connected to the

Satraps’ revolt in any way.
377 Revolt of Datames: Briant (2002) 660-662; Hornblower (2011) 262.
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This help appeared in the shape of Autophradates, satrap of Lydia in the first
part of the fourth century.378 He is mentioned in two Lycian inscriptions: once in
a ‘ruler formula’ from an epitaph at Bayindir Limani (TL61) and once on a large
sarcophagus at Xanthos, the ‘Pajawa sarcophagus’ (with TL40). If Kolb and Tietz
are correct in their interpretation of the numismatic evidence, there seems to
have been no point between the reign of Mithrapata and Perikles’ arrival in
central Lycia during which he could have controlled the area, suggesting that he
and Mizrppata must have been named as ‘rulers’ in the area around Antiphellos

at a very similar time.

The ‘Pajawa sarcophagus’ seems likely to have been produced at some point
after Autophradates had worsted Perikle: the dates given for its reliefs vary
between 370 and 350, but most commentators tend towards the latter.37°
Unusual forms of <&> (7 Y and Y) are used, extremely similar to those seen in
some inscriptions from Limyra during the time of Perikle (see Chart 2). The fact
that Autophradates and Mizrppata appear to have been mentioned in ‘ruler
formulae’ in central Lycia at a similar time need not be especially problematic:
we can either assume that Autophradates was mentioned in a ruler formula
during the reign of Mizrppata in order to emphasise the area’s overall allegiance
to him, or that he controlled the area directly after he first ousted Perikle, with
Mizrppata appointed only later on. Whether Artturhpara was returned to power

in western Lycia at the same point remains uncertain, but, as discussed below, it

378 Autophradates was satrap of Lydia in the middle of the fourth century and, among other
escapades, defeated the rebellious Euagoras, king of Cyprus. The exact dates of his satrapy are
unknown, but he was active in the Persian army in the 390s, and fighting the rebels Datames and
Ariobarzanes in the early 360s (Briant (2002) 468, 660-662).

379 Zahle (1979) 281 and Demargne (1974) 61-74 suggest dates in the 360s; Briant (2002) 672;
Bryce (1986) 47 give a wider range of 370-350.
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seems likely that he, as well as Autophradates, is mentioned in the inscriptions of
the Pajawa sarcophagus. We cannot be sure whether Perikle lost his whole
territory after Autophradates gained control of central and western Lycia, or
whether he retained power in Limyra, but the latter is certainly possible: this
would allow the epitaph at Bayindir Limani (TL61) to be contemporary with, or
earlier than, some of those which mention Perikle, as the palaeography seems to

require.380

In order to be able to discuss the inscriptions of this period (that is, c. 380-c. 350)
in some meaningful way, I have accepted the following hypothetical version of
events, based largely on Kolb and Tietz’s analysis of the numismatic evidence
and Schirr’s suggested reading of the ‘Pajawa sarcophagus’ Arttumpara,
whether he was a member of the Xanthian dynasty or deputy of the Persian
satrap, succeeded Xeré€i or Erbbina in the Xanthos valley some time in the 380s.
At around the same time or shortly afterwards, Perikle defeated Mithrapata, who
had been ruler of Phellos, Zagaba and central Lycia, and seized control of his
territory. He then turned his attention to Arttumpara who, less easily worsted,
retained control of the Xanthos valley for around ten years, attempting to
compete with Perikle for control of central Lycia until, c. 375, he was defeated
and fled to Side, where he minted coins in order to pay his supporters. Some time
in the early- or mid-360s he returned to the Xanthos valley with the help of the
satrap Autophradates, (although, as mentioned above, it is also possible that

Autophradates acted alone) and either pushed Perikle back to the area east of

380 Bryce (1986) states that Perikle’s career came to an ‘abrupt end’ after the Satraps’ revolt, but
this seems to be disproved by SEG 41:1380, an inscription which talks of law helpat Limyra ‘from
the time of Perikle’; Worrle(1991) 226 (as pointed out in Briant (2002) 673.
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Timiussa, or defeated him entirely; Autophradates, as a result, retained more
direct rule than before over Lycia, with Arttumpara (or Pajawa) acting as his
deputy in the Xanthos valley and in central Lycia, perhaps, the younger

Mizrppata.

Although necessarily hypothetical, this reconstruction enables us to make some
sense of the various, apparently almost contemporary inscriptions in which the
rulers are mentioned, and to consider a possible context for other inscriptions

which seem likely to have been produced against this political backdrop.

3.2 Private Epigraphy, c. 390- c. 350

Almost all the epigraphy known to date from the time of Artturhpara, Mizrapata,
Autophradates and Perikle is ‘private epigraphy’, consisting of those epitaphs
already mentioned, which contain references to these rulers. In addition to these,
a number of inscriptions can, on the basis of their letter forms, reasonably be
believed to have been produced at around this time - again, almost all of these
are of a personal nature, with the exception of one, possibly two, inscriptions
from Limyra, relating to Perikle. The impossibility of assigning an accurate date
to the inscriptions means that many of those which [ mention in this chapter may
in fact have been produced in the late fifth century - conversely, others might

have been produced somewhat later than the middle of the century.

The use of inscribed private epitaphs was widespread across Lycia by the middle
of the fourth century, if not earlier. In most areas it continued, however to be the

exception rather than the norm: at Pinara, for example, where a number of very
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conventional inscriptions were later produced, only a few inscribed monuments
seem likely to date from this period, while even at Xanthos, only five inscriptions
are found. Similarly, at Myra (as discussed in Chapter 2.18) the use of epigraphy
appears to have begun in earnest at the beginning of the century, if not before. A
number of one-off epitaphs from this period are found in various places in
central and eastern Lycia, a surprisingly high number of which display the éné...
xAtawata building formula; at least some of this spread of epigraphy appears to
have resulted from the political instability described above, which saw a number
of rulers vying for control of the seaboard from Antiphellos to Cape Gelidonya,
on the far side of the coastal plain of Limyra. The extent to which Perikle’s
expansionism was responsible for the spread of epigraphy remains, however, a
subject of some debate. At Limyra, Perikle himself might be considered to have
produced surprisingly little epigraphy, but a high number of inscriptions appear
to have been made some time during, or just after his reign; there is also a
notable shift in their content towards the use of more conventional wording. In
what follows, I discuss the epigraphy of the Xanthos valley and Central Lycia
during the time of conflict described above, pointing out some of the elements of
the epitaphs which first appear at this time, before turning to discussion of the

‘ruler formula’ and of Perikle’s Limyra.

3.3 Xanthos - the Pajawa Sarcophagus

As explained above, it is very unclear who ruled Xanthos after the death (or
possibly the deposition) of Erbbina, but whatever their identity, they appear to
have had little interest in producing long, detailed inscriptions of the sort

commissioned by Xeriga and Erbbina. Indeed, it is not even clear that there was a
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‘ruler’ based in Xanthos - the mention of Arttumpara at Pinara certainly implies
that he was in control of the Xanthos valley, but does not tell us where he was
based. If he himself produced any inscribed monuments, these have not

survived.381

One particularly impressive monument, already mentioned above, was produced
at Xanthos during this time: the Pajawa sarcophagus, originally from the
acropolis of Xanthos, which now stands, eight metres high, in the British Museum
(see Chapter 1.16, and fig. 17).382 The physical presence of the monument cannot
be overstated - it is enormous (significantly larger than, for example, the
sarcophagus of Merehi). It is inscribed in four separate places: along each of the
long sides of the hyposorion (TL40a and d), on one of its ends (TL40c), and on the
crest of the lid (TL40b). The tomb is richly decorated with relief sculpture: on the
lid are chariots like those on Merehi’s tomb, while the hyposorion shows a battle

scene on one side, and what appears to be an audience scene on the other.

Two of the inscriptions (TL40a and d) say simply pajawa manayine priinawate
priinawa ebéfiné ‘Pajawa the manayine built this house-tomb’: it is interesting
that Pajawa, although he eschews the standard ‘building formula’ (already seen
at Xanthos on the tomb of Merehi, if nowhere else) nevertheless displays the
common Lycian concern with the actual building of the tomb - in TL40c he even,
very unusually, used the first person form priinawayd ‘1 built’.383 His use of the

verb priinawa- in these non-formulaic ways suggests that being the builder of the

381 Schiirr (2012) 29.

382 Schiirr (2012) 26.

383 Melchert (2004) s.v. priinawa-2has this as the only known occurrence of the first person form
of the verb.

197



tomb was still, at this point, a matter of actual importance, not simply a form of

words.

The word manayine is not otherwise known, and seems most likely to be a title
or position: Pajawa uses it in preference to his patronymic in the two shorter
texts. Briant argues that he was ‘probably the dynast of Xanthos’ at the time
when his epitaph was made, but we should probably not be thinking in terms of
‘dynasts’ by this point, since, as TL 61 shows, Autophradates appears to have
held tight control of the area.38* Schiirr also suggests that the longest of the
inscriptions (TL40c) shows Pajawa holding office at Xanthos as a direct

subordinate of Arttumpara, reconstructing the first six lines as follows:

pajawa: ed[.. h]
tideimi: af rtumpa]
rah: telézif jehi]
qla: trmmmis[:?]z [
uwete: teri: sé[n

ijeté.38>

He translates this as ‘Pajawa, des E. Sohn, (in) des A[rtumbal]ra, [des] telézi[je- ]
qla, als Lykien z[... | uwe -te, sé[n ..] erwarb’ and interprets it to mean that the
Pajawa built his tomb in the gla of Arttumpara.38¢ The next section, he suggests,

records that Pajawa built the tomb, having acted as some sort of high official at

384 Briant (2002) 672.
385 Schiirr (2012) 27.
386 Schiirr (2012) 28.
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Xanthos for ten years; if Arttumpara and Autophradates are assumed, as
suggested above, to have finally ejected Perikle from western Lycia in the early-
or mid-360s, this would put the building of the Pajawa sarcophagus in the early
350s, which would not conflict too harshly with Zahle and Demargne’s dating of
the reliefs in the 360s.387 A gla appears to be a sanctuary or cult area (the word is
almost always found in a religious context), and Schiirr suggests that the
‘Acropolis pillar’ at Xanthos was Arttumpara’s tomb, and telézijehi his title, so
that Pajawa is recording how he obtained (or ‘bought’, the more usual
interpretation of ijeté) the land for his tomb. Unfortunately we have no way of
telling whether the pillar in fact was the tomb of Arttumpara, or of proving that
the name Arttumhpara stood in the lacuna at the end of the second line. The
reconstruction of telézije as a title is also problematic: it seems to make sense
here, but at TL 104 it is better understood to mean ‘camp’ or ‘allies’.
Nevertheless, whether or not Schiirr’s interpretation is accepted, the key point of
the text - to explain how Pajawa obtained the right to build where he did -

seems clear.

On the Pajawa sarcophagus, the short inscribed texts explain the reliefs but
appear to be subordinate to them: a contemporary viewer, aware of Pajawa’s
relationship to the satrap and to Arttumpara, would have been able to
understand the reliefs without reading the inscriptions. The content of the
longest of the inscriptions seems to show a change of emphasis away from the
overt self-advertisement of the Inscribed pillar and the Letéon dedications: if

Schiirr’s translation is accepted, then Pajawa, far from enumerating his triumphs

387 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 401; Zahle (1979) 281; Demargne (1974) 61-74.
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as Xeriga and Erbbina did, is emphasising his loyalty and close connection to
Arttumpara; if not, it seems likely that he is meticulously recording his purchase
of the land, in stark contrast to the military prowess emphasised by Errbina. This
emphasis on loyalty to the Persian court - and the ‘Persian’ themes of some of
the reliefs - is easily understood in the context of conflict with (or of triumph
over) Perikle, who seems (as discussed below) to have positioned himself more

towards the Aegean, Greek-speaking world than towards Persia.

3.4 Epitaphs of Xanthos

In contrast to Pajawa’s sarcophagus, most other inscriptions of Xanthos which
seem likely to have been inscribed around this time follow the conventional
pattern already seen in Merehi’s epitaph: the epitaphs of Ahqqadi (TL36), on a
sarcophagus, and of Mede (TL37; see figs. 24 and 25), Tuwada (TL423%8) and
Padrama (TL48; see fig. 26), on rock tombs, all begin with the standard ‘building
formula’. The epitaphs of both Mede and Padrama are placed on a smoothed area
to the side of the door of the tomb, a position which continued to be common at
Xanthos, although almost all epitaphs on rock tombs elsewhere were either on
the lintel of the tomb or (for a two-storey tomb) on the cross-beam over the door

- the position in which N310, at Phellos, was placed.

Nonetheless, as is so often the case, when the tombs and epitaphs are considered
in more detail they emerge as less identical than they at first appear. The tomb of
Padrama is of particular interest because it contains the only known example of

a Lycian inscription inscribed inside a tomb. The burial couch at the back of the

388 This epitaph is now lost (Kalinka (1901) 36 states ‘nemo hoc sepulcrum post Fellowsium
vidit") and is known only from a sketch by Fellows, reproduced by Kalinka.
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tomb is cut into the back wall and could be closed off from the rest of the burial

by two stone slabs or planks of wood.38° Above it is inscribed:

ebehi: isbazi: mi ije sijéni: Padrima: kumaza: me ije ne pemati tike:
kbi hrppi ttane:
‘On this couch the priest Padriima lies, and he forbids anyone to

put another on him.’390

Seyer has shown that a number of tombs had couches which could be shut off
from the rest of the tomb, and that there are hints in a number of these that the
occupant was to be a priest, implying that the corpse of such a man had to be
kept separate from those of others.3°1 Whether or not this was the case, it is clear
that Padrama wanted to ensure that no one else would be buried on the same
couch as him, and therefore ‘labelled’ it as his. He also added a prohibition,
explicitly forbidding anyone to interfere with his corpse, a phenomenon common
in eastern Lycia but rarely found in western Lycia. Might he have had some
particular connection to the eastern part of the peninsula which meant that he

was familiar with the habit?

The potential ‘audience’ of TL49 would have been very small, limited to those
who were likely to enter the tomb (presumably Padrdma’s relatives, or anyone

else responsible for the laying-out of bodies), and so the inscription should be

389 Seyer (2006b) 168-169.

390 The word pemati (possibly nepemati) is otherwise unknown, but Neumann (2007) s.v. pemati
quotes various suggestions, including ‘verbieten’.

391 Seyer (2006b) 167-172.
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understood as primarily functional, intended to inform those deciding where to

place other bodies that the rear couch was to be left undisturbed.

Other elements of the various early tomb inscriptions are not as unusual as
Padrama’s, but are still of some interest. Mede’s epitaph (TL37) omits the
preposition hrppi, simply giving the name of the intended users of the tomb in
the dative (epfinéni ehbi Hmprdma sej atli ‘for his younger brother Hmprama and
himself'392). As discussed in Chapter 1, the use of the atli in this context is very
unusual, and in this case may be motivated by the fact that Mede is building the
tomb for someone other than his wife and children. Indeed, we might question
whether the ‘hrppi-formula’ was yet as frequently used as it later became.
Tuwada (TL42) uses it in the most common way (already seen in TL77), to state
that the tomb was for his ladi se tideime ‘wife and children’. Padrama (TL48),
however, the other tomb-builder to use it, built his tomb for his nere se tuhe
‘sister(?) and nephew’, and therefore had a particular reason to record who he

intended to be buried there.393

Ahqqadi’s epitaph (TL36), meanwhile, did not have a hrppi-clause nor, initially,
did it explain who might be buried in the sarcophagus. At a later date this must
have been felt to be a deficiency, since a different hand has added the
explanation that se pijeté: hrzzi: iitata: ladi: ehbi: se mineteidehe esedénnewi) se

pijeté: étri: Atatd: pranezi: atlahi: ‘and he gave the upper burial-chamber to his

392 Melchert (2004) s.v. epfinéni.
393 Neumann (2007) s.v. neri.
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wife and the relations3°# of Mfineteide, and he gave the lower burial-chamber to
his own household’. It is not clear here who Mfineteide is, but it is possible that it
was his wife (which would explain why the esedéiinewi are to be placed in the

same burial-chamber as her) or one of his parents.

The fact that this information was inscribed only as an afterthought is
particularly interesting in view of the fact that the original epitaph already
referred to these two parts of the tomb, but without specifying who was to be
buried in them. Instead, it stipulates payments to be made for further burials,
with different prices for the main (upper) burial chamber (10 and a half ada) and
for the lower (three and a half ada) (see further below). Originally, it must have
been obvious to those concerned with the tomb - presumably members of
Ahqqadi’s family - who was to be buried where, but as the decades passed and
those who claimed the right to be buried there had increasingly tenuous links to
Ahqqadi, it must have been felt necessary to specify more exactly who was
entitled to a space in the sarcophagus. Perhaps Ahqqgadi omitted to state that the
inscription was for his wife and children because it seemed entirely obvious to
him that this was the case, just as tomb-builders did not usually think it
necessary to state explicitly that they were themselves to be buried in their

tombs?

This addition of extra information to a tomb is unusual, but not unparalleled. In

fact, it also happened to Padrdama’s epitaph, TL48. An additional four lines, added

394 The word esedéfinewe appears in a number of epitaphs. It is a collective noun, translated by
Melchert (20004) s.v. esedéiiewe- as ‘consanguineal descendant(s)’ and by Neumann (2007) s.v.
esedéiiewe/i- as ‘Blutsverwandtschaft’.
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in a later and slightly larger hand (see Chapter 1.17.i), record the sale of the tomb
to Qarfinaya, son of Pssure, and state that Padrama’s son Xudiwazade was the
seller. Exactly when this sale took place is not clear, but the fact that the seller
was Padrama’s son, and the slightly later letter forms seen in the second
inscription, imply a lapse of some years between the building of the tomb and its
sale, which might, therefore, have taken place around the middle of the fourth
century. Might the sale have taken place during a down-turn in the fortunes of
Xanthos and its inhabitants, perhaps at the beginning of the period of
Hekatomnid domination, meaning that it was useful both for Padrama’s family to
sell their tomb and for Qarfinaxa to buy a tomb rather than to build his own?
This suggestion is supported by the possibility that the workings on the roof of
the tomb show that a sarcophagus was placed there by Qarfinaxa, and that,
rather than purchasing the right to use the original tomb-chamber, he had simply
purchased the monument, enabling him to obtain a grand-looking funerary
complex with significantly less expense and effort than would have been

required to build a new one.3%

The meticulous recording of the sale, and in particular the role of Padrama’s son,
is interesting, since it suggests that, in this case, the inscription was intended as a
formal record of the transaction, in case of any later dispute. It is rather puzzling
that Padrama’s own son is not mentioned on the tomb: does this mean that he
had his own tomb elsewhere, and, if so, how did he have the right to sell off a

tomb apparently given by his father to somebody else? Perhaps this confirms

395 Suggested by Seyer (2007) 138-140. (Seyer is not entirely correct, however, to say that this is
an unique example of the sale of a tomb, since a sale also seems to be recorded in TL 78 from
Tise, in the second half of the fourth century; there, however, the building and sale of the tomb
are recorded in the same hand.)
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that hrppi- clauses were only used selectively - did Padrama’s son, as well as his
sister and nephew, have rights over the tomb which were, in his case, so obvious

that they did not need to be recorded?

3.5 Excursus: Payments for burial in the Xanthos valley.

Ahqqadi’s epitaph (TL36), as noted above, stipulates payments to be made,
apparently relating to further burials in some way. Such payments are common
at Xanthos, and elsewhere in the Xanthos valley, both at this point and later: I
therefore discuss the phenomenon as a whole here. Early fourth century
examples are the epitaph of Ahqqadi (TL36), the fragmentary epitaph TL46
(which preserves just enough letters to show that it, too, stipulated a payment of
some sort), the epitaph of Tuwada (TL42), and TL 50, on the Theatre pillar. The

payment clauses of all three are almost identical:

TL36: ... se ije fita tadé: mifiti/ aladehali: ada: O-: sej étri: fitata:/ ada: [|/[-
‘And with them (the tomb-owner) the mifiti has made (a sworn

agreement): for opening, 10% ada, and [for opening] the lower chamber

3% ada’.

TL50: rite (e) ije tdteé: tesi: minti/ aladehali: ada: O.
‘And with them (the tomb-owner) the mifti has made a sworn agreement:

for opening, 10 ada.’

TL42: ... se ije Aitadé: (= fita tadé): tesi: miiiti: aladaheli: ada: [/

‘And with them (the tomb-owner) the minti has made a sworn agreement:
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for opening, 2 ada’.

A similar formula is seen in an inscription from Pinara although this uses a finite
verb (and has, as a result, been crucial to the interpretation of the more common

phrase):

TL 11: ... sét alahhdti: mifti: adai: O-

‘And the mifiti will open it (for burials) for (?) 10 ada’.

There has been much discussion of the precise meaning of the term aladehali
(more usually aladahali) and of the nature of the mirfiti.3°¢ Bryce, in a detailed
study of statements of this kind, concluded that they are payments to be made to
the minti for burial.3°7 Using the variant form seen in TL11 (which he translates
as ‘and the minti will-arrange/ prepare (??) (the corpse??) there (?) (for) 10%
ada’), he interprets the more usual formula to mean ‘the mifiti has made a sworn
agreement [tesi] with them (i.e. the prospective tomb occupants)..for the
arranging/preparing (?7) (of the corpse??), (a fee of) x ada’.3°® The omission of
tesi in TL36 might lead us to question whether the words 7ita tadé do in fact refer
to these oaths or whether (as in, for example, TL102, at Limyra) it means ‘place
inside’, and refers to act of burial, but the use of the past tense suggests that this
cannot be the case, and that it must indeed refer to an arrangement made with

the tomb builder.

396 TL36 and TL50 are the only examples of aladehali for aladahali: aladehali may be an earlier
form, confirming the comparatively early date of these epitaphs, since the assimilation of [e] > [a]
is a recognised phenomenon in Lycian (Eichner, in Seyer (2009).

397 Bryce (1976b) 175-190.

398 Bryce (1976b) 188-189.
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Exactly what the mifiti was (or who they were) remains unclear: Bryce suggests
that it ‘was an institution or council closely connected with the supervision of
various tombs’399, while Schiirr states more emphatically that it was ‘nicht mehr
und nicht weniger als eine Nekropolenverwaltung’.#%° However, in reality we
know very little about it, except that it seems to have been a council or authority
of some sort (a group of people is heavily implied by the use of the singular verb
(tadé) in TL36 but the plural (tdté) in TL50).

We do not know whether there was one miriti for the whole of Lycia or whether
each town had its own mifti, and, if so, under what circumstances a mirti would
be set up. It is also not clear whether the minti’s sole responsibility was the care
of tombs, or whether it had other civic or religious roles unknown to us as a

result of the vagaries of the epigraphic record.

Similarly, the meaning of the verb alaha- and the noun aladahali is still debated.
The appearance of the infinitive aladahhdna in one example of the formula has
confirmed Bryce’s suggestion that the noun describes an action rather than a
person, but exactly what action is still debated.#91 Bryce suggested ‘for laying
out’, but Melchert points out that alaha- is never used in burial instructions such
as those used at Myra (see Chapter 2); it is seen only in prohibitions - sometimes
also alongside the word for bury, fite ... hrppi tadi (see Chapter 4). He therefore
argues that it cannot mean ‘arrange’ or ‘prepare’ (which might also have been

used in instructions), but must be some term that fits a negative sense more

399 Bryce (1976b) 183.
400 ‘,_no more and no less than the necropolis administration (authority)’: Schiirr (2008) 170.
401 Melchert [in press] 10.
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easily. He suggests ‘transfer’, used in two entirely different senses: to forbid the
transferring of another body into a tomb and (in the phrase under discussion
here) to transfer the care of the tomb to the minti, but such a severe shift in
meanings within the funerary context seems awkward. One possibility is that it
refers to the ‘opening’ of the tomb to enable another burial - clearly something
which would be undesirable unless specifically authorized. This meaning

appears in the only two Greek inscriptions to mention the minti:#2

TAM 11 1 40, an early Hellenistic inscription, from Telmessos: ...taynv 8¢ €tafev
ol pevditat Tolg avolyovotv o pvijpa Adegavdpeiov Spay(p)dv €€... ‘the members
of the miriti have prescribed a fee for those opening the tomb of six drachms of

Alexander...

Reisen II, 22 Nr. 27, early Hellenistic inscription at Kyaneai: ...un &¢otw 8¢
dvolyewv unBevi avev tii¢ pvdlog... ‘and let no one open the tomb without the

permission of the miriti...’

Similarity between the sense of the first of these inscriptions and the Lycian
payment clauses is strongly suggested by the comparable values mentioned: Frei
suggested that 1 ada = 1.25 drachmai, making 6 drachmai worth just under 5
ada; this would be slightly more than the usual cost of opening a Lycian rock

tomb, but less than the cost of opening a sarcophagus.403

402 Quoted in Schiirr (2008) 159-160.
403 Frei quoted in Zahle (1989) 177 and Neumann (2007) s.v. ada.
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Melchert’s derivation of alaha- from ha- ‘release, let go’ could also be a potential
origin for a word meaning ‘open’, especially in the sense of ‘releasing’ a door.4%4
However, once again it is not clear exactly how this would fit into the
grammatical structure of the prohibitions: N306, (from Cagman, in central Lycia)
states, for example, me fte ne: hri(j) alahadi: tike: atlahi: tibe kbijehi:. This
appears to mean ‘let no one fite ... hri(j) alahadi (perhaps ‘lay out on top inside’)
any (relation) of himself or of another’, but could be interpreted ‘let no (one)
open up inside for anyone (tike in dat. sg.,, meaning a relation) of himself or of

another’.405

Both the Greek and - whatever its precise meaning - the Lycian versions seem to
involve repeated payments for future burials. As Eichner points out, this also
explains the difference in the value of the fees: opening a sarcophagus (such as
TL36) would have required more effort than opening a rock-tomb, hence the

higher fee (which might also reflect the higher status of sarcophagi).40¢

At Xanthos, this same phrase appears in epitaphs throughout the fourth century
(in TL38, TL39 and TL41); it is also used at Telmessos (in TL4) and at Kadyanda
(TL31). However, two different abbreviated versions of the formula are also
seen, one used at Telmessos and one at Pinara (as well as Karmylessos and

Tlos):407

404 Melchert [in press] 19.

405Neumann (2007) s.v. hri records Starke’s suggestion that hri can mean ‘fiir’ or ‘wegen’.
406 Heiner Eichner, personal communication.

407 A list of all occurrences of the formula is given in by Schiirr (2008) 167.
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Telmessos:
TL2: minti: ada: ||-

TL3: miriti: adaijé: |||-

Pinara and nearby:

TL6 (Karmylessos): aladahali: ada <

TL16: ...aladahali: awasi: ada |-

TL17: ...aladahali: awahai: [yupa ebehi a]da |
TL20: ...aladahali: [yu]pa eb[eh]i: ada: ||

N334 (Tlos): [s]e(j) aité aw[a]hdi aladahali ada ||

Bryce suggests that these shorter statements are abbreviated versions of the
same formula, recording a similar agreement, and this seems likely.4%8 Another
possible interpretation of the shorter formula is raised by Schiirr’s suggestion
that the awahdi of N334 are, as the nasalisation of <d@> implies, the nominative
plural subject of the verb aift]é ‘do’; that is, they have ‘done’ the aladahali.#%° The
more common formula aladahali awahi/awasi ada x would then have to be
interpreted as ‘to the awahai for the laying out (of the tomb): x ada’. Schiirr
suggests that these awahdi were functionaries of the minti;*1° Bryce and others
had understood it as a noun meaning ‘burial’, designating the service for which

the aladahali were to be paid*!!L. If Schiirr is correct, the awahai could have been

408 Bryce (1976) 176.

409 Schiirr (2008) 150.

410 Schiirr (2008) 150, 170.

411 Bryce (1976) 183, following Houwink ten Cate (1961) 89; Melchert (2004) s.v. awah(a)i-
‘laying down, burial’.
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some sort of ‘travelling representatives’ of the minti.#1?2 This might explain why
the minti is seldom mentioned at Pinara. It does, however, appear in TL11, and it
seems unlikely it would have existed there at the start of the century but
disappeared at the very moment that the production of rock-tombs at the site,
and recording of the payments, became popular. N334 should perhaps be
understood as merely a slightly different form of abbreviation: ‘and they (the

mifiti) made (a sworn agreement) for opening the tomb, 2 ada’.

These payments provide a clear example of the legal aspect of the inscriptions,
and well as the importance of the family aspect of the tomb and of undisturbed
rest for the tomb-builder: they function as a record of agreements made to
ensure that further burials can take place, and perhaps also to ensure that these
will be done in the correct way, with no unauthorized burials. It is therefore
interesting that they appear only on approximately half the tombs of western
Lycia, and none further east. Further east, as discussed briefly in Chapter 2, other
arrangements were made to ensure that the tomb was not disturbed. How,
though, are we to understand those tombs in the Xanthos valley which have no
‘payment clause’? Did the builders of the tombs omit to make any arrangements
with the minti, or were these recorded elsewhere, in archives of town or the

mifiti, as seems likely?413

The fact that the payment clauses were abbreviated in a way that the ‘building

formula’ seldom is (see Chapter 2) may suggest the latter: if a record of the

412 Schiirr (2008) 163 suggests that the awahai ‘acted for the minti’ at Tlos, Pinara and Limyra.
413 Bryce (1986) 50-51.
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agreement was retained elsewhere, a certain amount of ellipsis in the record
placed on the tomb would be acceptable. In this case, the carving of the agreed
payment into the tomb might have been intended less as a record of the
agreement than as a demonstration that such an agreement had been made. One
final inscription which may have a bearing on this is the epitaph on a rock-tomb
at Kirme, on the coast south of Fethiye and directly west of Pinara, TL9 (see fig.
27), which consists only of the building formula and a single word, aladahali. We
might expect some words to be missing here, but when I inspected the stone
myself (April 2015) I was unable to detect any sign of an amount of ada or any
other additional words or numbers. The inscription is so poorly preserved that it
is impossible to be certain that these have not simply been lost, but it also seems
possible that, even at the isolated settlement at Kirme, the single word aladahali

was sufficient to signal that the tomb was under the protection of the mifiti.#14

3.6 The Xanthos Valley continued - Pinara

Pinara - one of the most impressive sites of Lycia — perches on the edges of the
Xanthos valley, above the modern village of Minara, approximately 20 kilometres
north of Xanthos. The enormous peak which looms over the sites was the earliest
part to be settled, but by the fourth century the main area of settlement appears
to have been the lower hill in front of the crag (known as the ‘lower acropolis’),
the hill to the east, where a Hellenistic theatre still stands, and the gentle dip in
between (see fig. 28).415 A small stream flows from west to east on the southern

side of the town, and the earliest of the two main necropoleis appears to have

414 It has been suggested that Kirme was the harbour for Pinara, but, it is hard to imagine that this
would have been the case: the route between the two is extremely steep (the pass above Kirme is
¢. 1500 m high) and, on foot, takes several hours.

415 Bean (1978) 74; Marksteiner (2010) 48-55.
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been cut into the cliff on the north of the stream bed (the ‘stream necropolis’).
The later ‘south necropolis’ is cut into another cliff face, some 200 metres south

of the stream.416

A comparatively high number of Lycian inscriptions survive from Pinara
(fourteen are currently recorded) but the majority appear not to have been
produced until the middle of the fourth century (although only evidence for the
dates of the majority of the tombs is the palaeographic evidence); only four
inscriptions appear to be earlier, two on rock tombs in the stream necropolis,
one further up the stream, and one on an ogive-lidded sarcophagus which lies in

the area between the lower acropolis and the theatre.

The latter, the epitaph of Ddapssimma son of Padrihma (TL11; fig. 8) is the only
inscription from the site which gives any indication of its date, stating (as
mentioned above) that it was erected during the reign of Artturmpara.
Ddapssmima is not otherwise known, but appears to have been a man of some
importance: the tomb is one of the few free-standing sarcophagi to survive at
Pinara, and, despite not being adorned with reliefs in the manner of the
sarcophagi of Xanthos, indicates the high social standing of the occupant, at least

within his own community.

The epitaph on the tomb reinforces this impression in various ways: it is neatly
cut, in large and well-formed lettering, and is carefully divided into three, widely-

spaced lines. The first line is unexceptional, consisting of the conventional

416 On the relative ages of the two necropoleis: Seyer (2005) 154, (2006) 74.
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building formula, and the second begins with a hrppi phrase; this, however,
states that the tomb for built for his priinezi ‘household’, rather than merely his
wife and children. This is similar to the early inscriptions of Xanthos (such as the
tomb of Merehi, TL 43), but is in stark contrast to the later inscriptions of Pinara,
sicussed in the next chapter, which invariably state that they are hrppi ladi se
tideime. Ddapssmma - like Merehi - was a person of enough consequence to be
responsible for the well-being not only of his immediate family but also of his
wider connections. Indeed, since TL11 and TL43 share, too, the mention of a
dynast and the use of the same variant of the building formula (ebénné prainawa
méti priinawaté, which, although not generally uncommon, is only found on one
other epitaph of Pinara) it is tempting to suggest that the pattern seen in TL 11

originated in Xanthian inscriptions such as TL 43 (or a similar, now lost, text).

At the same time, it must be noted that the two inscriptions differ significantly in
other ways. As already mentioned, the ‘burial payment’ in TL 11 is phrased in a
manner otherwise unknown, and the same is true of the sentence which states
that the inscription was erected during Arttumpara’s reign: rather than using the
common éné...yfitawata formula it reads trimmisi yiitewete ter[i] arttumpara
‘when Arttumhpara ruled Lycia’, or possibly trmmisa yfitewete ter[A] arttumpara
‘Arttuhpara ruled the Lycian land’. Neither form of words is known elsewhere,
although it is similar to the opening line of the Lycian version of the later
trilingual decree from the Letdon (éke: trmmmisii: yssdrapazate: pigesere:). This
assertion of control over ‘Lycia’ must, like the similar claims made by Erbbina
and Perikle, be taken with a pinch of salt, since Arttumpara’s reach never

extended beyond the Xanthos valley.
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It is impossible to know whether Ddapssmma was making a deliberate attempt
to depart from the stereotyped phrases found in so many epitaphs, or whether
the unusual elements of the inscription simply resulted from the fact that
epitaphs were, at this point, not commonly inscribed in Pinara, so that formulaic
phrases were not in use. In the Pinaran inscription, prinezi ehbi is followed by an
otherwise unknown word, urebillaha. This has often been interpreted as a name
placed in apposition to priinezi ehbi, but Schiirr’s recent suggestion that it was in
fact a title seems more convincing: he translates the final section of the
inscription as ‘ein/der urebillaha, als Lykien regierte Arttumbara’.#1” The precise
meaning of the title remains unclear, but -billaha appears to contain an element -
pille-, as seen in pillefine/i ‘of Pinara’, suggesting that this was a title specific to
the town. A final notable point about this inscription is the high value of the
payment stipulated for burial: ‘ten and a half ada as for the sarcophagus of
Ahqqadi at Xanthos) rather than the more usual price of two and a half or three
ada (although, as discussed, this may refer primarily to the difficulty of opening
the tomb rather than the importance of the tomb builder). All these points
reinforce the impression that Ddapssimma was a person of some importance at
Pinara, implying that, at this point, only a comparatively small segment of society

were producing inscribed epitaphs. Certainly, looking at the letter forms of other

417 Melchert (2004) s.v. urebillaha; Schiirr (2012) 22. Schiirr’s interpretation has the advantage of
allowing prfinezi to retain its usual meaning of household, rather than having to be understood
(e.g. in Melchert (2004) s.v. prinezi(je)-) as ‘household member’ (that is, having the same
meaning as the prinezijehi, a word formed as a adjectival genitive from priinezi and used as a
substantive meaning ‘[member] of the household of’). This positioning of the tomb builder’s title
directly in front of a temporal clause also appears in TL 104 (which, as discussed above, states
that Tebursseli was ‘gasabala when Perikle besieged Artturmpara’).
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surviving inscriptions from the site suggests that the majority were produced at

a later date (see Chart 6).

3.7 Tlos - a religious text.

There seems, therefore, to have been a noticeable absence of any non-funerary
epigraphy in the Xanthos valley in the second - and third - quarter of the fourth
century: even the rulers of Xanthos, whether Lycians or Persians, did not imitate
their predecessors’ use of lengthy inscriptions to underline their achievements
and importance. One possible exception to this is, however, seen at Tlos. It is of
particular interest because only three of the twelve Lycian inscriptions currently
known from the site seem likely to have been produced earlier than the
Hekatomnid period. These are a monument decorated with reliefs (TL24), one
unusually short epitaph (TL22) (consisting only of the name of the deceased),

and one longer inscription (TL26).

TL26 (see fig. 23) is a limestone block which carries a 24 line inscription,
apparently recording sacrifices to be made to various gods, including Malija and
Trqqas, possibly at different points throughout the year. The exact meaning of
the text is unclear, and many questions remain about its content and the function
of the base on which it was inscribed (which also carries a later Greek
inscription). The face bearing the Lycian inscription was given a smooth finish
before the inscription was cut, with a border of unfinished stone left around the

edges of the face, but no signs of any other shaping of the stone until the later
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Greek inscription was added. The letter forms indicate a date some time in the

first half of the fourth century, before the start of Hekatomnid rule.418

The first words, ebeija erublija me, refer to the monument, echoing the
conventional ‘building formula’ in their use of the demonstrative pronoun and a
word for the monument, but the main body of the text refers to sacrifices to
Trqqgas, who appears to have had an important sanctuary in the town: here, the
use of epigraphy has apparently been encouraged by the need to record religious
practices.#1° Raimond points to mentions of other towns to suggest that the rules
set out here were of importance to a number of places, not just to Tlos.#20 In this
case, was the inscription intended as a point of reference for visitors from these
sites? Or should we think in terms of the inscribing of laws which were already

in existence, perhaps in a context of increasing political instability?

3.8 The ‘ruler formula’ and the spread of epigraphy

As seen in the first part of this chapter, a number of inscriptions from this time
have the ‘ruler formula’ first seen in the time of Arppayu, which usually takes the
form éne .... yfitawata; the name of the ruler in the genitive comes either between
(in the case of Arppayu and Perikle) or after the two words. The phrase can be
translated as ‘under the rule of..., with yAtawata meaning literally ‘kingship’ - it

is linked to the noun yrtawati. which is translated on the Letdon trilingual (see

418 Gander (2014) 394-395 states that the monument mentions the name Izraza, the same name
which appears on the funerary monument TL24: the reliefs on that monument are usually dated
c. 370-360, with the result that a similar date seems likely for the longer inscription.

419 Raimond (2002) 125.

420 Raimond (2002) 125.
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Chapter 4) as BacAevg. Those mentioned in the éné...yAtawata formula would

presumably have been considered by their followers to be a yritawati ‘king’.

The general meaning of the phrase is uncontroversial, but debate as to the
significance of its use continues.#?1 It has usually been considered a ‘dating
formula’, similar to those found in Aramaic or Greek inscriptions which begin by
stating the name of the king (in Aramaic) or the town officials (in Greek), and its
use certainly, as seen in Chapter 1, has the effect of enabling us to date
inscriptions more precisely than is otherwise possible.#22 However, Borchhardt
believes that it was in fact a ‘Feudalformel’, signalling a particularly close
relationship to a ruler, and I think this an attractive suggestion.*?3 It is noticeable
that the formula never includes a more precise statement of, for example, which
year of the ruler’s reign the inscription was set up in, which contrasts with, for
example, the first sentence of TL35, a later inscription from Kadyanda which
states that it was set up in the fourth year of a Ptolemy. It is certainly true that on
the trilingual decree from the time of Pixodarus, too, only the Aramaic version
gives the precise year of the King’s reign, but it is also significant that the Lycian
version of the statement ‘when Pixodarus was satrap’ bears no relation to the
earlier form of words; there, éke means ‘when’, in contrast to éné, which appears

to mean ‘under’ or ‘during’.#?# There is one exception to the usual form of the

421 Neumann (2007) s.v. éné translates the phrase as ‘unter dem Kénigtum/der Regierung des X’
422 e.g. Seyer (2006) 720; Neumann (2007) s.v. éné.

423 Borchhardt (2000) 108; Seyer (2004) 225, 227. Bryce (1980) 379 gives a similar
interpretation, suggesting that it means ‘under the supreme command of ...".

424 Melchert (2004) s.v. éné; Neumann (2007) s.v. éné.
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formula: in Kizilca, near Elmali, an inscription appears which reads instead éti

xAtawata Periklehe: éti, too, however, can mean ‘under’ or ‘in’.425

More important than the precise meaning of the words, however, is the general
impulse behind the use of the formula. Borchhardt’s argument that it is a ‘feudal
formula’ sees those who use it as followers closely linked to the ruler named, but
precisely how close a link might be indicated is impossible to tell.#26 As
suggested in Chapter 2, I believe it might signal that the tomb-builder received
the land on which the tomb is built - and perhaps land and privileges more
generally - from the specific ruler mentioned, and that it advertises both a link to
the ruler and the ruler’s guarantee of the safety of the tomb, as well as proving
the validity of the builder’s claim to the area for future generations. Such a ‘legal’
aspect would tie in with the wider use of the ‘building formula’ and the ‘hrppi-
clause’ as proof of the rights of the tomb-builder and his family over the tomb, as

well as with the recording of payments to be made for future burials.

Consideration of the distribution of these ‘ruler formulae’ seem to confirm this
hypothesis, as well as suggesting that they might have been encouraged by
territorial conflict. The relevant inscriptions are spread widely across Lycia, and
are as frequently found in apparently out-of-the-way sites as in major
settlements, possibly because they were thought particularly useful in areas
where the ruler’s authority was newly or less firmly established. This impression

is reinforced by the fact that those mentioned in the formulae appear to have lost

425 Melchert (2004) s.v. éti.
426 Discussed in Seyer (2004) 227; Borchhardt’s interpretation is linked to his view of Lycia in the
early fourth century as an essentially feudal society (Borchhardt (2000) 81.
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and regained territory at various points during the first part of the fourth
century; the building of tombs and the inscribing of formulae by their followers
might have been a way to demonstrate - and reinforce - the control of a
particular ruler as well as signalling the tomb-builder’s allegiance. Thus the
mention of Autophradates on the tomb of Sbikezijéi at Bayindir Limani might
have signalled Sbikezijéi’s change in allegiance away from Perikle, or that he had
arrived at the place as an official appointed by Autophradates. The tomb itself,
which is cut in the cliff above the main anchorage, would have been an
impressive statement of his power and wealth during his lifetime as well as after
his death. In this case, the ‘ruler formula’ is separated from the rest of the
epitaph, and is placed on a new line (see fig. 15 and 16); while it is in the same
hand as the rest of the inscription and was clearly cut at the same time, this
positioning implies that it was considered an additional statement, added to the
more usual building formula for a specific purpose. The harbour would have
been a useful stronghold - perhaps even base - for anyone trying to gain or keep
control of Central Lycia: indeed, according to Bean, ‘Bayindir Limanui is in fact a

better harbour than Kas’.427

The tombs with ruler formulae mentioning Perikle are of particular interest in
this respect, since three examples appear on what seem likely to have been the
edges of his territory. These are the epitaph of Xluwanimi (TL67; fig. 10) at
Timiussa (modern Ugagiz, on the coast between Myra and Antiphellos), the
epitaph of an unknown man (TL83; fig. 11) at Arneai, on the northern edge of the

Kasaba valley (behind Myra) and the epitaph of Masauwéti (N314; figs. 12 and

427 Bean (1978) 97.
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13) at Kizilca, on the western edge of the Elmali plain. The latter is the furthest
inland of all inscriptions in Lycian, although six uninscribed tombs have been

found even further north, in the Kibyratis (around Sogut).428

The position of all three sites is significant: Timiussa would have given control of
the whole coast east of Aperlai, while Arneai and Kizilca are both set on high
slopes which allow oversight of the Kasaba valley and the Elmal plain
respectively. At Kizilca, in particular, the view from the tomb itself is impressive
(fig. 14), although whether this displays simply the preference of the tomb-
builder or some more significant link to the layout of the site is hard to judge.
The inscription at Kizilca is of particular interest because while the tomb is of the
standard ‘two-door’ design, the inscription itself is cut not on its lintel, but

directly onto the unfinished cliff below it.

We have little information about the settlement at Kizilca, but the presence of
Masauwéti’s tomb and another rock-cut tomb (although this is much plainer in
design, and potentially somewhat later) suggests that it was a permanent one.
However, it is also possible that the population of the area could have been
swelled during Perikle’s reign by an extensive military presence in the area: the
Podalia hoard (IGCH 1262) mentioned above, buried near Elmali around 375-
370, contains mainly coinage of Trbbénimi and Perikle (244 and 117 coins,
respectively), as well as 92 of their enemy Mithrapata.#?° Zahle suggests that

these coins must have been gathered for some ‘official purpose’; the payment of

428 Gay and Corsten (2006) 47-60.
429 Vismara (1999) 102. See above, p.000
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Perikle’s army - using a combination of coins minted by him and his father and
those seized after his conquest of central Lycia - seems a good occasion.#30 In
this case, could Masauwéti have been a commander of a military garrison
stationed in the area? Gay and Corsten give a similar explanation for the Lycian
tombs they have discovered in the Kibyratis, suggesting that they ‘could have
belonged to members of the Lycian élite who settled or were settled there in the

wake of Perikle’s conquests’.431

The presence of a large Limyran contingent might also explain the unusual
nature of the epitaph: the letter-cutter might have been a man who was literate,
but had little experience in the carving of epitaphs, and for whom this was a ‘one-
off’ job, leading to the unusually graffiti-like appearance of the inscription -
which also has two stick figures carved beneath it. This might also be implied by
the use of comparatively ‘late’ letter-forms (see Chapter 1.17.i). It is also telling
that the epitaph threatens anyone who harms the tomb, but does not contain
either a ‘hrppi-clause’ or any other information which suggests that its continued

use by his descendants was envisaged.

[f Masauwéti was sent to Kizilca by Perikle, might Xluwanimi at Timiussa and the
tomb-builder at Arneai also have originated in Limyra? Or were they important
members of local communities who wished to signal their allegiance to Perikle?
As mentioned above, both sites appear likely to have been of strategic

importance, making it not unlikely that Perikle would have appointed his own

430 Zahle (1989) 176.
431 Gay and Corsten (2006) 58.
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followers to oversee them. It is impossible to know whether this is the case - but
we can see that, in contrast to Masauwéti, they did intend their descendants to
have use of the tomb: Xluwanimi states that simply that he has built the tomb
hrppi ladi: ehbi: se tideime: ehbije: while the inscription at Arneai, which is
unusually long and detailed, seems to refer to the placement within the tomb of a
number of other individuals. This, especially when compared with the
comparative simplicity of the tombs of Perikle’s retainers Tebursseli and Xitlapa
at Limyra itself, might suggest that it was the work of a member of the local élite

who had decided to ally himself with Perikle.

At Bayindir Limani, Sbikezijéi built an almost equally impressive tomb (see figs.
15 and 16); once again, he states that the tomb is built ‘(for) his wife and
children’ (with hrppi, unusually, omitted). As with the epitaphs of Nturigaya
(TL77), Xlastini (N310) and Merehi (TL43), it is tempting to suggest that there
was also a legal aspect to the use of the formula here, demonstrating the right of
new arrivals in an area to the land on which their tombs were built. This
suggestion, however, must remain hypothetical: it might be argued that
advertisement of allegiance to any particular ruler would be dangerous in an
environment where they were liable to be replaced by a rival, although this could
also be true even if the formula was intended purely as a record of a date at

which the inscription was set up.

3.9 Perikle and the spread of epigraphic culture?
At Arneai and Kizilca there is no sign of any other Lycian inscriptions, but at

Timiussa another epitaph (TL66) is found, on a slightly smaller tomb but very
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similar in wording and appearance to that of Xluwanimi (TL67). While it is of
course possible that this inscription was the earlier of the two, it is tempting to

see it as an imitation of Xluwanimi’s use of epigraphy.

Borchhardt’s suggestion that many of the ‘one-off’ inscribed tombs in central and
eastern Lycia were built by Limyrans who were sent by Perikle to administer
various areas of his territory, implies that the use of epigraphy was first
introduced to various sites by Limyrans.43? Stamaha, son of Apnfiyuxa, who
erected an inscribed tomb at Beykonak (with N351) on the eastern edge of the
coastal plain around Limyra, has been considered one example of this, since he
had previously erected a tomb in Limyra (TL 127).433 However, the relative
proximity of the two sites, and the fact that the recipients of the tomb at Limyra
are said to be his tuhe se muneite se yahbe ‘nephews/nieces and muneite (a term
of relationship, or a proper name?) and his grandchildren’, while those
mentioned at Beykonak are his ladi: se tideime: se y{b}ahba ‘wife and children
and grandchild(ren)’, may suggest instead that the tombs always had been
intended for use by different groups of people. In this case, his epitaphs should
be seen not as an example of the spread of epigraphy occasioned by Perikle’s
territorial ambitions, but as an example of Schiirr’s ‘Vaterfamilien’, the head of a
family spread across the plain of Limyra who was providing for a number of his

relations at different places.*34

432 Borchhardt (1996-1997) 2; Seyer and Tekoglu (2009) 223.
433 Seyer and Tekoglu (2009) 223-224.
434 Schiirr (2013) 32-35.
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This need not, however, mean that none of the more isolated tombs were linked
to the expansion of Perikle: in particular, it is tempting to suggest that the
appearance of inscribed tombs at Asartas (N335), on the slopes of Mount
Olympos, and at Cagman (N306), on the eastern edge of the Kasaba valley (and
on the modern road between Demre and Arneai), was linked to Perikle’s
territorial expansion.#3> The letter forms used in both inscriptions would allow a
date of production during this time, but the suggestion must remain tentative; it
could well be that one or both is simply another instance of the use of epigraphy
by leading families in isolated spots, as discussed above. This may be especially
true of the inscription at Cagman; it contains the earliest form of 4, which
although still in use during Perikle’s rule (in, for example, TL104) seems to have

been becoming rarer.

3.10 Perikle and Limyra.

It is unclear when Perikle in fact became ruler of Limyra: suggestions range from
c. 390 to c. 370, but, as discussed above, it seems most likely that his takeover of
central Lycia, apparently together with Trbbénimi, began around 380, and he
presumably became sole ruler of Limyra some time after this.#3¢ There is even
less evidence for the date his reign ended, although it is generally thought that

this would have been around 350, if not before.

This seems a suitable point at which to give a brief description of the necropoleis

of Limyra. These have been the subject of extensive study over the last forty

435 On the tomb at Asartas: Tekoglu (2002-2003) 107-108; Seyer and Tekoglu (2009) 223-4.
436 Keen (1998) 148-170; Kuban (2012) 120 with n. 457.
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years, led by a team from the OAI, which has resulted in a number of detailed
publications.#37 Kuban, in Die Nekropolen von Limyra, identifies eleven distinct
necropoleis in the area: Il and III are on the slope below the ancient acropolis,
and V somewhat further to the east on the side of the same hill, while the others
are further removed from the main site.#38 II, IIl and V all appear to have been in

use by the time of Perikle, although II and V were the largest.

3.11 Perikle in private epigraphy

As discussed in chapter 2, only a few inscribed epitaphs can be securely dated
before the time of Perikle, and these are unusual in various ways. During the
time of Perikle, however, various shifts in the nature of the Limyran epitaphs
seem to take place. Most obvious is the fact that Perikle was mentioned in a
number of inscriptions, in a way that his predecessors were not. This gives us
important information about his reign, as already discussed, but is also of
interest in itself, as an example of the effect of a single powerful man upon the
epigraphic habits of his followers. General information about the epitaphs at
Limyra which refer to Perikle has already been given in Chapter 1, but I set out

again here the specific sections in which he is mentioned:

TL103, tomb of Tebursseli: standard ‘ruler formula’, éné: periklehe: xAtawata

437 The most extensive of these are Kuban (2012), which contains a detailed catalogue of all the
extant tombs, together with a set of maps showing the position of each tomb within the acropolis
and a number of tables (showing, inter alia, the builders of every inscribed tomb), and
Borchhardt - Pekridou-Gorecki (2012).

438 Some potential for confusion is created by the fact that Kuban (2012) and Borchhardt -
Pekridou-Gorecki (2012) number the various necropoleis slightly differently, with Kuban
retaining the earlier system devised by Klaus Schuktz (see Kuban (2012) 11). N. (= necropolis) 11,
III and V in Kuban therefore correspond to NPII, NPIIIl and NChV in Borchhardt - Pekridou-
Gorecki. Kalinka (1901) also used different designations, with Kuban N. II corresponding to
Kalinka’s ‘locus V' and ‘locus VI’ (Kuban (2012) 143), Kuban N. III to Kalinka’s ‘locus III' and
‘locus IV’ (Kuban (2012) 267-8) and Kuban N. V to Kalinka’s ‘locus I’ (Kuban (2012) 307).
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TL132, tomb of Xudrehila: standard ‘ruler formula’, éné: periklehe: xfitawata

As previously discussed, I believe that the use of the ‘ruler formula’ was
primarily intended to demonstrate allegiance to a particular ruler, rather than
simply to give the date of an inscription. If this is correct, the motive for its use is
less obvious at Limyra than at, for example, Kizilca. We have no further
information about Xudrehila (there is no reason to assume that he is the same
man as the tomb-builder mentioned in TL73, at Kyaneai), and cannot therefore
know why he might have been particularly keen to advertise a link to the ruler.
Tebursseli, however, seems very likely to have held office under Perikle. His
tomb is decorated with a small relief plaque, and inscriptions underneath it
(TL104a-c) appear to explain their significance. TL104b states that Tebursseli
built [it] gasabala: éke: ese: perikle:/ tebete: Arttumparad: se <Arttu>mparahe:/
telézijé#3® The most widely accepted interpretation takes this sentence to mean
that Tebursseli was ‘gasabala when Perikle defeated [or similar| Artturhpara and
Artturmpara’s allies’.#40 The meaning of gasabala is uncertain. One suggestion is
that it derived from the Persian word *ganzabara- ‘treasurer’ and had a similar
meaning; perhaps, in view of its apparent connection with Atturmpara’s defeat
and the military nature of the relief scene, we should understand it as a ‘military
treasurer’ or ‘quartermaster’.#41 A title of some sort, whether ‘treasurer’ or a

more explicitly military role, seems to me the most convincing interpretation,

439 The second apparent occurrence of the name Artturnpara in TL104b in fact reads riiparahe.
According to Eichner, this is due simply to the letter-cutter’s omission of the first part of the
name (Borchhardt, Eichner, Pesditschek, and Ruggendorfer (1997-1999) 81, Borchhardt,
Eichner, Kogler, Pesditschek, and Seyer (2004) 39).

440 Borchhardt, Eichner, Pesditschek, and Ruggendorfer (1997-1999) 84. Schiirr (2012) 21
believes, as mentioned above, that telézijé was Artturhpara’s title.

441 Borchhardt, Eichner, Pesditschek, and Ruggendorfer (1997-1999) 83; Neumann (2007) s.v.
gasabala.
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but various alternative suggestions have been made, including a place name (the

later KaotaBapa, north-east of Tlos) or a word designating the tomb.442

The combination of the relief and the two inscriptions makes Tebursseli’s link to
Perikle clear, but it is nonetheless noticeable that the tomb itself is
comparatively modest, a simply ‘two-door’ tomb, in no way comparable to the
large, free-standing tomb at Arneai. The same is true of the tomb of Xfitlapa, who
described himself (in TL133) as the mahinaza of Perikle. Again, the meaning of
the word is unknown, but a link to maha- ‘god’ seems very likely, suggesting that
Xiitlapa was a priest or some sort of religious official for Perikle. He, too, had
only a comparatively small ‘two-door’ tomb, although with a separate area cut

into the rock in front of it.

3.12 Time of Perikle: difficulties of palaeographic dating

Indeed, consideration of other epitaphs from Perikle’s reign seems to show a
tendency towards the production of comparatively short inscriptions on rather
modest tombs. In spite of the high number of tombs from Limyra, establishing
any information about the development of the letter forms has proven extremely
difficult, since the various inscriptions from the time of Perikle show a large
number of variant letters forms (see Chapter 1); the next (possible) fixed point

(TL99) comes from a significantly later period, making it impossible to know, for

442 7gusta (1984) 458; Schiirr (2012) 20-2 equates gasabala with Kaotafapa (a town which lay
to the north-east of Tlos and was mentioned in the Stadiasmus Patarensis) suggesting that this
was where the battle between Perikle and Artturhpara (which he believes the relief to depict)
took place. Certainly this fits well into a pattern seen in TL 44, which prefaces the use of the verb
ese...tebete with a place-name, but this example does not also use éke which, in the two other
inscriptions in which it is found, comes at the start of the temporal clause (whereas, if gasabala
were a town, it would be seen in second position here). Also problematic for Schiirr’s suggestion
is the presence of the initial g-, which is not found in any other Lycian word: since the later, Greek
name begins with k-, we would expect this, rather than g-, in the Lycian.
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many tombs, whether they date from the time of Perikle or from somewhat later.
Nonetheless, it is possible to divide the mass of epitaphs into those which show a
mixture of ‘early’, ‘intermediate’ and ‘late’ letter forms, and appear likely to have
been produced during the time of Perikle or shortly after, and those which seem
to use the late letter forms more consistently, and were perhaps produced at a
later date. One difficulty with this hypothesis is that a high number of the
inscriptions (e.g. TL101, TL111, TL113, TL120 and TL113) which appear to show
‘intermediate’ letter forms seem to have been rather carelessly cut, with for
example, letter-strokes not meeting neatly at the apices of letters; such
carelessness on the part of the letter-cutter might suggest that they were more

likely to have used irregular letter forms, even at a later date.

Furthermore, groups of inscriptions which are similar in appearance often lie
close to each other in the necropoleis - this is true of a number of the ‘untidy’
inscriptions (for example, TL111, TL113, TL120 and TL113 all lie in the south-
west corner of necropolis 2) but also of some of those which appear to show
neater lettering and more consistent use of ‘late’ letter forms (e.g. TL109, TL110
and TL105). The proximity of inscriptions with similar letter forms may indeed
be another indication that they were produced at similar times, but it is also
possible that they were produced over a longer period of time and that the
appearance of later inscriptions - and perhaps of later tombs - was influenced by
those which were already there. My attempt to divide the epitaphs into those
which appear to have come from the time of Perikle (that is, appear
contemporary with those inscription in which he is named) and those which

seem later produces 18 from the former period, and 23 from the latter. If Perikle
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is assumed to have ruled c. 380-350, and Lycian is believed to have been used at
Limyra at least until 300, this would mean that Lycian inscriptions were
produced there slightly more frequently (although still at a rate of less than one
per year) during Perikle’s reign than later on; we may consider this suspicious in
view of the general increase in the use of epitaphs under the Hekatomnids at
sites such as Pinara and Tlos. On the other hand, at least 14 Greek epitaphs were
also inscribed at Limyra in the last part of the fourth century, which would make

the overall production of inscriptions during that period slightly more frequent.

In spite of these uncertainties about the dating of the inscriptions, [ would argue
that the majority of my attributions of a ‘later’ or ‘earlier’ date for the
inscriptions of Limyra are correct. It is therefore interesting to compare the use

of some common elements in the epitaphs during the two periods:

Building Filiation Hrppi- clause | Imprecation
formula

‘Time of | 11/18=61% 9/18 =50% 4/18 =22% 4/18 =22%
Perikle’

‘After 16/23 =69% 5/23=22% 14/23=61% | 9/23=39%
Perikle’

Table 3: Limyra - content of epitaphs.

In the time of Perikle, many inscriptions used the ‘building formula’, and often
the ‘filiation formula’, but use of the ‘hrppi-clause’ and of imprecations remained
comparatively rare: ‘hrrpi-clauses’, in particular, appear far more commonly in
the later inscriptions. In addition, the use of imprecations appears to be unusual:

they appear to have emerged at an early date, since they are seen in all four of
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the earliest inscriptions (and are common at Myra at an early point), yet seem

not to have been especially popular during Perikle’s reign.

[t is tempting to see a link here between the nature of the inscriptions and the
style of the tomb. Although the larger two-door tombs remained more common
at this point than the ‘Limyra-typus’, the latter begins to appear: approximately
four inscriptions of this period (including the epitaph of Stahama (TL127)
discussed above) are on tombs of that sort. The contrast with the ‘heréon’ of
Perikle must have been startling, and we might ask whether there was some
form of understanding - whether explicit or implicit - that no one was to attempt

to erect a tomb which might rival that of Perikle.#43

3.13 Perikle’s self-representation and use of epigraphy

The ‘herdon’ at Limyra was positioned approximately two-thirds of the way up
the acropolis, above the necropoleis, and also above the main residential area of
the classical period, in such a way as to be widely visible.#44 Although there is no
definitive proof that it was the herdon of Perikle, this seems extremely likely; it is
also possible, however, that he built it for his father, Trbbénimi. Its porch was
decorated with Caryatids, which Borchhardt, and Bryce, link to those on the
porch of the Erechtheion at Athens; as Kuban demonstrates, however, the
herdon, in spite of its ‘Greek’ architectural plan, is an excellent example of the
mixing of Lycian, Greek and Persian elements which is already seen in the

Inscribed pillar, and is found in so many of the monuments of Lycia.*4> Most

443 Bryce (1980) 379; Borchhardt, AA 85, 1970: 353-390.
444 Map in Seyer et al. (2012); Martin Seyer, personal communication.
445 Bryce (1980) 379; Kuban (2012) 101.
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obviously, the basic idea - that of a grave in the form of a temple - was one not
found in mainland Greece: the fore-runner of Perikle’s ‘herdon’ must, in this
respect, have been monuments such as the Nereid monument, which he perhaps

wished to emulate or rival.446

The architecture of the heréon would not, by itself, imply that Perikle had any
particular interest in the Greek-speaking world, either political or cultural.
However, a Greek inscription discovered in the city and published by Woérrle
seems to show him orientating himself towards the Greek world. The inscription
is on a fragment of a marble altar, and records in two hexameter verses that it
was set up to honour Oswv Umatov Aila by IlepwAfig Avkiag B[.., Worrle
reconstructs the final word as B[acilevwv, and there is no reason to doubt
this.#47 He points to the use of Greek poetry on the Xanthos stele and Erbbina’s
dedication, suggesting that Perikle was perhaps demonstrating his learning and
culture in the same way. This seems convincing - and indeed, his attitude
towards the Greek language is far less ambivalent than that seen on the Inscribed
pillar: rather than using Greek on a monument which is in all other essentials

Lycian, he uses it to dedicate an altar of Greek design to a Greek god, Zeus..448

There are a number of indications that Perikle had close and amicable political

connections with some Greek states. One of the most obvious of these is his

446 Published in detail in Childs and Demargne (1989); Robinson (1999) 361-377 discusses the
reason for the creation of the Nereid Monument, emphasizing the creativity (rather than passive
acceptance of outside ‘influences’) displayed by its builder.

447 Ed. pr. Worrle (1991) 203-217; SEG 41:1382.

448 Whether Zeus was, in this case, an interpretatio Graeca of a Lycian god is not clear. One
possible Lycian equivalent would be Trqqas, the storm-god (Hittite Tarhunt) (Melchert (2004)
s.v. Trqqas). Trqqas appears the imprecation in TL83, the epitaph at Arneai with the ruler
formula of Perikle (although he is not found in this capacity at Limyra) (Christiansen (2009) 47-
49).
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Greek name, Perikle (showing the loss of word-final [s] as expected in Lycian). If
Trbbénimi was indeed Perikle’s father, it might seem odd that he, Melesandros’
conqueror, should have named his son after an Athenian leader. Perhaps,
however, by the time of Perikle’s birth, the episode was far in the past - or he

simply cherished an admiration for the old enemy.

Possibly, when Perikle’s expansion across Lycia and defeat of Artturhpara
eventually brought him into conflict with the Achaemenid authorities
represented by Autophradates, he looked towards the Aegean world for support.
The appearance of fourth century bronze coins of Rhodes at Limyra seems to
support this, especially since Perikle was the first Lycian ruler to produce bronze
coinage.**® As Kolb and Tietz point out, the value of bronze coinage relies on the
authority of the coin-issuer rather than the inherent value of the metal, which
might imply that Perikle was using it primarily to pay his own troops - or that
his prestige was high enough outside Lycia for his coinage to hold its value.*>0 It
is certainly not surprising to see a high level of contact between Perikle and
Rhodes at this time, especially if, as his attack on Telmessos suggests, he was (at
least for a short period) in control of the entire Lycian coastline, including the

section opposite the island.

How far his use of bronze coinage really indicates that he was especially
‘Hellenised’ is, however, unclear. If Zahle is correct in his suggestion that the

majority of silver for use in Lycian coinage was provided by the Achaemenids,

449 Zahle (1989) 174; Kolb and Tietz (2001) 399.
450 Kolb and Tietz (2001) 399.
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Perikle’s use of bronze may have been forced upon him by the cutting off of the
supply from Persia when he fought against Artturhpara (whether or not that
episode was in the wider context of the Satraps’ revolt). His use of Greek,
although it does indicate interest in, and contact with, at least some part of the
Greek - speaking world, also seems to show a typical adaptation to his own
environment. In particular, the use of the word Bacevwv ‘being Baociievg
would surely have emphasized his non-Greekness to most Greek-speaking
viewers of his dedication, since, especially in the context of Asia Minor, the
‘Baolevg’ was the Persian king: the prospectus of the second Athenian League
(378/7), for example (RO 22) states that any of the Bapfdpot who are [un)
Baow]ewg ‘not of the King’ may become allies of the Athenians. Whether Perikle
himself realised the grandiose implication of the word is unclear. It is tempting
to suggest that, by describing himself as faciievwv, he was showing that the
Lycians were un Baocwléwg (and perhaps positioning himself to take Lycia into
the Athenian league, although it appears that this never took place). On the other
hand, it may simply have been the case that facidevg was known to be the Greek
equivalent of yftawati, so that Baoclevwv was used for the action of being
xAtawati. We might also question his statement that he was the BaciAetg of all
the Lycians. 45! Just as Artturmpara’s similar claim in TL11 to rule ‘Lycia’ can be
called into question, it is not clear how long Perikle actually controlled the whole
of Lycia; as discussed above, it seems likely that for some time he controlled only

the eastern part, while Autophradates held the west.

451 Kuban (2012) 16, accepts this, together with Theopompus’ description of him as ‘king’, as
showing that his power stretched as far as the Xanthos valley.
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Whether Perikle’s Greek dedication was intended primarily to highlight his
cultural attainment and Greek learning, or was linked in some way to his political
dealings with Greek states (perhaps especially Rhodes) remains unclear, but the
discovery of the inscription, with its claim to kingship, certainly negates Bryce’s
suggestion that Perikle ‘saw himself as a latter-day Pericles, inspired with the
vision of a free, independent Lycia united against Persian despotism’; it seems

more likely that he wished to become ‘despot’ of Lycia himself.452

Perikle’s altar dedication is the only firm evidence we have of an inscription
erected by him in his lifetime. If the herdon carried any inscription it is lost. One
other interesting inscription from Limyra may, however, have been produced
during this time: this is N337, an inscribed block of stone (see fig. 29) which
records, in small lettering, a long and not fully understood text.#>3 Christiansen,
the first editor, suggested that the letter forms indicated a date before around
360, and this certainly appears realistic (see Chart 5).#>4 In this case, it might

well have been produced during the time of Perikle.

The inscription appears to be a rare example of an official text: Christiansen
suggests that it was a treaty between another town, Xuxrmme, and Limyra, in
which case it would fit well into the context of Perikle’s territorial expansion.45>
However, the name Zémuri (Limyra) does not appear in the text, and, since
Xuxrmme is otherwise unknown, it is possible that it was a small settlement in

the proximity of Limyra, and that this inscription recorded a decree of some sort,

452 Bryce (1980) 379.

453 Ed. pr. Christiansen (2012) 141-153.
454 Christiansen (2012) 143.

455 Christiansen (2012) 147.
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possibly dealing with religious matters.4>¢ Whichever interpretation is correct, it
is tempting to suggest that the inscribing of a decree or treaty on stone shows
Perikle adopting ideas from the Greek world about the appropriate use of
inscriptions; both the Greek dedication and the Lycian decree would then show
him using epigraphy to establish his power over Limyra and, perhaps, over his
wider territory. However, since there is no concrete evidence that N337 was
connected to Perikle in any way - the palaeography would certain, for instance,

allow an earlier date - it is fruitless to pursue the hypothesis any further.

456 Eichner in Christiansen (2012) 150.

236



Chapter 4

THE ‘HELLENISATION’ OF LYCIA? Hekatomnids, Alexander, and the late fourth century

4.1 The Hekatomnids

Throughout the fourth century, a dynasty more powerful than any of those seen
in Lycia lurked on the northern edge of the peninsula: the Hekatomnids, rulers of
Caria, and, unlike the Lycian rulers, official Persian satraps of the area. Until 395,
Caria was part of the satrapy of Lydia, ruled by Tissaphernes. In that year,
however, Tissaphernes was executed; after this we have no direct record of
events in Caria until 391, by which point Hekatomnos was satrap of Caria;
Diodorus Siculus describes him as 0 Kapiag duvdotng, recording (14.98.3) that
he was sent by the Persian King, Artaxerxes III, to fight the Cypriot Euagoras.*57
Koray Konuk has recently shown that a number of coins from Mylasa bear the
initial of Hekatomnos’ father, Hyssaldomos, showing that this man, too, held
power in the area; he nonetheless accepts the usual view that Caria was first

made an official satrapy, under the control of Hekatomnos, only in 392/1.458

His rationale for this is that lonia was also made a separate satrapy in this year,
which raises the interesting question of why Lycia was not granted the same
autonomy.*>? Did the splintering of Xeréi’s territory into different areas ruled by,
perhaps, Mithrapata and Ddénewele (see Chapter 3.1) mean that no single

individual had the power necessary to act as satrap? The Hekatomnids, like

457 Konuk (2009b) 357; Hornblower (1982) 391; Briant (2002) 638, 646.
458 Konuk (2009b) 357-361.
459 Konuk (2009b) 357, n. 6.
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Kuprlli and his descendants, appear to have begun as a local dynasty;*60 unlike
the Xanthian family, though, their star was still rising at the time of Tissaphernes’
demise, leaving Hekatomnos well placed to be appointed satrap in a way that no

single Lycian ruler was.

By the time Maussollus, the most famous of the Hekatomnids, succeeded his
father in 377/6, the satrapy of Caria was entirely independent of Lydia, with the
satrap answering directly to the Great King.*¢! Maussollus was deeply involved
in the international affairs of the Mediterranean, supporting Athens’ allies in
their revolt of 357.462 He also employed Greek craftsmen, moved his capital to
the Greek city of Halicarnassos, and built temples in Greek styles — with Greek
dedicatory inscriptions - at the local Carian sanctuary of Labraunda.*¢3 However,
this use of Greek culture was not simply a passive acceptance of ideas already in
existence: as Poul Pedersen has recently demonstrated, the Hekatomnid building
programme led to a resurgence in the use of East Greek building techniques,
used in new and experimental ways.46* Furthermore, as mentioned in the
Introduction, new evaluations of the Hekatomnids’ cultural programme have
emphasised the combination of Greek and Anatolian elements to create a new,
distinctively Carian culture: Carstens points out, for example, that the
Maussolleion contained a number of specifically Anatolian elements, such as the

lions and the seated statue of Maussollos, which ‘are all confined within the

460 Carstens (2013) 210. Herodotus (5.118.2) talks of an leading Carian called Pixodarus son of
Maussollos who married a daughter of the Cilician king, in 499; as Hornblower (2011) 76 points
out, the combination of these two names suggests some connection with the later Hekatomnid
dynasty, showing the family’s importance at an earlier point.

461 Hornblower (1982) 38, (2011) 76.

462 Hornblower (2001) 270.

463 Carstens (2013) 212; Pedersen (2013) 35-42.

464 Pedersen (2011) 365-368; (2013) 44-45.

238



frame of something Anatolian’, and suggests that one of the key motivations for
Maussollos’ employment of Greek craftsmen was simply the fact that they were
those known to be the best at that time.*> On a linguistic level, however,
Maussollus’ use of Greek remains striking, and continued during the reigns of his
successors, his brothers Idreius and Pixodarus, with the production, for example,
of dedications in Greek, such as a newly-discovered inscription from Iasos, in

honour of Idreius.466

4.2 The Hekatomnids in Lycia

The impact of Hekatomnid rule on Lycian culture is a matter of some dispute.
Some commentators have argued that this, rather than the coming of Alexander,
was the point at which Lycian society changed from one which, though highly
influenced by Ionian art and technology, was essentially Anatolian to one which
was in all important respects Greek.#¢” Epigraphic evidence of the time certainly
supports this picture: it is during the Hekatomnid period - especially during the
reign of Pixodarus - that the first inscribed decrees of Lycia appear. In addition,
the use of epigraphy in religious contexts appears to have become increasingly
common in the Hekatomnid period, especially in the Xanthos valley. Both these
uses of epigraphy were common in the Greek world, and - alongside the
increased use of the Greek language which is seen at this time - seems to indicate
not merely the ‘cultural transfer’, seen in the early fourth century (as, for
example, with the Greek epigram in TL44) but, rather, an active ‘Hellenisation’.

However, the extent to which this reflects a wider ‘Hellenisation’ of Lycian

465 Carstens (2013) 214.
466 Nafissi (2013) 303-315.
467 E.g. Domingo-Gygax (2001) 92-122.
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politics and society is less clear. Lycian ‘private’ epigraphy, meanwhile, in the
shape of epitaphs on rock tombs, continued to a great extent unchanged -
indeed, at Limyra, it flourished. Alongside it, however, is an increasing use of
Greek, matching the acculturation seen in the architecture and administration of

the Lycian towns during this period.

4.3 Lycia under the Hekatomnids

Exactly when Lycia came under the control of the Hekatomnids is unclear. As
discussed above, it seems likely that Autophradates’ establishment of more
direct control of the peninsula took place in the 360s. At some point after this,
Maussollos appears to have added Lycia to his satrapy: one suggestion is that,
having been involved in the satrap’s revolt, he pulled out earlier than other
rulers, and was given control of Lycia as a reward for his ultimate loyalty.68 This
seems plausible, but cannot be considered certain: our only evidence that
Maussollos ever ruled over Lycia is the remark in the Pseudo-Aristotelian
Oekonomicos that Kondalos, one of Maussollos’ officials, extorted money from the
Lycians by claiming that the King had ordered Maussollos that they should cut
their long hair to provide forelocks for his horses, but that he, Kondalos, would

obtain the hair elsewhere in return for payment.46?

As with Maussollos, there is no surviving evidence of what effect, if any, his

brother and successor Idreius (351/0-344/3) had on the epigraphy - or wider

468 Treuber, cited in Houwink ten Cate (1961) 12-13.
469 Ps-Aristotle Oikonomikos 2.1348a. This is taken as evidence of Maussollos’ control over Lycia
by, inter alia, Fried (2004) 150-151.
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culture - of Lycia.#’? Only during the reign of Pixodarus do the Carians become
epigraphically visible in Lycia. Nevertheless, the presence of Greek-speaking,
Hekatomnid officials, and, perhaps, the arrival of other Greek-speakers more
loosely connected to Carian rule, seems to have had had the more general effect
of encouraging the use of Greek in Lycia. The puzzle here is that Greek continued
to be used only rarely in western Lycia, where we have most evidence of
Hekatomnid rule; it is only from Limyra that we have substantial evidence of the
use of Greek in the fourth century. Nevertheless, the appearance of a number of
bilingual statue bases and epitaphs does suggest a slightly increased familiarity

with, and interest in, the language.

Evidence for Hekatomnid control of eastern Lycia is slimmer, but the discovery
of a stele with a relief of a Carian double-headed axe on all four sides seems to

indicate some Carian presence in the area.4’!

4.4 Hekatomnid decrees at Xanthos

Whatever the explanation for the epigraphic silence from the time of Maussollos
and Idreius’ rule, it is only in the reign of Pixodarus (340/39-336/5) that we
finally receive concrete information about the influence of the Hekatomnids on
the culture of the Lycian peninsula, in the shape of two inscribed decrees
produced in Xanthos (N320 and TL45), one of which is trilingual (with Lycian,
Greek and Aramaic texts) and the other bilingual (with a Lycian and a Greek

version), perhaps also originally trilingual.472

470 Dates of Idreius’ reign: Hornblower (1982) 38.
471 Mellink (1975) 212; Kuban (2012) 17.
472 As suggested by Bousquet (1986a) 101.
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The trilingual inscription from the Letoon (N320; see fig. 20) is often - and fairly
- considered one of the most important surviving documents from Achaemenid
Asia Minor.*’3 A marble stele, 135 cm high, bears long inscriptions in Lycian and
Greek on its two wide faces, and a shorter Aramaic inscription on its narrow face.
All three record the setting up at Xanthos of an altar for the deities yatawati
Xbidéiini and ArKKazuma yfitawati (in Greek, BacileVg Kavviog and Apkeoipag),
‘the Kaunian King and Arkkazuma’, and the appointment of a certain Simias, and
his descendants, as priests of these gods. All three versions state that the decree
was passed during the reign of Pixodarus, but the Aramaic version states more
precisely that Pixodarus’ ratification of the decision took place in the first year of
King Artaxerxes. To fit the dates of Pixodarus’ reign, the Artaxerxes referred to
here must be Artaxerxes IV, more usually known as Arses, meaning that the

decree was passed in 337.474

This inscription raises three key questions about the administration of Xanthos

at this time, and, specifically, the motivation for the establishment of the altar

473 The full text of all three versions is given in Metzger (ed.) (1979), with translations in French
between pp. 162 and 163, and in Neumann (1979) 44-47; Melchert’s Corpus gives the English and
Greek versions (note that the stone has émitpéyetv, not émtpepety, in 1. 31-32). Fried (2004)
140-155 gives all three texts and English translations, discussing the implications of the stele for
our understanding of Persian religious policy.

474 The decree was initially dated to the first year of Artaxerxes Il Ochus, 358, leading to various
suggestions about Pixodarus’ rule, and whether he could, for example, have had control of Lycia
as a subordinate of Maussollos. Badian (1977) 40-50 was first to suggest that Ochus’ son Arses
might also have taken the throne name Artaxerxes, allowing the inscription to be dated within
the period of Pixodarus’ satrapy in Caria; this explanation is now generally accepted: Worrle
(1978) 234 n. 174; Hornblower (1982) 47-49; Eichner (1983) 52. Badian’s suggestion seems, as
Heiner Eichner has pointed out, to be proven by a cuneiform tablet in the British Museum (BM
36613) which refers to ‘Arses, son of [Artaxerxes III] Ochus, who is called Artaxerxes’ (Heiner
Eichner, personal communication), although since the final letter of Artaxerxes is missing it is
perhaps still conceivable that the name refers to Ochus (that is, ‘Ochus who is called Artaxerxes’)
rather than to Arses.
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and the inscribing of the decree: who decided to set it up, why did they wish to

do so, and how did they present their decision?

The official nature of the monument would have been clear even to an illiterate
observer. The stele is carefully finished in the style commonly used for Greek
decrees, with moulding around its top edge and the Lycian and Greek texts are
carefully arranged in a stoichedon pattern; both are laid out in an identical way,
with 26 letters to each line, perhaps showing a desire to emphasise the equal
importance of each language. Brixhe points out the symbolic value of the
presence of the Aramaic text, which would have shown even those who could not
read it that the decree had the official sanction of the Persian empire.4’> He
argues that its position on the narrow edge of the stele, between the Lycian and
Greek version, shows that it was the main text, and the others were, if only in

terms of symbolism, secondary to it.

However, this seems very debatable - on a monolingual text the inscription
would naturally be placed on the wide edge of the stele, and any viewer would
surely look here for the most important version. Indeed, the primacy of the
Lycian text, at least for the stone cutter, is suggested by the fact that it divides
perfectly into 41 lines of 26 letters each; the Greek, by contrast, does not, with
the result that its final line ends two letters short of the right hand edge -
presumably the line length was modelled on the Lycian version in spite of the

fact that the Greek version was a different length.#7¢ The Lycian text shows the

475 Brixhe (2007b) 926.
476 Admittedly, it is hard to see what length line would have suited the Greek, which consists of
908 characters and does not, therefore, divide perfectly into lines of any suitable length:
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early form of <é> " and the early form of <x>V, as well as the original ‘square’
version of <p>[". While the use of the early * remained common throughout the
fourth century, meaning that its appearance here is unremarkable, the use of V/
and [ 'was more unusual by this time (see Chart 2). Also of interest is the change
from the V form of <a> to the (apparently earlier) X form, which perhaps shows
the stone-cutter suddenly remembering that he was supposed to use the older,
more ‘formal’ letter forms (although it does seem odd to change forms half-way
through in this way). On the other hand, the distinctively late 5 form of <s> is
used, and <u> is found instead of <a> in the accusative singular form kumazu
‘priest’ (1. 9). Even in such an apparently formal text errors, made by the stone-
cutter creep in: for example, l. 17 <a> rather than <y> is written as the first letter

of yiitawatehi.

The Greek script, too, appears archaic: the widely diverging horizontal hastae of
%, and the small Q with a wide opening at the bottom are in contrast to the more
elegant script seen in Carian inscriptions of this time.4’7 Was this also
deliberately ‘archaising’, perhaps indicating reverence for the sacredness of the
subject, or was the script simply cut by a Lycian stone-cutter who had yet to see
the latest developments in Greek letter-cutting? This is certainly suggested by
the fact that the overall appearance of the text is less regular than the Lycian, and
there are, again, a few slips in the cutter’s work: <6> for <o> in 6pkovg (1. 27),

<&> rather than <e> in éotw (1. 33) and M&wtapog for MiEwdapog (1. 35).

however, it would presumably have been possible for the writer of the Greek text to alter it to
enable the production of a perfectly stoichedon text if this had been considered essential.
477 Such as, for example, the monument to Idreius already mentioned: Nafissi (2013) 203 fig. 1.
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The second decree, TL45, is poorly preserved and only partly legible, but it is
clear from the Greek version that it recorded a grant or concession of a ‘tenth’ of
something - possibly customs dues - from Pixodarus to the Xanthians, Tloans,
Pinarans and Kadyandans.4’8 Again, the stele was originally finished with
moulding along its top edge; the Lycian text is written on one side and the Greek
on the other. The script of the Lycian is perhaps less formal than that used in
N320: V' is the usual form of <y> (although the early form appears once).
However, ““ and [ 'are used as expected. From what can still be seen of the Lycian
text, it appears to have been stoichedon, but this is less clear than for N320. The
Greek text was less neatly laid out, although it too is so poorly preserved that

certainty about its original appearance is impossible.

A cult for Carians?

There has been much scholarly debate about whether the altar and priesthood
recorded in N320 was established on the initiative of the Xanthians or by order
of Pixodarus, and, if the former was the case, who among the Xanthians would
have been responsible for such a decision. The three texts in fact agree that the
decision was a local initiative although, as discussed below, the mechanism by
which it arose remains unclear. The picture is complicated, however, by the non-

Lycian nature of the gods honoured.

The identity of deities is obscure, as are the details of their previous presence at

Xanthos, although the ‘Kaunian King' is mentioned on the Inscribed pillar

478 The reconstruction given by Melchert in his Corpus suggests Sekatnyv tij¢ ¢[u]m[oplag] oV[c]ng
[€]v TfjL [m6A]ey, ‘a tenth of all the merchandise in the town’ (presumably a tenth of the value of
anything traded through their towns?), but exactly what this would have meant in practice
remains unclear.
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(TL44c8-9) alongside the goddesses Malija (equated to Greek Athena) and
Ertemi (= Greek Artemis). He is also attested in a late fourth-century inscription
of Kos, and (as simply the BaciAevg) at Kaunos, in two later inscriptions.47? It is
unclear whether the appearance of the ‘Kaunian King’ in TL44 in fact indicates
that his cult was already established at Xanthos by the start of the fourth
century: the relevant phrase, se xbide sttati mé: sttala: éti: qlahi (e)bijehi: se
malfiJjahi: se[(j)] ertemehi: se xntawatehi: xbidénhi (TL44c6-9), could be
translated ‘and at Kaunos a stele is placed in this(?) sanctuary of Malija and
Ertemi and the Kaunian King’. If this is correct, it may record a dedication made
by a Xanthian ruler (or one of his deputies) in the sanctuary at Kaunos, rather
than indicate the presence of the cult at Xanthos itself. Nevertheless, the
existence of close links between Xanthos and Kaunos, and Xanthian respect for

the ‘Kaunian King’, seems clear.

Arkkazuma, too, seems likely to have been a Carian deity, although a Greek origin
is also possible: the name appears in a later Greek inscription from Syria, but
refers there to a man rather than a god, while another suggestion is that the
word was an adjective meaning ‘helper’, used as the epithet of a deity.*8% A non-
Lycian origin is indicated by the use of the unusual letter /" but whether this was

indeed a way to depict a Carian phoneme remains uncertain.

The extent to which the inscription is evidence of a ‘Carianisation’ of Lycia is

debated: Fried, arguing against Briant’s view that the foundation of the cult (if

479 Rhodes and Osborne (2003) 387.
480 Neumann (2007) s.v. arKKazuma, erKKazuma.
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this is indeed what the inscription shows) was primarily a decision of the
Xanthians, suggests that both it and the cult of Zeus Labraundios at Limyra were
established ‘for the new landowners of the Carian bureaucracy and for the
members of the Carian garrison and their family’, and for their benefit.481 Her
argument is supported not only by the Carian nature of the deities honoured, but
also by the names of the individuals mentioned in the decree: the émpeAntng
(governor) of Xanthos is called Erttimeli (AptepnAlg in Greek), which she
identifies as a Carian name, while the name of at least one of the land-owners
whose land is to be given over to the cult has a name attested as Carian, Pigres.482
The Greek names of the archons of Xanthos (lepwv and AmoAA660t0g) and the
future priest of the cult (Zwuiag) may also indicate that they were Carians - or

Greeks from Caria - rather than Lycians.

The Power of Pixodarus

It is clear from the other surviving decree from Hekatomnid Xanthos that
Pixodarus was perfectly happy to exert direct influence on Xanthos if he so
desired. The Greek version of the TL45 opens with the bald statement that
€dwkev MMEwdapog... ‘Pixodarus gave...; this appears to be paralleled in the
Lycian, [pijet]e iné Piyxe[s]ere..., although the verb in question is naturally only
reconstructed from the Greek. If Pixodarus had simply established the cult of the

Kaunian King, surely he would have been able to say so?

481 Fried (2004) 151-154.
482 Fried (2004) 154.

247



Instead, even the Aramaic version states that the decision was taken by the
Xanthians, although it emphasises the role of Pixodarus in reporting this, stating:
‘... Pixodarus, son of Katomno(s), the satrap (who rules) in Caria and Lycia, said:
“the citizens of Orna have decided to set up a sanctuary (?) to the King (KNDWS),
the god of Kaunos, and his companion...””.#83 This text follows the pattern seen in
Aramaic papyri of the reporting of decisions or news by quoting the words of the
person responsible for them.*84 Laroche, following Dupont-Sommer, states that
this version ‘a été rédigé par un scribe de la chancellerie perse, qui n’a retenue
que l'essentiel, ou ce qui paraissait tel aux yeux des autorités d’occupation.’48>
However, the local representatives of the ‘autorités d’occupation’ were speakers
of Greek and Carian - and would have had no need of an Aramaic version.
Indeed, it is somewhat hard to understand who the intended audience of this
version was: unless visits to Xanthos by Persian officials were envisaged, it
seems that Brixhe must be right to insist on its essentially symbolic value - with
its position on the narrow side of the stele suggesting, to me, that the symbolism
lay more in paying lip service to the existence of Persian authority than to

emphasising it.#86

A slightly different problem is raised by the idea that it was composed by ‘un
scribe de la chancellerie perse’. Are we to envisage a message sent to Artaxerxes’
court — approval granted - an official Aramaic version composed and returned to

Xanthos? This is certainly possible, since the use of Aramaic in letters appears to

483 My English version of the French translation by Dupont-Sommer (1979) 137, who
transliterates and translates the text.

484 Lewis (1994) 18.

485 Laroche (1979) 77.

486 Brixhe (2007b) 926.
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have been widespread, although we have little actual evidence of contact
between Xanthos and the King’s capital.#8” The inscribing of Aramaic, however,
was comparatively unusual - there are no known examples of Aramaic
inscriptions from Caria - and there is no evidence of Achaemenid
encouragement of the practice, implying that the decision to cut this version onto
the stone would have been taken at a local level.#88 It therefore seems likely that
the text was composed in Xanthos, perhaps originally as a letter to be sent to the
King, and that the composer was a Xanthian. This is certainly suggested by the
fact that the name of the god (‘the King’) as given in the Aramaic version is
KNDWS, derived from the god’s Lycian title yfitawati ‘the King’: presumably the
god had a name in Carian (even if this was only the Carian word for ‘king’) but
whoever wrote the Aramaic version was aware only of the Lycian name (unless
the Carian was very similar).48 On the other hand, they were au fait with the
correct way to date an official document.#°© We need not think in terms of
significant numbers of Aramaic speakers - Brixhe’s suggestion that the value of
this version was primarily symbolic holds good - but may believe that there
were a few Persian families settled in Lycia who retained a sense of a separate
identity, along with some ability to write Aramaic, and were therefore able to act
as scribes for the Carian administration. We might think, for example, of Artimas’

Aramaic epitaph at Limyra (TL152); other indications of Persian settlement are

487 Lewis (1994) 18-19.

488 Other examples from Anatolia are given by Dupont-Sommer (1979) 164 (including a stele
from Daskyleion and a Lydian-Aramaic bilingual, as well as the epitaph from Limyra (TL152);
Aramaic texts from Anatolia are also published online by Lemaire at
http://www.achemenet.com. Gzella (2015) 195-196 states that there are ‘ten mostly brief
inscriptions’ from Asia Minor, pointing out that they were mainly set up by private individuals,
and suggesting that they were ‘a token of loyalty to Achaemenid government, among the elite of
this formerly non-Aramaic speaking region’.

489 Dupont-Sommer (1979) 159 calls it an ‘emprunt anatolien’.

490 Cf, for example, the date given in a very similar format in the Lydian-Aramaic bilingual at
Sardis, Lemaire (2000) IIL.1.
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more circumstantial (a man called Megabates at fifth century Phellos, a certain
Arsames dedicating a statue at the Letdon at about this time) but are certainly
suggestive. Three further fragments of Aramaic have been found at the Letdon -
one of which (N319) is a Lycian-Aramaic bilingual and another an Aramaic-
Greek bilingual: in the context of the comparative scarcity of ‘official’ inscriptions
from this period, these numbers are significant.#°1 If Hekatomnid control of
Xanthos was indeed a result of an abortive Lycian attempt to rebel from the
empire, it would be understandable for the next generation of Xanthians to
demonstrate their allegiance to the King by recording important events in
Aramaic as well as Lycian and Greek; the inscribing of Aramaic should perhaps

be seen as a distinctively Lycian trait, not closely linked to Carian rule.

The Aramaic version of the text gives little indication of whether the foundation
of the cult was instigated by Pixodarus or at Xanthos, although it strongly implies
the latter. The question therefore remains of whether the Lycian and Greek texts
are accurate in recording that the decision was taken by the Xanthians, or
whether they are simply ‘window-dressing’, concealing what was in fact imposed
by Pixodarus. It seems impossible to reach a conclusive answer without further
evidence; the inscription, if intended to cloak autocratic behaviour on the part of
the Carians, does its job well. It is perhaps interesting, however, that the Carian
Pigres, who Fried appears to consider one of the beneficiaries of the cult, in fact
seems to be having to give up land, although there may of course have been some

benefit for him in this arrangement which we cannot now recover.

491N319 (‘Fragment araméen B’) and a second fragment of Aramaic (‘Fragment araméen A’):
Dupont-Sommer (1979) 170-175. Aramaic-Greek bilingual: Lemaire (1992) 201-203. Domingo-
Gygax (2001) 101 suggests that these would originally have been trilingual texts. As mentioned
above, it is also possible that there was an Aramaic version of TL45.
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We might ask why the Xanthians would have instituted a cult of a Carian god of
their own volition. The obvious answer is desire on the part of the city, or certain
individuals within the city, to show themselves well-disposed towards their
overlords. The fact that the god in question was a god local to Kaunos may be
significant here: Kaunos lies on the easternmost edge of Caria, in the next good
anchorage north-west of the gulf of Telmessos, and seems to have shared a
number of cultural features with Lycia, most noticeably the use of rock-cut
tombs, which, in the Hellenistic period, grew in both Telmessos and Kaunos to
resemble temple facades. As already mentioned, close links between Xanthos
and Kaunos, and Xanthian reverence towards the gods of Kaunos, seems already
to be visible in TL44. Such physical proximity and cultural links might well have
encouraged the Xanthians, if they felt under pressure for some reason to adopt a
Carian cult, to honour the local god of Kaunos rather than, for example, Zeus of
Labraunda. Furthermore, as Peter Thonemann has emphasised, Kaunos appears
to have been a site of great importance in the late-fifth and fourth centuries, as a
garrison and naval base, meaning that any special relationship with the town
that might be emphasised or manufactured could have been distinctly
advantageous.#?? This would also explain the appointment of Simias as priest -
although, again, it must be pointed out that his Greek name does not necessarily
reveal a Carian origin. Such a situation would explain the absence of a Carian
version of the text. Carian remained widely used at the end of the fourth century
and if the cult were instigated by, and primarily intended for, Carians as opposed

to Lycians, we might expect to find the details recorded in their language; the

492 Thonemann (2009a) 179.
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Carian language is found inscribed outside Caria, in Egypt and in Athens, in a way
that Lycian is not, meaning that its appearance would not be entirely
unparalleled. The use of Greek as the apparently ‘Carian’ element of the
inscription implies to me that this was indeed a foundation which, for some
reason, originated in Lycia - although we may imagine it resulting from hints and

suggestions by Carian officials.

Whether or not the institution of the cult was a Xanthian decision, this is
certainly the impression that the inscriptions are intended to give. This leads to
the question of how far the impression given by the Greek version of a decree of
a polis operating along democratic lines reflects either the meaning of the Lycian
inscriptions or the reality of the political organisation of Lycia at the time. The
situation is complicated by difficulties in interpretation of the Lycian text, and
uncertainty about the relationship between the two. The Greek version is often
assumed to be a direct translation of the Lycian and, as a result, our
understanding of the Lycian text is heavily influenced by the meaning of the
Greek. In some cases, this is unproblematic: the theonym Baociievg Kavviog has,
for example, been crucial in assuring the meaning of Lycian yaAtawati as king,
both here and elsewhere - and since the facilevg Kavviog is not a Greek deity
there is no reason to challenge the assumption that it was a direct translation of
the Lycian.#?3 More problematic, however, are the opening lines of the two

versions (N320 and N320G, lines 1-7):4%4

493 Brixhe (2007b) 932.
494 Texts from Melchert Corpus with my alterations.
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€ke: trinmisii: xssaBrapazate: pig- emel Avkiag Eadpdmmng eyéveto I1-

esere: katamlah: tideimi: séfinen- Ewdapog Exatopvmw VoG, Kateon-
tepddéhadé: trmmile: pddénehrim- o€ apyovtag Avkiag Tépwva kat A-
is: ijeru: se natrbbijémi: sej arii- ToAAOS0TOV Kal ZavtBov EmipeAn-
na: asaylazu: erttimeli: me hiitit- ™V AptepnAwy, €85o&e 61 ZavBiot-
ubedé: arus: sej epewétlmmeéi: ari- G Kol ToTg meploikolg Idpvoacb-
ndi: Mmmaité:kumezijé: 66E:... at Bwpov...

At first glance, the similarities between the two, and the influence exerted on the
Greek by the Lycian version, seem clear: the use of 06¢ in the Greek version, for
example, where the genitive of Hekatomnos’ name would be perfectly sufficient,
surely results from a desire to imitate the Lycian version (pigesere: katamlah:
tideimi) as closely as possible; later on, the man appointed as the priest is
described as Zipiag Kovdapaciog vov (ll. 8-9), matching the Lycian Eseimiju
Qriturahahn tideimi (1l. 10-11). The desire for parallelism seems to run the other
way as well: the Lycian name Natrbbijémi is a direct translation of AmoAA6601o0g,
formed from Natri, the Lycian name for Apollo, and pije-, the root of the verb ‘to
give’. It is impossible to know whether AmoAA660tog would ever have been
called Natrbbijémi in everyday life or whether the name was ‘translated’
specifically for the purposes of the inscriptions, but the second option seems

highly likely.495

495 Neumann (2007) s.v. Natrbbijémi. A similar situation is seen in TL25, where the Lycian name
Xssbezé seems to be translated into Greek ITopmag ‘shield’.
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Even in the first line of the inscription, however, a divergence is seen: Brixhe
points out that the contrast between the single verb yssafrapazate ‘he was
satrap’ in Lycian and the noun + verb combination in Greek (§adpdmng €yéveto)
must result simply from ‘the disposition of the translator’, since the equivalent
verb, catpamnelw, is also found in Greek.4%¢ The significance of this divergence is,
however, unclear. One earlier occurrence of the use of the verb is in the heading
of a Mylasan decree from the time of Maussollos (367/6), which begins:

ETEL TIPMKOOTOL KAl EvaTwl ApTagepEeus BaoAev-

ovtog, MavoowAAov £EalBpamevovtog...497
This use of the genitive absolute, giving the names of those ruling a town, is
standard in Greek.#?8 If, then, the Greek version were the primary version,
produced by order of the Carian authorities, we might well have expected a
similar heading, or at least the use of the verb catpansiw (or Eabpamevw);
instead, the Greek is clearly intended to be parallel to the Lycian — might we even

suspect that the composer was unaware of the existence of the Greek verb?

More serious difficulties, however, begin with interpretation of the clause
recording the decision taken. The Greek version states that £€5o&e 61) Zav0iolg kal
TOlg TepLoikolg ispvoacBal Bwpov... ‘it seemed good to the Xanthians and their
neighbours to found an altar.... This impersonal use of £€50&e followed by the
name of the decision-making body in the dative and the infinitive of the action

decided upon was the standard phrasing of a Greek decree, known from the fifth

496 Neumann (2007) s.v. yssaBrapazate ‘als Satrap regieren’; LS] s.v. catpamedw.

497 Syll3 167.1-2, 17-18, 33-34; the heading is quoted by Crampa (1969) 68.

498 Crampa (1969) 69 states that it ‘agrees with the normal headings of decrees issued by other
Greek or hellenized cities of the time’.
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century onwards across the Greek speaking world.#?° This is often seen as
evidence for the Hellenisation of Lycian society under the Hekatomnids, and as
proof that Xanthos had by this time, whether deliberately or unconsciously,
become a ‘Greek’ polis, with certain members recognised as full citizens (the
ZavOiol) and others (the meploikol) holding a lesser status.>°0 Marc Domingo-
Gygax makes a similar argument about the significance of the decree, but
concludes that the meploixot/epewétliiméi were independent of, although linked
to, Xanthos.>%1 The ZavOiot and meploikol are then envisaged meeting together in

an assembly or similar congress to ‘pass’ the decree.

In reality, however, it seems very unlikely that this was the case. Even in the
Greek, it seems telling that the Zav6iot are not described as the &fjpog or, as in
later inscriptions, the moAwg of the Xanthians, yet further on in the inscription
(lines 12 and 18) the moAlg is said to have given land to the cult, and to be
intending to give sacrificial animals each year. This suggests that the Xanthians
and neighbours who took the decision to establish the cult were only a small
subsection of the population of the moAtg, perhaps the leading men of the town

and of smaller settlements in the surrounding area.

The Lycian version perhaps gives some help here. The equivalent of the Zav6Biot

and meploikol are the arus: se(j) epewétlimnméi arfindi. The word epewétlmméi is

499 Rhodes (1997) 4-5.

500 E.g. Demargne (1974) 590: ‘La modele qu'offre la cité grecque suscite des imitations:
I'inscription trilingue de Xanthos ... s'inspire de la redaction grecque des décrets’. The various
arguments are discussed in detail by Domingo-Gygax (2001) 22-40.

501 Domingo-Gygax (2001) 39-40 on the position of the meploikotr/epewétlimméi; 100-101 for the
siginificance of the Letdon trilingual (‘der wichtigste Beleg fiir die Existenz von Polisinstitution’
at Xanthos).
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not found elsewhere and is therefore presumed to designate those living around
the town; it gives no information about their ‘legal status’.>92 Unlike the meptloixkot
of the Greek version, however, they are described as arfindi ‘Xanthian’. The word
arus is more complex. It cannot have the same literal meaning as ZavOioy,
because this would be arfindi - a word in fact used to describe both the arus and
the epewétimmeéi. 1t is usually taken to refer to those who are full members of the
town, and translated ‘citizenry’ or similar.593 However, Schiirr has recently made
the attractive proposition that arus, rather than being linked to the Lycian root
arawa- ‘free’, is connected to Hittite aru- ‘high’, like Lycian aruwdti ‘high’.>%4 He
suggests that arus was the official title of an individual, perhaps the
‘Blirgermeister’ - an interpretation which also fits its occurrence in TL44c.16.50>

A key part of Schiirr’s argument is the observation that teteri is used elsewhere
in the inscription as the equivalent of the ZavBio.. When line 12 of the Greek text
simply states that the oAl gave land to the cult, lines 13-14 of the Lycian talk of
the teteri: se(j) epewétlmmeéi, while in lines 27-28 the Greek talks again of the
ZavBiot kat ol meploikoy, the Lycian equivalent of which (lines 31-32) is teteri:
arinas: se(j) epewétlmmeé: arfindi. The obvious interpretation would be that teteri
designates the Zav0iot as a group, perhaps with the meaning ‘citizenry’ which is

more usually assigned to arus; however, the more common interpretation is

502 Neumann (2007) s.v. epewétlmmeéi.

503 Laroche (1979) 103; Eichner (1983) 61 ‘das freie Stadtvolk’; Melchert (2004) s.v. arus-
‘citizenry’; Neumann (2007) s.v. arus ‘Stadtbewohnerschaft, Biirgerschaft, 6fjuog’ (the latter
seems most unlikely, since &fjuog would surely have been used in the Greek version if the
meanings were so close).

504 Schiirr (2014) 18; Neumann (2007) s.v. aruwadti.

505 Schiirr (2014) 17.
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‘town’, designating the physical entity, as opposed to the political entity denoted

by ToALG.506

There are some difficulties, however, with Schiirr’s suggestion that the arus is an
individual: we might, for example, expect such a high-ranking official to have
been named alongside the archons and epimeletes (in the Lycian versions, if not
in the Greek), and, perhaps even more worrying, would surely expect his name to
be given. Perhaps we should instead think of the arus as a council of some sort,
the ‘high people’, who took important decisions on behalf of the town; this, too, is
problematic though, since we would, in that case, perhaps expect to see a Greek

equivalent such as BouAn.

One thing which does seem certain, however, is that there was no single Lycian
word which could really be equated to the Greek word moAg. The significance of
this is not easy to determine. If the Greek version is indeed a translation of the
Lycian, we might see the use of mOAlg as simply a useful way to designate the
wider Xanthian area, used by a Lycian writer of Greek without any deeper
meaning. However, it is also possible that the word is deliberately being used in
an attempt to advertise the ‘Greekness’ of Xanthos. The same point can be made
more generally of the structure of the decree: the use of the formal sequence
€80&e + dative + infinitive may simply show a local speaker of Greek composing
(or translating) a decree in the way he knew to be correct, turning the Lycian
text into the formal Greek equivalent rather than translating it literally.

However, it is also possible that it was a deliberate desire on the part of the

506 Neumann (2007) s.v. teteri; the meaning ‘city’ ties in well with teri, ‘land’.
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Xanthians to advertise to any Greek-speaking visitors, and, perhaps more
importantly, to their Carian overlords, that they were a sophisticated town
which, like the Greek towns of Caria, were able to arrange their own affairs
satisfactorily and to record them in the approved manner. I believe that there
was at least some element of this in the use of the Greek decree formula -the
writer slips after the first vowel into the use of finite verbs (as in the Lycian)
rather than the infinitives which ought to follow €5608¢, which implies the use of
the ‘correct’ Greek formula was not simply automatic.>%7 It seems more doubtful,
though, whether the word moAlg was intended as anything more than a useful
designation of Xanthos and its territory. In general, the Greek text gives the
impression of having been composed by a Lycian, using the Lycian text as a
model but departing from a literal translation. This implies a good command of
the Greek language on the part of the composer (as discussed above, the letter-
cutter was perhaps less secure), but can tell us little about Lycian political life at

the time, or the wider ‘Hellenisation’ of Xanthian society.

If Aramaic was used to indicate allegiance to the Empire, and Greek as the
chancellery language of the Carians and also, perhaps, as an indication of civic
responsibility, the role of Lycian must not be understated. The Lycian text, as
described above, is the most neatly set out, and also seems likely to have been
the original version of the text. The use of two-point word-dividers here (but not
in the Greek text) seems to show a confidence in the traditional styles of Lycian

epigraphy and little interest, despite the ‘Greek’ form of the stele, in imitating

507 Rhodes and Osborne (2003) 386 point out the ways in which the writer follows and (later)
diverges from the expected wording of a Greek decree.
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Greek epigraphic norms; word-dividers fell out of use in most Greek cities during
the fourth century, but continue to be seen in most Lycian inscriptions. The
imprecation at the end of the text against anyone who interferes with the stele or
fails to carry out the instructions set out on it is particularly interesting here. The
record of the making of oaths is common in Greek inscriptions, but the direct
final threat, that the éni glahi (in the Greek, Leto) will punish anyone who moves
the stele, is of a type not often seen elsewhere. Imprecations and threats of this
sort of are typical of Lycian epitaphs; is their appearance here a reflection of
this? It must also be noted that inscriptions at Mylasa describing the punishment
of those who had plotted against Maussollos end with very similar curses, stating

that those who contravene the decree will be é§wAng ‘utterly destroyed’.

The trilingual inscription uses a similar word, apaptwAog ‘accursed’.>%8 This is
perhaps its first occurrence in Lycia: it is also seen in the Greek version of a
bilingual inscription at Kaya Koy (TL6), and in many later Greek inscriptions. It is
particularly notable that its use is restricted to Lycia, where it continues to be
common as late as the Roman period. It is possible that we should think here, as
for the use of multiple languages, more in terms of Anatolian usage - as with the
Luwian precedents for the Lycian imprecations - than of a specifically Lycian
tradition. Nevertheless, the Xanthian imprecation shows a preoccupation with

the physical monument which seems likely to originate in funerary inscriptions.

The poor state of preservation of the decree of Pixodarus (TL 45) makes it very

difficult to compare the Greek and Lycian versions; it is however noticeable that

508 Schweyer (2002) 68 for the word’s unusual meaning within Lycia.
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in this case the Greek filiation is as expected ([Ii&wdapog Exaté[uvov]) and is
imitated in the Lycian version, where tideimi is omitted. Such an omission is very
rare in Lycian, and in this case there is no reason to doubt that it resulted from
the presence of the Greek version. Either the Greek version must have been the
original document (perhaps composed at Pixodarus’ court and sent to Xanthos,
where the Lycian version was made) or the two versions were deliberately made
to appear as close to the Greek as possible with, in this case, the Greek
phraseology preferred. The fact that this was a decree issued directly by
Pixodarus rather than a decision of Xanthos was reflected, whether intentionally
or unintentionally, in the more obviously ‘Greek’ phrasing of both the Lycian and
Greek versions. Does the contrast between the two inscriptions support the

argument that the decision recorded in N320 did indeed originate in Xanthos?

The decrees from the reign of Pixodarus undoubtedly show an increased interest
in, and awareness, of Greek epigraphic culture at Xanthos by the end of the
fourth century. Whether this was either encouraged by, or encouraged, any
actual emulation of Greek political forms remains an open question, although I
am inclined to believe that the political structure of Xanthos remained essentially
oligarchic at this point, and that any desire to appear ‘Greek’ which can be
detected was limited to the epigraphic presentation of decisions taken in the
traditional fashion. Furthermore, the Lycian language, which is often said to have
been in decline by this point, was clearly flourishing: it seems clear to me that, in
this monument, the Lycian text is the most important, with the use of Greek

primarily motivated by its role as the official language of the Carian occupiers.
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4.5 A dedication by Alexander, SEG 30:1533

Hot on the heels of Pixodarus came the arrival of Alexander the Great in 334.
Arrian (Anabasis 1.24.3-6) reports that, having subdued Caria and given it to Ada,
(sister of Mausolus, Idreius and Pixodarus, and the last of the Hekatomnids to
rule Caria), he took Telmessos, Xanthos, Pinara, Patara and ‘thirty lesser cities’
with little resistance, attacked ‘the land called Milyas’ and paused at Termessos,

before heading back to the coast at Phaselis.

The importance of the Letdon as a locus for the display of power by would-be
rulers of Lycia - already implied by the Letdon trilingual - is confirmed by his
dedication there of an inscribed base, which states:

AAEEavSpog Bacdevs d[véBnke]>0? (SEG 30 1533)
The base is a single large block of stone, broken on the right, with molding
around the top. The top of the block is flat but unworked, perhaps suggesting that
another block would have been placed on top of it to hold the dedication; what

this dedication would have been is, however, uncertain.510

Very few surviving inscriptions from any area mention dedications by Alexander.
The building inscription on the temple at Priene, which records that Alexander
dedicated it to Athena Polias, is the only other known record of a dedication by
Alexander. Similarly, there are no known surviving bases for statues in his

honour.>11 A dedication by Alexander at Xanthos therefore suggests that he was

509 Le Roy (1980) 56, pl. XI. An alternative reconstruction of the final word is the name of a
divinity, perhaps A[TtoAAwVL].

510 Le Roy (1980). The most obvious suggestion would be a dedication of a divinity, but a portrait
statue of Alexander is also a possibility.

511 Ma (2013) 22.

261



unusually interested in the town for some reason. The most convincing
explanation of this apparent interest in Xanthos comes from Keen’s suggestion
about Alexander’s route and the naval importance of Lycia: if Xanthos and its
harbour at Patara (and the other cities of Lycia) were strongly in support of
Alexander, this would deny any Persian fleet attempting to sail into the Aegean a

useful source of shelter and provisions.>12

4.6 The Letoon in the late fourth century

The setting up of the altar for the ‘Caunian king’ and, only five years later, of
Alexander’s dedication must be seen in the wider context of epigraphy of the
Letoon at the period. Examples are rare, but those which survive seem
significant: three statue bases, one carrying a two line Lycian inscription (N326),
one a longer Lycian inscription (N318), and the other a Greek-Lycian bilingual

inscription (N312).

N326 states simply that a certain Nixede rite ... mmijeti ‘set up an installation’
connected to the yf88anahi: it is unclear what the y6868anahi are, although it must,
as Melchert says, have been a votive offering of some sort.>13 However, the
inscription contains no theonym, implying that the recipient of the votive was

felt to be clear from the location of the monument; the name of the god is

512 As mentioned below, Patara seems to have been used by the Antigonids in their campaign
against Rhodes; later, Ptolemy II Philadelphos recognized its importance, renaming it as ‘Arsinoe’
(Strabo 14.3.6). Ironically, as Keen (1996) 117 points out, Arrian 2.2.1 records that Pharnabazus
landed Persian troops in Lycia and marched them inland to meet Darius, which simultaneously
implies that Lycia was important in naval terms - and that Alexander had failed in his attempt to
secure the Lycian coast. Also interesting in this respect is Candace Rice’s observation that Patara
and Andriake, the two largest ports of Roman Lycia, are both situated on the mouth of large
rivers and are therefore liable to silting and not especially good harbours - instead, she suggests,
the key reason for their success was the access they offered to routes heading inland to central
Anatolia (Rice (2012) 201-202).

513 Melchert (2004) s.v. mmeije-2, s.v. y00dna.
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similarly absent from the other Lycian dedication (N318) and from the Lycian
version of a bilingual statue base at Tlos, suggesting that this was standard
Lycian usage. In this case, we might argue that the statement in Erbbina’s
inscription (N311) that the statue is an offering to Ertemi (Artemis) was
encouraged by the presence of the Greek poem. Niyede’s dedication (if such it
was) ends with a further verb, puhtti, the meaning of which remains elusive. The
block on which the inscription was carved was reused as a statue base in the
Roman period, so that its original appearance is unknown. However, the
placement of the two-line inscription at the bottom of an otherwise blank face
recalls Erbbina’s earlier dedication to Artemis, which has two lines written along
the top edge of the base on which it was placed, and also the possible lay-out of
the other earlier dedication, N327, which similarly appears to have consisted of

two lines at the bottom of the stone.514

The other monolingual Lycian inscription from the Letéon (N318) is a statue
base of a man called Arssama; his name is clearly Persian, and it may be that his
family was of Persian origin.515 This base has two inscriptions in two different
hands, and is carefully finished along both the top and bottom edge, with
moulding of a type seen on statue bases throughout the Greek world. The
lettering of both inscriptions appears late, although it is impossible to tell which
was inscribed first: the first shows Y for <a> and V for <x>, but the second
contains no chronologically significant letter forms. Both inscriptions use

wording found on other statue bases, the first stating that Arssama tuwete ‘set

514 Laroche (1979) Pl. 81.
515 Keen (1998) 64 suggests that his family might have settled in Lycia during the Achaemenid
period.
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up’ the base - a word also seen on a fourth-century statue base from Xanthos
itself (TL51) - while the second uses the same phrasing seen on Niyede’s
monument; unfortunately, there is a lacuna where we would expect to find the
name of the person who set up the monument, with the result that we cannot
know whether it, too, refers to Arssama, or to some other man. Although we have
no other source of information about Arssama, it is interesting that the word
trmmmili (‘Lycian’) follows the filiation formula, since it suggests that the next
word, now lost, might have been a title, describing him as the ‘Lycian x’. Was he,
perhaps, an official of the Hekatomnid regime, commemorating his service in the

sanctuary? In this case, was the sanctuary of wider importance across Lycia?

The third of the statue-bases discovered there (N312) supports this suggestion.
It is a plain block of stone (see fig. 30), with two impressions on the top surface
where a statue would have stood, and was dedicated by AnpokAeidng
(transliterated into Lycian as Ntemuylida), a Limyran. Among the fully bilingual
texts of Lycia (as opposed to those Lycian inscriptions which are prefaced by a
name in Greek), it is unique in having a Greek text followed by a Lycian. The
impression that this was the primary text is underlined by Demokleides’s Greek
name and the fact that he came from Limyra, where (as discussed below) the use
of Greek was becoming increasingly common. However, the appearance of the
monument implies that the two versions were of nearly equal importance. In
contrast to a similar statue base at Tlos (TL25, discussed below), the Greek and
Lycian scripts are very similar in style: both are cut with deep, bold strokes, and
show small serifs at the ends of the letter-strokes, as well as a half-size <o>.

Letter forms which are the same in both alphabets, such as Greek E and Lycian
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<i>, are, in this case, identical. The heights of the letters are the same, and there

is no attempt to separate the Greek and Lycian versions.

The wording of the two texts, however, differs somewhat: the Greek version uses
the common imprecation dyabijt Tuxi)i, which has no equivalent in the Lycian;
more surprisingly, the Lycian also omits the verb, while the Greek uses the
standard dedicatory verb dvefnkev. Unlike the monolingual Lycian statue bases
- but like that of Erbbina - Demokleides states even in the Lycian version of his
dedication that it is Ertemi, to Artemis; the fact that he, like Erbbina, describes
the base as yruwata may suggest that he was emulating the earlier monument in
some way. However, the Lycian text of Demokleides’ inscription is much shorter,
and the omission of the verb implies - in spite of the fact that the Greek version
of this particular inscription does include a verb - that Demokleides was inspired
by the more laconic wording of many Greek dedications. Was Demokleides a
Limyran living at Xanthos, or did he visit with the specific aim of making a
dedication there, at the most important sanctuary of the area? The number of
statue bases discovered here, in contrast with their apparent absence elsewhere,

may lead us to conclude that the latter was the case.

The epigraphy of the Letdon, both in the Hekatomnid period and earlier, is
noticeably distinct from that of the city of Xanthos and of other sites. To some
extent, this must be simply the result of the sacred nature of the site, and the fact
that it was primarily a religious site, rather than a settlement. However, the
presence of these free-standing statue bases is also in contrast to, for example,

the placement of statues in niches at Phellos at the start of the century, and may
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suggest that, under the influence of the Hekatomnids, the site was becoming

increasingly similar in character to a Greek sanctuary.

4.7 Second half of the fourth century: epitaphs at Xanthos and Pinara

During the Hekatomnid period, a comparatively small number of ‘private’
inscriptions seem to have been produced at Xanthos: with the exception of a
single statue base (TL51), all of these are tomb epitaphs. There is no equivalent,
though, of the overwhelming monuments of the early fourth-century ruler, nor
even of the grand tomb of Pajawa, with its emphatic scattering of inscriptions.
Three of the epitaphs, TL38 (see fig. 31), TL39 (fig. 32 and 33) and TL41) are set
on smooth areas of stone to the side of the door, as already seen in the earlier
inscriptions. Records of payments continue to be seen, as well as explanations, of
varying complexity, about who might be buried in the tomb: thus Ijetruxle (in
TL38) states simply that he built his tomb hrppi ladi se tideime ‘for his wife and
children’, while Mémruwi (in TL39) and the anonymous builder of the tomb with
TL41 state that the tombs are for the esedefinewi: yfinahi ‘the relations of their

grandmothers’.516

The lettering of Mémruwi’s tomb appears particularly late, showing ‘late’ forms
of <a> (¥), <x> (), <p> (") <n> (1) and, most unusually, <b> (B) (see Chart 3);
in addition, final <d> has altered to <u> in prfinawu. The form of the tomb-
chamber is also late, with six niches carved into the walls, to enable the addition

of later burials without disturbance of those already there.>17 This may reflect

516 Melchert (2004) s.v. yfina; Bryce (1979) 297.
517 Seyer (2009) 73-74.
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the increasing number of people who were given the right to be placed in a tomb:
as Bryce points out, the later Greek epitaphs of Lycia ‘indicate a far larger range
of tomb inhabitants’, and we appear to be seeing the beginnings of this trend
here - although even in the earlier inscriptions, whole ‘households’ sometimes

seem to be mentioned (as in TL36).

Although new epitaphs at Xanthos seem to have been no more common at this
point than earlier in the century, it must be remembered that those which were
already present on tombs would in many cases have been of continuing
importance in showing who had the right to be buried in a certain tomb: this is
particularly clear in the case of Padrama’s tomb (with TL48) which, as discussed
in Chapter 3, was sold at some point to Qarfinaxa, but would presumably also
have been true of epitaphs on other tombs. The epigraphic culture of Xanthos at
this time, in spite of the appearance of Pixodarus’ decree, remained very similar
to that seen in the early fourth century, both in the almost exclusive use of the

Lycian language and in the almost purely funerary purposes to which it was put.

At Pinara, a similar situation prevailed, with the difference that the production of
Lycian epitaphs appears not merely to have continued but even flourished. As
shown on Chart 6, eight or nine of the fourteen surviving inscriptions from the
city appear from their letter forms to have been produced at a comparatively late
date, certainly after the time of Artturhpara, and probably, in most cases, in the
second half of the fourth century. Only epitaphs are found, and, in contrast to the
situation at Xanthos, these are very conventional: with the exception of TL20, in

which the otherwise unknown verb sernité appears, all begin with the ‘building
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formula’, all but one (TL18) show a standard ‘filiation formula’, and all those
which contain a hrppi-clause (five out of the eight) mention only their ladi se
tideime. The abbreviated payment clauses mentioned in Chapter 3 appear in four
cases (TL16, TL17, TL20 and N322) specifying only small amounts of money, in
contrast to the 10% ada stipulated on Ddappssimma’s sarcophagus: TL16

stipulates a fee of 2% ada, as does N322, while TL20 states 2 ada, and TL17 only

1.518

This regularity in the wording of the epitaphs is mirrored in the appearance of
the tombs on which they are placed, all of which are comparatively small rock-
tombs, mostly in the ‘south necropolis’. There are a number of grander tombs at
Pinara, (including the one decorated with relief scenes of a city) but none of
these carry a surviving epitaph.>1® They are situated in the ‘stream necropolis’,
which is generally thought to have been the earlier of the two, although the fact
that TL12, one of the apparently late epitaphs, is on a rock-tomb there shows
that this was not always the case. The lack of excavation at the site and the
absence of any record in historical sources means that we cannot be sure how
the town was administered at this point, or what social conditions prevailed, but
the small rock-tombs and accompanying epitaphs perhaps suggest a society in
which there was a comparatively prosperous élite, with the economic resources
to build tombs, and with no one person or family in a position of particular
dominance. Would the administration of the town have been overseen by a

Carian official, such as the epimeletes of Xanthos mentioned in the trilingual

518 Neumann (1979) 49 states that N322 gives a fee of 2 ada, but a squeeze in the OAI clearly
shows II- (2%4).
519 The site is described in detail by Wurster and Woérrle (1978) 74-101.
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inscription, with the Lycian inhabitants concentrating more on their own affairs

and immediate families?

4.8 Second half of the fourth century: epitaphs at Tlos

The epigraphic culture of Tlos at this period appears noticeably different from
that of Xanthos and Pinara, with far more variation in the nature and wording of
the surviving inscriptions. As shown in Chart 8, only two inscriptions from Tlos
show ‘earlier’ letter forms: all the others appear to come from the mid fourth
century or later. Of these, only one is a epitaph similar to the sort seen so often at

Pinara: this is the newly discovered inscription N334.520

It is inscribed to the right-hand side of a tomb at the bottom of the acropolis, and
shows a number of interesting features. The building formula does not appear:
instead, the text starts with the name Ipresida, and continues ajéta/.]d[.]h
armanazah tideimi. Tekoglu, the first editor of the text, suggests that armanaza
was the title of Ipresida’s father, and the -aza ending, which usually refers to an
office of some sort (as in kumaza ‘priest’) makes this plausible; in this case
ajétal..]d[.]Jh would presumably be the father’s name, although it does not
correspond to any known Lycian name. This would mean, however, that the verb
is entirely omitted which, as discussed above, would be extremely unusual. It
may be that some form of the verb a(i)- ‘to make’ should be seen here (perhaps a
first person form ending in -a), but if so, it does not correspond to any verb-form

found elsewhere.>21 If this were the case, Armanaza might be the name of

520 Ed. pr. Tekoglu (2002-2003) 106-107.
521 Melchert (2004) s.v. a(i)-; Neumann (2007) s.v. a(i)-.
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Ipresida’s father (since personal names in -aza are also found), or the name
might have been a particularly short one, ending -dah. Perhaps more likely,

however, is that the verb was simply omitted.

Interestingly, Ipresida also describes himself as Ikuweh tedi se prianezijeh<i>
‘father and (?)member of the household of Ikuwe’. Ikuwe is also the name of the
builder of an enormous monument now lying beside the road which leads up to
Tlos from the valley below, which is inscribed with a nineteen line inscription
(TL29; see fig. 21) recording his various deeds, including connections with the
Carian satrap Idreius (line 5) and with Alexander the Great (Alayssantra, line 9),
as well as with Artturhpara (line 7).>22 He is described as the Ipresidah: tedeimi
‘son of Ipresida’, so it seems very likely that he was the son of the builder of
N334; it is very rare for a tomb-builder to describe themselves as ‘father of ...,
but if [kuwe was as important as his large tomb and the accompanying
inscription implies this would explain why his father wished to highlight the
connection.>23 [kuwe’s career seems to span the middle of the fourth century,
from the time of Arttumpara, c. 360 at the latest, to the time of Alexander,
showing that he was still active in 334; he might well have been successful
enough by around 350 for Ipresida to have been keen to point out their
relationship, and a date around this time would fit the ‘intermediate’ forms of
<€> (1 and ¥) which contrast with - and appear to be stages in the development

of - the later form, 1, seen in TL 29.

522 The surviving structure is similar in appearance to the shaft of a pillar tomb, but is so much
later than any other surviving ‘pillar tomb’ that it is questionable whether it can really be
considered as such: however, the fact that it was a tomb of some sort is clearly shown by the
appearance of the word 7itatu ‘burial chamber’ (Melchert (2004) s.v. fitata-) in the second line.

523 Tekoglu (2002-2003) 107 (this in fact states that the name is known as that of the ‘father of
Ipresida’, but this rest of the comment makes it clear that ‘son’ is meant).
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After these exceptional features, Ipresidah’s epitaph continues conventionally:
he states that the tomb is built hrppi ladi ehbi se tideime and specifies a payment
of 2 ada for the carrying out of burials (using the abbreviated formula also seen
at Tlos). No other such payment is seen, and no other inscribed epitaph has been
found on a rock tomb. To some extent this may be simply the result of accidents
of survival: since Ipresida’s tomb was buried until recently, there may well be
other inscriptions waiting to be discovered - it is also possible that the standard

epitaphs were painted rather than incised.

Nevertheless, it is very noticeable that there are a high number of unusual
inscriptions from the city: the other surviving funerary monuments include a
stele (TL27) with its top edge shaped into a gable like a stele from Athens or
elsewhere, and two sarcophagi, one with a bilingual inscription (TL23) and one
with simply the name of the builder (TL30). As already mentioned, Ikuwe’s
inscription is particularly unusual, due to both its length and the form of the

monument on which it is inscribed.

Evidence for the use of Greek at a similar time is given by the bilingual epitaph
on the sarcophagus of Elpuweti (TL 23). The Lycian version precedes the Greek,
and begins with the standard Lycian ‘building formula’, reading ebériné ritatu
[m]é ti priin[aw]até el[puw]eti. It continues by stating that the tomb was built atli
ehbi, which seems to be a good example of the occurrence of this phrase being
motivated by Greek usage, since the Greek version of the inscription includes the

reflexive pronoun £avt®t ‘for himself. The Greek version does not give a word
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for the tomb - beginning instead with the builder’s name - but does include a
verb, kateokevdoarto, translating priinawaté. The tomb-builder shows a desire
to use the ‘correct’ forms of words in each language, but an effort appears to

have been made to ensure that the two versions were comparatively similar.

One of the most interesting monuments of fourth-century Tlos is a bilingual
statue base dedicated to Apollo by Xssbezé (TL25; fig. 34). In contrast to
Demokleides’ dedication at the Letdon (N312), this begins with the Lycian text,
and is followed by the Greek. Also in contrast to N312 is the clear effort that has
been made to distinguish the two scripts: the Lycian script is boldly cut, in the
‘curved’ style which is common both here and at Pinara, with plain, square ends
to the letter-strokes, while the Greek script has large, stylised serifs, and letter-
stroke which, when not straight, curve inwards, in contrast to the convex curve
of the Lycian. Furthermore, Xssbez€é’s name is not transliterated into Greek; the
Greek gives his names as [16pmag, a word meaning ‘shield-handle’, and Xssbezé
probably has a similar meaning; Hajnal suggests that it is an agent noun based on
*saH2i- ‘tie’.>2¢ Houwink ten Cate suggests that it ‘is probably a Lycian loan-
translation of the Greek name’525; however, neither word seems to be found as a
name elsewhere, so it is impossible to be sure which was the original. Certainly
the name of Xssbezé’s father, Krupsse, is a Lycian name, perhaps making it
unlikely - although not impossible - that his son would have been given such an

unusual Greek name if he were to be named in Greek.

524 Hajnal (1995) 35- 36. For the hypothetical Lycian root *saH2(i)- cf. Hittite ishij a-
525 Houwink ten Cate (1961) 105.
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There are a number of other ways in which this monument demonstrates a high
level of awareness of the difference between Lycian and Greek usage: the Greek
inscriptions begins with Porpax’s name, and continues with the accusative
pronoun £autov ‘himself and the name of his wife in the accusative; it ends with
the statement AmoAAwvL ‘to Apollo’, showing that the statues of himself and his
wife are intended as a dedication to the god. No verb is given; presumably the
verb of dedication, aveBnkey, is to be understood.

The Lycian text, by contrast, begins in the usual way with the word describing
the monument on which the inscription is placed, in this case ebeis tukedris,
‘these statues’. It contains a verb, as expected (tuweté), followed by Xssbezé’s
name, and a standard filiation formula using tideimi (whereas v16g is not in the
Greek). Finally, and most interestingly, there is no mention of the god Apollo, in
spite of the fact that we know Apollo to have had a Lycian equivalent, Natri.526
This might imply that the statues, when understood through the Lycian text,
were to be considered memorials to Xssbezé and his wife, rather than offerings
to a god. However, the fact that statue bases dedicated in the Letoon show a
similar lack of a theonym implies that it was not a requirement of dedications in
Lycian: perhaps identity of the god for whom an offering was intended was felt
to be self-evident from the position of the statue-bases. Since we do not know
where these statue bases, which were found in the Roman theatre, were

originally erected, we have no way to tell whether this was the case.

Xssbezé - or whoever composed the two versions on his behalf - shows a high

526 Neumann (2007) s.v. natri. The theonym appears in in the Lycian B text of the inscribed pillar,
as well as in the Lycian version of the name AmoAAd60tog in N320.
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level of awareness of the different norms of epigraphy in Greek and Lycian, and a
wish to distinguish the inscriptions in the two different languages. Which, if
either, of the languages is privileged is not obvious. The Lycian text shows no
attempt to look ‘Greek’ - if anything, its ‘Lycian-ness’ is emphasised, with the
curved letter forms and the distinctive / form of <n> distinguishing it visually
from the Greek. On the other hand, there is no evidence that Greek was Xssbezé’s
mother-tongue: he must have made a conscious decision to add a Greek version
of the inscription, showing his interest in Greek culture and Greek dedicatory
practices. This impression is reinforced by the fact that an inscription (TL25b)
on a second statue base, in the same hand, records that it was made by an
Athenian named Theodoros, presumably a itinerant craftsman, who had perhaps
been invited to Tlos for the express purpose of carving statues of Xssbezé and his
wife. The statue bases seem to show Xssbezé as a man who was both conscious
of, and proud of, his Lycian identity, but also interested in Greek language and
culture, which, as a result of Carian political domination, was becoming more

widespread across Lycia.

4.9 Bilingual Epitaphs - the democratisation of Greek?

Two other inscriptions known from this period have Lycian and Greek versions
set alongside each other: these are TL6 (see fig. 35), from the acropolis of
Karmylessos, modern Kaya Koéy, and TL56 (see figs. 36 and 37), from
Antiphellos.527 Kaya Koy, which was, until the 1920s, the Greek town of Levissi,
lies in a valley on the promontory south of Telmessos; the large Greek town

which covered the ancient acropolis is now deserted, and the tomb inscribed

527 Both show letter forms typical of the second part of the fourth century.
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with TL6 is concealed in a rocky corner behind a small chapel (Heberdey’s

Movaotniplov ayiov ABepvoi).>28

At both sites, the inscribing of epitaphs only appears to have become popular at
the end of the fourth century: only two other Lycian inscriptions are known from
the area of Karmylessos, and these (TL7 and TL8, on the opposite side of the
valley from the acropolis) both show the latest letter forms (see Chart 9) and
record the building of a tomb by the same man; at Antiphellos, only the Lycian B
inscription on a large sarcophagus (TL55) and possibly one epitaph (TL59)

appear likely to have been cut significantly earlier than the Hekatomnid period.

These inscriptions are often said to show the increased presence of Greeks in the
peninsula during the fourth century.52 However, although their existence is
noteworthy, they remained a rarity. True bilingual inscriptions, although
commoner than in the surrounding parts of Asia Minor, were comparatively rare:
two were produced in the early fourth century (TL72 and TL117), and, in the
second part of the century, the two bilingual statue bases just discussed (N312
and TL25), the bilingual epitaph at Tlos (TL23), and the two epitaphs discussed
here. Indeed, the use of Greek together with Lycian seems to have been no more
common at this point than it was at the start of the fourth century. There was,
however, a clear alteration in the context in which it was used: while at early

fourth-century Xanthos it appears to have been used only by the rulers of the

528 Kalinka (1901) 17. Spratt and Forbes (1847) describe ‘the large Greek village of Leveesy, the
principle Greek station in Lycia... Here there are some remarkable rock tombs’. This is a useful
corrective to the lonely impression given by the valley in its current state, and makes it clear that
much of the ancient town must have been obliterated by the Greek settlement.

529 By, for example, Bryce (1980) 379 n. 22.
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town in monuments of particular importance and visibility, by the end of the

century it was used in far more banal contexts.

The reason for the use of Greek in the two examples under discussion here is not
easily discerned. At Karmylessos, the name of one of the tomb builders,
AmoAlwvidng, suggesting the possibility that he was of Greek origin, and might
have been a Greek speaker. The names of his father and son, however, are
Mullijese and Dapara, both of which are Lycian.>30 It is almost impossible to
extrapolate ideas about ethnic identity from names, since a Lycian might easily
have been given a Greek name, especially if, as seems likely, this inscription was
produced during the period of Hekatomnid control over Lycia. However, it is
possible, in view of both his name and the use of Greek in his epitaph, to imagine
that Apollonides might have a Greek ancestor at some point - perhaps his

mother.

AmoAlwvidng is rendered in Lycian as Pulenjda: the fact that it had undergone
apheresis suggests that it was not simply transcribed from the Greek, but was
used in everyday Lycian speech.>3! In addition, the fact that the name was not
‘translated’ (in contrast to Xssbezé ~ Ilopmag in TL25 and AmoAAdSotog ~
Natrbbijémi in N320), although it so easily could have been (as the example of
Natrbbijémi shows), suggests that the Lycian version was in everyday use. At
Antiphellos, in TL56, there is not even the slight evidence of a Greek name to

suggest that the tomb-builder was primarily Greek rather than Lycian: he is Iytta

530 Houwink ten Cate (1961) 102- 3, 154. Zgusta (1964) 325- 6 (Mullijese), 143 (Dapara).
531 Hajnal (1995) 189.
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Hlah tideimi, Iktag Aa in the Greek.

In both inscriptions, the Lycian text is placed first, and begins, as expected, with
the ‘building formula’. Differences can be seen, however, in the way that the
Greek and Lycian versions interact. In Apollonides’ epitaph, some effort appears
to have been made to ensure that the two versions are parallel, a phenomenon
described by Rutherford as ‘aesthetic symmetry’.>32 For example, the Lycian
omits tideimi, mirroring the Greek filiation, while the Greek text begins: To0to T0
uvijna Epyacavto AmoAAwwvidng..., a direct translation of the Lycian, ebéiiné
fitatd mene prinawdté pulenjda..., both meaning ‘Apollonides built this tomb’.
Both the Lycian and Greek versions end with an imprecation of the sort common
in eastern Lycia, but otherwise unknown in western Lycia, except in the Letdon
trilingual. The only difference between the two versions is in the absence from
the Greek of the stipulation of a payment, which the Lycian version gives in the

form aladahali: ada <.

Rutherford points out that the similarity in the word order of the Greek and
Lycian versions cannot prove that the Greek word order imitates the Lycian,
since ‘the tomb, being the topic, is naturally placed at the start of the sentence’.533
Nevertheless, it seems very likely that that was the case: in the epitaph from
Antiphellos (TL56), by contrast, the Greek version begins with the name of the
builder, as on the statue bases TL25 and N312. Indeed, the Lycian and Greek

versions of TL 56 diverge in other ways too: while the Lycian version includes

532 Rutherford (2002) 216.
533 Rutherford (2002) 213-214.
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tideimi in the filiation formula, the Greek simply uses the genitive of the father’s
name.>34 Conversely, the Greek form gives the ethnic AvtupeAAitng, which does
not appear in the Lycian. Ethnics appear only rarely in Lycian epigraphy, and a
high proportion of those which do are from bilingual inscriptions: Arfina-
‘Xanthian’ is seen only in N320 and (non-bilingual) TL 40; Tlahf and Tlafina
‘Tloan’ from TL 25 and TL 44; Pillefini- ‘Pinaran’ from TL 25, and Zemuris ‘of
Limyra’ from N312. Further divergence is seen in the imprecation at the end of
the epitaph: while the Greek hopes that Leto (the standard interpretatio Graeca
of the éni qlahi ebijehi of the Lycian) will punish anyone who damages the tomb,
the Lycian version adds a reference to the wedri wehiitezi ‘the nymphs(?) of

Phellos’.535

The key question raised by these inscriptions is who the Greek versions were
written for: were they intended to be read by other Lycians, or by those who

were unable to read Lycian?

The appearance of the two inscriptions may provide some clue here: in TL6, the
two scripts are clearly distinguished, with the Lycian in the ‘curved’ style and the
Greek with small serifs, whereas in TL56 the two scripts are far more similar in
appearance. Conversely, as discussed, the language of the two inscriptions is
closer in TL6 than in TL56. Does this suggest that the builders of TL6 were keen

to emphasise the ‘Greekness’ of the text, as a mark of learning and culture, for the

534 Rutherford (2002) 216.

535 Melchert (2004) s.v. wedri(je)- “watery’ hence ‘naiad”. Neumann (2007) s.v. wedri, however,
gives the meaning of the word as ‘Stadt (mit Umland), oA, 6fjnog, dotv’, which would alter the
interpretation of the imprecation significantly, by combining divine sanctions with punishment
by a civic power, the ‘city of Phellos’ - an odd combination which, I believe, makes Melchert’s
interpretation preferable.
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benefit of their fellow Lycian-speakers, while the builder of TL56 was concerned
only to produce a text which would be comprehensible to those who could read

only Greek?

4.10 The Epitaphs of Limyra - Greek and Lycian in the fourth century

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the number of Lycian inscriptions produced at
Limyra in the years after Perikle appears to have remained comparatively static.
The nature of the inscriptions altered slightly, with an increase in the number
containing a hrppi-clause, and a slight increase in the number to contain a
dedication but a decrease in the use of the filiation formula, but the essential
points included remained the same. These alterations are hard to interpret, since
the numbers of inscriptions involved, even at this most prolific of sites, remain
relatively low (a total of 23 epitaphs). The increasing complexity of the
imprecations which appear, however, is, however, noticeable, although the
significance of this remains obscure. In addition, the stipulation of fines to be
paid for violation of a tomb - which became so common in the epitaphs of the
Roman period - seems to be increasingly popular: of the five Limyran examples
of this phenomenon identified by Christiansen, only one (TL111) seems likely to
have been earlier than the middle of the fourth century.>3¢ This suggests that the
use of fines as well as curses was a tendency which increased during the years
after Perikle, perhaps as a result of an increasing civic conciousness at Limyra,

similar to that seen at Xanthos with the production of the Letdon trilingual.

536 Christiansen (2009) 48-49.
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The most noticeable feature of the epigraphy of Limyra at this point, however, is
the appearance of monolingual Greek epitaphs, of which Wérrle has identified 14
from the fourth century.>37 Of these, three (H II 12, H Il 24 and H II 33) give only
the name in the genitive: a way of labelling a tomb which was common on
Rhodes and Samos. It is interesting that there are three Lycian inscriptions
(TL130, TL141, TL129) at Limyra which also give only the name in the genitive:
this is a phenomenon not found elsewhere, and it is tempting to argue that it was
influenced by the Greek usage, although the scarcity of letters in the inscriptions

makes it impossible to suggest a date for them.538

If this is unclear, the effect of the Lycian epitaphs on certain Greek epitaphs is
undeniable. The opening lines of H II 32, for example, are just as much a direct
translation of the Lycian ‘building formula’ as is the Greek of the bilingual
inscription TL6:

toUtov T[0]V Td@oVv Kataockevaoev Pluamag Oacuppov

EoUTE Kal THL yuvatkl Apvdapatt Kol Tolg uloig eautwy...>39

These lines are then followed by an imprecation, less clearly obviously similar to
the imprecations seen in Lycian epitaphs of the time, but still clearly modelled on

the indigenous practice. Wrongdoers will be apaptwAog toward the gods - the

537 Worrle (2012a) 411-457. He numbers the inscriptions with the preface ‘H I1.., and I refer to
the inscriptions by these number here (and in Chapter 5).

538 The name of the builder of TL130, Ddeppiinewe, does, however, appear in the genitive on a
tomb at Myra, which has four connected epitaphs; the name, in the genitive, in perhaps used as
an initial ‘label’, which might suggest that painted names in the genitive were common, but
simply have not survived. On the arrangement of N309, see Eichner (1993) 230-240.

539 Worrle (2012a) 422 (H 11 32).
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same word seen in the imprecation at the end of N320, which reappears in both

later Greek epitaphs, and official decrees of the Ptolemaic period.

Bilingual Commemoration: the monuments of Purihimeti

One good illustration of the flexibility in language-choice seen at Limyra during
the late fourth century is given by the figure of Purihimeti. His tomb, which
stands in N. II, is an unusual variation on the standard ‘Limyra-typus’ - a gable
has been added over the ‘pole-roof’. It carries the Lycian epitaph TL99. Nearby,
however, is a Greek decree inscribed on a stele carved in relief into the rock face
(SEG 41 1379), usually dated in the last quarter of the fourth century (although
the palaeography suggests it could be somewhat later).>40 This records that the
koinon of the Pernitai (probably inhabitants of a small settlement near Limyra)
have decided to honour Purimatis son of Masas - the same man who built the
tomb. The gables of the tomb and the stele have been carved in such a way as to
match each other closely, emphasising the connection between them. The text of
the inscription combines conventional formulaic elements found in Greek
honorific decrees from around the Aegean, but used in an unexpected way, with

more specifically ‘Lykian’ elements.

It opens with a standard invocation: Aya8jt Toxnt. "ESo&ev Iepvit®dv TML KOWVMDdL

However, the sole honour recorded for Purimatis is the setting up of the stele -
and the stele itself is not a free-standing monument but merely a representation
of a stele, carved in relief onto the rock-face. This seems to reflect the Lycian

preoccupation with recording the building of monuments which is seen in the

540 Ed. pr. Ed. pr. Worrle (1991) 218-234.
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‘building formula’ of the epitaphs, as well as on the ‘royal’ inscriptions of
Xanthos. At the end of the decree, a typically ‘Lycian’ imprecation is added,

cursing anyone who damages the stele.

It is possible that the decree was a translation from a Lycian original, but the
various ‘Greek’ elements, and the deliberately ‘official’ phrasing, suggest that this
was not the case. Perhaps more likely is that it was a condensed version of a
longer decree on a free-standing stele, edited for use as part of a funerary
monument. If so, it would still remain striking that the only ‘honour’ to be
retained is the setting up of the stele: would this show a misunderstanding of the
original Greek, or merely that the stele was prized above any other honours. In
view of the widespread use of Greek in Lycia by this point, the latter seems the

more plausible.

These two documents are an excellent example of the conscious choice of
difference languages for different purposes: the honorific decree should be, and
is, in Greek, while Purihimeti must have considered the traditional ‘building
formula‘ epitaph appropriate for a funerary context. Particularly striking is the
way that this linguistic division is retained when other elements of both
monuments show clear evidence of hybridisation, in the ‘Lycian’ elements of the

decree and the ‘Greek’ gable on the tomb.
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4. 11 Effects of Hekatomnid Rule

From this chapter, it can be seen that the most noticeable effect of Hekatomnid
rule on the epigraphy of Lycia was the emergence of what we might term ‘official’
epigraphy: the inscribing of decrees of the city of Xanthos and of the Carian
rulers. However, the more subtle increase in the production of inscriptions at the
Letoon is also noteworthy, as is the increased - although only slightly increased -

number of bilingual inscriptions produced.

Limyra appears unique among the Lycian cities in the number of monolingual
fourth-century Greek epitaphs to be found, although this is probably, at least to
some extent, an illusion created by the fact that this site has been excavated and
studied in more detail than other sites.>4! Nevertheless, it does not seem
unreasonable to posit a connection between the appearance of Greek
inscriptions at Limyra and Perikle’s apparent interest in Greek culture (and
possible political connections with the Greek cities). We might even suggest that
the king’s use of Greek in his altar dedication might have encouraged his subject

to imitate him, and to use Greek in their own private epigraphy.

541 The skewing of the evidence by the vagaries of publication is well illustrated by Colvin’s
statement, from before Worrle's publication of the Limyran material, that fourth-century
monolingual Greek inscriptions are found only in central Lycia, with inscriptions in eastern Lycia
‘too few to provide meaningful data’ (Colvin (2004) 44).
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Chapter 5

CONTINUITY AND CHANGE: Lycian and Greek in the Ptolemaic Period

When Alexander continued east after his passage through Lycia, the region was
left under the control of Nearchos, who was satrap until 329.542 Antigonos
Monopthalmos was given control of the area at the division of Alexander’s
empire in Babylon in 323, but it is possible that he had actually controlled it from
331 or 330 onwards; his reign seems to have lasted until 309, at least in the

Xanthos valley, but with little visible effect on the epigraphy of the peninsula.>43

5.1 Ptolemy I in Lycia

In 309, according to Diodoros Siculus, Ptolemy I captured Phaselis, Xanthos and
Kaunos from Antigonos; it seems likely that he would thereby have gained some
form of control over the intervening coast of Lycia, since sailing along the coast
would have necessitated control of harbours such as Limyra, one of the largest
and most important of the cities of Lycia, as well as of the roadstead outside
Timiussa and Simena.>*4 Even if these were not ‘Ptolemaic’ in the sense of being
administered by Ptolemaic officials, they would have needed to be sympathetic -
or at least conciliatory - towards Ptolemy if he were to sail westwards along the
coast, struggling into the prevailing wind, to enable him to put in as necessary

along that coastline.

542 Polyaenus, Strat. v. 35; Arrian Anabasis 3.6.6; CAH vi. 364. Stark (1958) 107.

543 Worrle (1991) 232-233. Dio. Sic. 20.27.1 records Ptolemy I taking Xanthos from Antigonos in
309, but does not state who controlled eastern Lycia at this point.

544 Dio. Sic. 20.27.1; Worrle (1977) 51-52. Diodorus says that having captured Phaselis, Ptolemy
elg 8¢ v Avkiav mapakoploBeig EdvBov @povpoupévny VT AVTIYOVOU KATA KPATOG ELAEV.
mapakopilw can be used in the passive with the preposition €ig to mean ‘to sail beside, to coast
along’, which may be how it is to be understood here (LS] s.v. Tapakopui{w).
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However, it remains unclear how long Ptolemy’s domination of Lycia lasted at
this point, whether he later lost control of the area, and, if so, whether he ever
managed to regain it. In 307, Demetrios Poliorketes sailed from Caria to Cyprus.
Andrew Meadows, in his discussion of Ptolemaic control of Lycia, argues that in
order to do this he must have sailed along the Lycian coast, which, therefore,
must have come under Antigonid control once again.>*> This appears to be
confirmed by Diodorus’ story of the Rhodian commander Menedemos slipping
out past Demetrios’ blockade (in 304), sailing to Patara, burning a ship whose
crew was ashore, and capturing other ships which were taking provisions to the
army - clearly implying that Patara (and therefore, at the very least, Xanthos and
the rest of the Xanthos valley) were controlled by, or friendly to, Antigonos and
Demetrios.>*¢ After the Antigonids’ defeat at Ipsos in 301, Lysimachos gained
control of most of Asia Minor west of the Taurus; what remains unclear,

however, is whether Ptolemy retained control of any parts of Lycia.>4’

A much-discussed inscription from Limyra, SEG 27:929, seems to show that the
city was again under Ptolemy’s control by 288/7. This is the earliest Lycian
‘official’ inscription which can safely be said to have been produced under the
Ptolemies - or, indeed, at any time after the death of Alexander. This is

unsurprising: in spite of the publication of the two Hekatomnid decrees at

545 Meadows (2006) 463.

546 Meadows (2006) 460; Dio. Sic. 20.93.3.

547 Will (1979) 80 suggests that Ptolemy gained - or retained - control of some places in Lycia,
Pamphylia and perhaps Pisidia at this point; see also Lund (1992) 80-81. Lysimachos’ campaign
through Asia Minor prior to the Battle of Ipsos is covered by Diodorus Siculus 20.107-113.
Plutarch Demetrios 46.2 records that Demetrios headed to Asia in the 280s in order to take Caria
and Lydia from Lysimachos (who had presumably held them since 302/1).
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Xanthos, the epigraphic culture of Lycia in the fourth century appears to have
remained essentially individual, primarily involving the production of epitaphs,
and this continued to be the case into the start of the Hellenistic period.>*8 Over
the course of the third century, however, the epigraphic culture of the peninsula
was to alter drastically. Nevertheless, some continuity can be seen: in particular,
as I argue below, the Lycian language continued to be used in epigraphy during
the first few decades of the third century, even in official or quasi-official

inscriptions.

5.2 Honours for Ptolemaic oikonomoi at Limyra, SEG 27 929
The crucial Limyran inscription is a decree granting honours to Amyntas son of
Euthon and Sosigenes, son of Zopyros, both Kaunians appointed as oikonomoi by

a king Ptolemy.54?

The dating formula with which the inscription opens reads:
[Baow\]evovto[g [T]toAspaiov €t[ov]g €kTov kal [Tplak]oot[ol]
unvog Avotpouv...

‘In the 36th year of king Ptolemy, in the month Dystros....".

[t then states that Amyntas and Sosigenes have been:

.. Kataotafévteg LTO BacA[Ewg]

[[T]toAepaiov oikovopol THg xwpag... (1. 4-5)

548 By contrast, a number of Aegean and lonian towns produced long series of inscriptions during
this time: e.g. letters from the king and laws against tyrants at Eresos, 306-301: Ellis-Evans
(2012) 183-212. Honorific decrees at Ephesos: Syll3 352, 353, 354. Letters from various kings
were being inscribed at an earlier stage than the letter to Telmessos discussed below (e.g. at
Scepsis in 311 (RC 1); at Teos in 303 (RC 3/4); at Kaunos in 300-296 or 287-285 (I.Kaunos
6.2.1.1)) but these appear sporadically, and not in great numbers.

549 SEG 27:929, ed. pr Worrle (1977).
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‘...appointed oikonomoi of the land by king Ptolemy’

and that they have been honoured for their helpfulness:

.0 TE TNV TOAWY TNV Alpupewv Ka[i]
TOUG TEPLOiKOUG Kal i ToUg dAAovg Avkiovg... (1. 6-7)
..towards the city of the Limyrans and the perioikoi and the other

Lycians’.

The honours granted are those which poleis commonly granted to benefactors
who were not members of the community: they are to be euergetai and proxenoi
of the polis and are to be given citizenship, the right to hold land, and freedom
from taxation, as well as the right to enter and leave the harbour in peace and
war, and an equal share with the Limyrans in religious ceremonies (l1l. 10-15);
note the contrast with the decree of the Pernitai mentioned above (Chapter

4.10).

Worrle, the first editor of the inscription, believes that the king referred to in the
prescript is Ptolemy I, showing that he ruled Lycia during 288/7 and had
controlled the area with no real interruption from 309 onwards; as discussed
below, this has been seriously challenged by Andrew Meadows, who argues
instead that it was produced during the reign of Ptolemy II (that is, in 249).550 If
Worrle’s interpretation is correct, it proves not merely that Ptolemy [ had overall
control of Limyra and the surrounding area, but also that the region was already

directly administered as part of his kingdom. The oikonomoi seem to have been

550 SEG 27 929; ed. pr. Worrle (1977); Meadows (2006).
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responsible for an area larger than simply the town of Limyra and its immediate
surroundings: whichever Ptolemy was responsible for the appointment was in
control of a substantial part of the peninsula by the time the decree was passed.
In addition, the effort made by the Limyrans to honour the oikonomoi - and, by
extension, Ptolemy himself - with an inscribed decree, which appears to have
been very rare in Lycia at this time, implies that his rule was felt to be well-
established, even if, as suggested below, it had begun only a short time before.
We have no way of telling, however, how large the area inhabited by the ‘other
Lycians’ with whom the oikonomoi seem to have been involved actually was and

whether, for example, it included the Xanthos valley.

Exactly what role Ptolemaic oikonomoi would have filled at Limyra during the
early third century is unclear. There is no other evidence for the office either in
Egypt or elsewhere during Ptolemy I's reign; evidence from a later date suggests
that he ruled his overseas territory primarily through military commanders
rather than through a network of officials and that he tended to leave pre-

existing forms of civic administration in place when he acquired new territory.551

What form the pre-existing administration would have taken at Limyra is,
however, unclear. Evidence about the government of the town during the
Hekatomnid period is sparse. The Letoon trilingual (N320; see Chapter 4.4)
shows that Pixodarus had appointed two dpxovteg Avkiag and a EdvtBov
émpeAntg in the early 330s, and the contrast here between the archons ‘of

Lycia’ and the governor ‘of Xanthos’ seems to indicate that the Hekatomnids

551 Bagnall (1976) 214-6.
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appointed individual governors to the larger towns, perhaps overseen by the two
archons.>>2 Worrle suggests that one of the archons was based at Xanthos and

one at Limyra, which seems a reasonable, though not verifiable, suggestion.553

In this case, there would presumably have been various officials based at Limyra
during the Hekatomnid period, and it is possible that Antigonos, and later
Ptolemy I, simply took over this system and appointed their own supporters to
carry out the same roles. Whether there had been financial officials known as
oikonomoi under the previous regime or whether this was a term introduced by
Ptolemy or another of the diadochi is unknown, although oixovdpog is already
found as the title of a financial administrator in Priene at the end of the fourth
century, proving that its use was not limited to Ptolemaic areas.5>* Ptolemaic
administration does appear to have been quite firmly established by the time of
the decree, however: the grant of ateleia is tellingly qualified as relating to
TévTwv GV 1) TOAG kupia éoTiv ‘everything over which the state has power’ (I.

12-13), tacitly admitting that the state’s control over its own affairs is limited.

One of Meadows’ arguments for dating the document in the reign of Ptolemy II is
that oikonomoi could not have existed in Lycia before the Ptolemies gained
control of Caria, since ‘it was the conquest of Caria that gave Philadelphos the

impetus towards the thoroughgoing bureaucratic system we find in place at

552 N320.2-5; Bryce (1983) 40.

553 Also suggested by Borchhardt (1978) 184, who claims that the trilingual answers the question
of whether the Hekatomnids ruled all or only part of Lycia, and suggests that ‘... Pixodarus sichert
die Herrschaft durch die Einsetzung eines Zivilgouverneurs mit Sitz in Xanthos (EdavtOovu
émpeAnTng), aber zweier Archonten (&pyovteg Avkiag), deren einer wahrscheinlich in Xanthos,
der andere vermutlich in Limyra residierte’ (I see no reason to believe, however, that Limyra
would not also have had an é¢mpeAntig). Worrle (1991) 232 is more circumspect, but notes that
there is no plausible alternative to Hekatomnid rule.

554 [Priene 6; LS] s.v. oikovouoG.
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home and abroad in his reign, and the personnel - amongst whom a selection of
Kaunians - with whom to apply this system’.>>> However, since the Hekatomnids
had ruled Lycia fifty years earlier, it is possible that existing conditions in the two
areas were similar; perhaps it was, in fact, the acquisition of southern Lycia
which led to the development of the ‘bureaucratic system’, and Limyra at which

the first of Ptolemy’s oikonomoi were appointed.

Meadow’s main argument, however, is that Lysimachus, rather than Ptolemy,
ruled the south coast of Lycia until 282 (having seized it from Demetrios, who
had taken control of it in 307, and held it until 302/301) in which case Ptolemy
naturally cannot have been issuing decrees at Limyra in 288/7.55¢ He argues that
Lysimachos would have taken control of Lycia when he took control of Caria after
the Battle of Ipsos, and that Ptolemy, (with whom he had, by this point,
concluded a marriage alliance) would not have taken any of the area from his
ally.>>7 Worrle asserts that all examples of dating formulae referring to Ptolemy II
name him as ‘Ptolemy [son] of Ptolemy’, and that therefore the Ptolemy referred
to here without any patronymic must be Ptolemy I: Meadows points out the
danger of circularity here, since the few other decrees in which Ptolemy I is
thought to appear are also assigned to him purely as a result of the absence of the
patronymic.558 Instead, he suggests that the patronymic could be omitted ‘when
it was clear enough to a “writer” to which Ptolemy he was referring’ and that if

‘the local grammateus’ were responsible for composing the decree he might well

555 Meadows (2006) 468.

556 Meadows (2006) 463.

557 Lysimachus’ marriage alliance with Ptolemy: Plutarch Demetrios 31.3; Justin 15.4.24;
Bosworth (2002) 261.

558 Worrle (2012b) 362; Meadows (2006) 464-466
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have ignored, or been unaware of, the standard dating formulae used
elsewhere.>> However, the inclusion of the patronymic for Philadelphos was
standard at Telmessos, Lissa and the Xanthos valley, and would surely have
reached Limyra by the time that Ptolemy II had ruled for 36 years, suggesting
that we are indeed dealing here with Ptolemy 1.0 The composer of the text was
clearly neither unaware of, or uninterested in, the other conventions of honorific
decrees; why would he ignore the conventions surrounding the dating formulae

which constituted their opening words?

There is, also, no concrete evidence that Lysimachus did in fact gain control of all
Lycia in 301; while the Antigonids held Cyprus, they might have been in as good a
position to exercise control over the south coast of the peninsula as Lysimachus
was from Caria.>®! Meadows argues that a Telmessan decree of 282 records the
moment at which Ptolemy II took control of Telmessos from Lysimachus, proving
that the latter was in control of the whole of Lycia from 301 up to that point.>62
However, for reasons discussed below, this seems very unlikely. Furthermore,
even if Lysimachos did rule Telmessos until the late 280s this need not mean that
he ever ruled Limyra and the south coast: if the Antigonids kept control of it until

Ptolemy took it, the alliance between Ptolemy and Lysimachos could have

559 Meadows (2006) 464.

560 Telmessos: SEG 28:1224; Xanthos: TAM II 262 (fragmentary decree of 256); Lissa: two
honorific decrees of the 270s, TAM II 158 and 159.

561 Buraselis (1982) 32-33 points out that it is not even certain how much of Caria Lysimachos
held, and whether he obtained it in 301, or at some later date. It is true that Antigonos, if sailing
from Cyprus to Lycia, would have been heading into the prevailing north-westerly wind, while
ships sailing from Caria would have had the wind behind them (Prontera (2013) 215). On the
other hand, the passage along the coast from Caria would have been far more hazardous.
Furthermore, Lysimachos, unlike Antigonos (Buraselis (1982) 59), did not have a powerful navy,
and the land route from Caria to the south coast of Lycia is far more arduous that the voyage
north from Cyprus.

562 Meadows (2006) 464 with n. 28; the inscription in question is SEG 28:1224.
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encouraged them to ‘divide’ Lycia between them instead of competing for control

of the whole peninsula.

Meadows admits that it would have been perfectly possible for Ptolemy to gain
control of Limyra between 295/4 and 288/9 (although he prefers the idea that
control alternated between Demetrios, Ptolemy and Lysimachos).563 Plutarch’s
Demetrios gives two relevant pieces of information about Ptolemy’s movements
in the mid-290s: firstly we hear that, when Demetrios was besieging Athens for
the second time (towards the end of 295) the Athenians were supported by 150
ships sent by Ptolemy; a few chapters later, Demetrios, just after he has finally
subdued Athens, hears that he has lost control of a number of places in the

eastern Mediterranean - including Cyprus, which has been taken by Ptolemy.>64

It is very tempting to connect these two events, and then link them to Ptolemy’s
acquisition of Limyra. In order to reach the Aegean, either from Egypt or from the
eastern Mediterranean, his ships would have needed to stop somewhere in the
vicinity of Cyprus or Lycia, if not both.56> Plutarch’s narrative implies, however,
that Ptolemy sent his ships to Athens before establishing control over Cyprus
(which would presumably have taken some time). Is it implausible to suggest
that in 295/4, while part of Ptolemy’s fleet was establishing control over Cyprus

(so that, in contrast to the situation in 302/1, any Antigonid ships based on the

563 Meadows (2006) 464.

564 Plutarch Demetrios 33 and 35

565 The importance of the coast of Lycia for those wanting to sail from Cyprus or the eastern
Mediterranean to the Aegean has been pointed out by e.g. Keen (1993) 71-77, Meadows (2006)
463, but it would have been equally important for those coming from Alexandria (who would,
after all, have had to tack either west into the open sea or east, to put in at Cyprus, and would in
either case have needed to stop in Lycia as well.
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island would have been in no position to defend Lycia), another part of the fleet,
en route to Athens, put in at Limyra and established a garrison there, ensuring
that - whatever the outcome of the attack on Cyprus - they would have a stopping
point on their return journey from the Aegean? In this scenario, there would
have been plenty of time over the next seven years for administrative officials
such as oikonomoi to be appointed alongside the garrison holding the city,

perhaps not long before the decree in their honour was passed.

As far as we can tell, then, it would have been perfectly possible for Ptolemy I to
have controlled Limyra from 295/4 onwards and to have appointed the
oikonomoi honoured in the Limyran decree. As discussed above, the absence of a
patronymic in the dating formula, although not conclusive, does at least seem to
imply that we are dealing with Ptolemy I. In addition, the lettering of the
inscription supports an earlier date: Worrle points out the similarity between
letter forms seen here (SEG 27:929) and those found in the decree of the Pernitai
(41:1379), probably produced during the last quarter of the fourth century.>6¢
Furthermore, it is noticeable that the lettering of this inscription is far more
similar to that of SEG 28:1224, a Telmessan decree of the 280s, than to that of
decrees of twenty or thirty years later - although since letter forms can develop
at very different rates in different areas, it is not clear whether this can be

accorded any particular significance.

If Ptolemaic troops first established control over Limyra in 295, the oikonomoi

might not have been appointed until some time later. This would provide a very

566 Worrle (2012b) 365
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plausible context for the award of an honorific decree: the city might well have
honoured the newly appointed officials in order to demonstrate its loyalty to a
comparatively new regime, to encourage the oikonomoi to behave in future in a
beneficial manner, and to demonstrate its position as a ‘Greek’ polis.>¢7 The
decree implies that Ptolemy was personally responsible for their appointment,
giving the impression, at least, that he had taken a personal interest in the
administration of the area. This is the only honorific decree known from early
third century Limyra; indeed (assuming that the date of 288/7 is correct) it is the
earliest known honorific decree from Lycia with the exception of the decree of
the Pernitai, and therefore seems to indicate considerable effort on the part of
the Limyrans in their efforts to honour the oikonomoi and Ptolemy himself. A
change of ruler provides a convincing context for such an effort, and for

increased instances of civic behaviour typical of Greek poleis.

5.3 The rise of ‘polis’ epigraphy

The decree for the oikonomoi of Limyra - whenever it was in fact passed - marks
the start (in the epigraphy which survives) of the production by the towns of
Lycia of decrees of the type typical of Greek poleis. As mentioned in Chapter 4, it
is certainly possible that such decrees were already being passed - and even

inscribed - during the late fourth century: but if so, none has survived, suggesting

567 This also seems to explain, at least in part, the sudden increase in the production of official
epigraphy in the Xanthos valley during the reign of Ptolemy II. Ma (1999) 204, in his discussion of
the relationship between Hellenistic kings and cities suggests that: ‘We might consider the
honours as a symbolical fee... demanding requital in some form, according to the rules of
exchange; honours when offered as an initiative from below started the euergetical dialogue, in
which the appropriate response was (more) benefactions’. In this case, although it is the king’s
officials rather the king himself who is being honoured, a similar situation could apply: by
honouring the oikonomoi, awarding them citizenship and appointing them euergetai and
proxenoi, the Limyrans are not only recognising what they have already done for the city, but are
drawing them into a relationship which will encourage them to continue to behave in this way.

294



that the numbers produced were significantly lower than in the third century. As
will be seen, these decrees show the largest towns of Lycia - Limyra, Telmessos
and Xanthos - acting like Greek poleis, with assemblies and magistrates,
awarding civic honours to their benefactors, continue to contain distinctively
Lycian elements. At the same time, Lycian continued to be inscribed at least
during the first years of the third century. In addition to the possibility that the
decree for Purimatis stems from this time, there appears to be at least one

example of Lycian being used in a quasi-official context.

5.4 A Ptolemaic dating formula in Lycian? TL 35 (282/17)

Although it is often stated that Lycian ceased to be inscribed around the year
300, an inscription from Uziimlii (a village on the plain below Kadyanda) proves
that this was not the case.5%8 On a block of limestone found built into a mosque is
a comparatively long, though very fragmentary, text, the first line of which gives
a date in the following form:569

1 uhi yAtawati pttule57°

Uhi, ‘year’, is most easily understood as the dative-locative singular form, giving
HII uhi a meaning such as ‘in the fourth year’.>’! The correct interpretation of

xAtawati pttule, on the other hand, has been much debated. Heberdey, who first

568 E.g. Zahle (1983) 24-25; Keen (1998) 49 (‘the Lycian language seems, by and large, not to be
used epigraphically after the fourth century’).

569 The block was built into the staircase in the mosque, where it was seen by Heberdey in the
late nineteenth century. Since then it has not been seen: Martin Seyer tells me that the Viennese
team based at Limyra looked for the inscription in 2007 but were unable to find it.

570 Text as in Melchert (2000). Kalinka (1901) 32 gave the start of the text as I]IIIO hi..., but
Laroche (1979) 56, knowing from the Letdon trilingual that uhi meant year, was able to
reinterpret it correctly as IIII uhi.

571 Melchert s.v. uhe/i. Neumann (2007) s.v. uhi- suggests that it is acc. sg., but it is less easy to
understand how this could be the case.
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recorded the inscription (in the late nineteenth century), believed that pttule is
the Greek name IltoAepoiog, and suggested that it might refer to an archon
named Ptolemy. His sketch (see fig. 22) is not entirely clear, but appears to show
pttu.ul. (with the arrow presumably indicating that the <I> was in fact adjacent
to the edge of the stone). Heberdey’s sketch could conceivably show Pttulum/e -
but this then causes difficulty with the interpretation of the same name in TL65

(discussed below), where there is no space for an extra syllable.

Imbert agreed with Heberdey’s identification of the name as IltoAepaiog, but
argued that it in fact referred to one of the Ptolemaic dynasty; this is now
accepted by a number of scholars, in particular Laroche, who has pointed out
that since the Letoon trilingual allows us to be certain that uhi means ‘year’ and
xAtawati ‘king’, ‘on est en droit de reprendre 'idée de Heberdey et d'Imbert, qui
proposaient <I'an IV (du) roi Ptolé[mée]>’572. This view is certainly encouraged
by the lettering of the inscription, which, as far as it is possible to tell from
Heberdey’s sketch (and Reihl’s drawing of the squeeze, reproduced in Kalinka),
shows ‘late’ forms of <é>, <x> and <b>, as well as the ‘slanting’ <p> and ‘Lycian’
<n> (see Chart 2). Many eminent scholars of Lycian, however, are so convinced
that the language ceased to be used at the start of the Hellenistic period that they
cannot accept that TL 35 could possibly refer to a Ptolemy, or, if they do believe it

to do so, are reluctant to follow the possible implications of this.5”3 Further

572 Imbert (1900) 249-50 (Heberdey quoted by Imbert); Laroche (1979) 56.

573 Melchert (2004) s.v. Pttule does the name as [ItoAepaiog. Neumann (2007) 289 s.v. pttule lists
those who have accepted this identification, but ends with the comment: ‘Die Inschrift wire dann
ins 3. Jhdt. zu datieren, was nicht sehr wahrscheinlich ist.” (Under uhi however, he translates
Pttule as Ptolemaios, a contradiction pointed out by Worrle (2012b) 363 n. 37). Domingo-Gygax
(2001) 88 comments merely that it ‘nicht auszuschleifien ist’ that TL35 (and TL65) should be
attributed to the Ptolemaic period. Zahle, as quoted above, also leaves the question open. Bryce
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consideration of the precise structure of the putative dating formula is, therefore,

essential.

Clearly the phrase has nothing in common with the éné ... yfitawata ‘ruler
formula’ of earlier times: there is no known example of that phrase, the primary
purpose of which was in any case probably not to record the date of the
inscription (see Chapter 3.8), giving a regnal year. In my opinion, the departure
from the traditional wording strongly suggests that Pttule was not a local ruler of
the sort mentioned in other inscriptions, while the numbering of the year implies

the influence of an alien epigraphic culture.

In the phrase used in TL 35, there are a number of ways that yaAtawati could
function. Melchert identifies it as a nominative singular noun ‘ruler, king’, in
apposition to Pttule; following Laroche, he makes a distinction between
xAtawat(i)- meaning ‘ruler, king’ and xfitawata- ‘rule, kingship’.574 In this case,
the first line should be translated: ‘In the fourth year. King Ptolemy.... Neumann
suggests that it could be an unusual form of the dat.-loc. singular of yfitawata,
with the meaning of a ‘reign’ or ‘rule’ (as in the éné ... yatawata formula) and
gives a literal translation of ‘im 21. (??) Jahr in der Herrschaft’, that is ‘im 21. Jahr

(seiner) Herrschaft’.57> The form yntawati certainly appears as the dat.-loc.

(1986) 49, however, states that ‘in my view the pttule-Ptole[my] equation is a highly conjectural
one and cannot be maintained with any degree of confidence’; in particular he believes that TL
65, in which the name Pttule also appears, cannot date from the third century, because it seems
to mention the late fifth century dynast Kheziga. Bousquet (1987) 125, in his review of Bryce,
agrees with this assessment; however, as discussed below, the appearance of Kheziga in TL 65
does not present insurmountable problems. On the other hand,

574 Melchert (2004) s.v. xfitawat(i)- and xfitawata-‘to rule’; Laroche (1979)104-105.

575 Neumann (2007) s.v. yfitawata/i- (with '21. Jahr’ presumably from Kalinka’s earlier reading of
the start of the text). He allows two meanings from the same stem: ‘1) Regierung, BaciAeia, 2)
Konig'.
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singular in N320, lines 7 and 8, although here it means ‘king’. Both
interpretations make Ptolemy the subject of the next sentence; in the apparent
absence of any comparable Lycian idioms, it is hard to judge which might be
more plausible. A third possibility, however, is that Ptolemy’s name is in the
genitive, Pttule[h] (or Pttule[he]): as discussed above, Heberdey’s sketch shows
space for one or two additional letters. In this case, the subject of the sentence is

to be sought in the second line, as discussed below.

The mention of a specific year in the first line of TL 35 recalls the dating formulae
seen in Aramaic inscriptions, on the Letéon trilingual, and in Greek inscriptions
of the early Hellenistic period. Admittedly, its grammatical structure seems to
have little in common with the dating formula of any of the texts of the Letéon
trilingual or the Hellenistic Lycian inscriptions. As discussed above (see Chapter
4.4), the Lycian text of the Letdon trilingual begins: éke: trimmisii: xssaBrapazate:
pigesere ‘when Pixodarus was satrap of Lykia’. The Aramaic version of the
trilingual is somewhat more similar to the Lycian of TL 35, since it gives the
specific regnal year of Artaxerxes: BYRH SYWN SNT HD / 'RTHSSS MLK’ ‘in the
month Siwan of year one of king Artaxerxes’.57¢ This might suggest that yAtawati
does in fact mean ‘king’ (the equivalent of MLK’) rather than ‘reign’, but does not
help determine its case (since the Aramaic is in the determinative state, which

has no direct Lycian equivalent).577

Also potentially significant is the use of a numeral rather than words for the

576 Dupont-Sommer (1979) 136-137 gives a transliteration and translation (in French) of the
Aramaic text, as does Lemaire (2000) IV.1.
577 Dupont-Sommer
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number ‘four’. Greek inscriptions of the Hekatomnid and Hellenistic period dated
by the regnal year of a king commonly use words rather than numerals in this
context.>’8 The exception is I. Tralleis 3, a first century AD copy of a decree from

the Hekatomnid period, which begins:

€teog [T unvog eBRSONW,

Baowéovtog Aptatéooe-

...
The numeral IIIIIII should not mean ‘seven’, since Idreius, who is named as the
satrap at this time, was not satrap until the eighth or ninth year of Artaxerxes;
Thonemann therefore suggests that it is a later misunderstanding of the Aramaic
numeral III III A, meaning ‘sixteen’.>7° Although Lycian inscriptions use ‘tallies’ to
record numbers up to five, this is usually in the context of the payments of ada
discussed in Chapter 3.580 Their use here in recording a date suggests the
influence of the Aramaic system, either directly or through the medium of Greek
inscriptions such as the Tralleis decree. When the date is placed in the context of
the rest of the inscription (as far as this can be determined) and into a possible
historical context, the most plausible solution appears to be that Pttule ‘Ptolemy’
is nominative singular, referring to Ptolemy II Philadelphos. If the structure of
the Lycian was similar to that of the Greek, is seems most likely that yritawati
was also nominative, used as Ptolemy’s title — but the equivalence is not close

enough to allow any certainty about this.

Lines 2 and 3 read:

578 Thonemann (2009b) 391.
579 Thonemann (2009b) 391-393
580 eg. TL 16, 17, 20, (all from Pinara), 31 (Kadyanda), 36 (Xanthos).

299



parttulaj[.]Jmi miiteteh

pijeté peri tla[...Juteriz
The meaning of the verb pijeté, ‘gave’, is unproblematic, but interpretation of line
2 is less simple.>®1 Neumann and Melchert both give the whole sequence
Parttulaj[.Jmi as a name: Neumann suggests that the missing letter is an <é>,
giving Parttulajémi.>®2 The ending -émi is not unknown for a personal name - it
is found, for example, in Natrbbijémi (in N320) and Esedeplémi (in TL85),
Melchert sees the whole word as dative here (with no additional specific ending,
as is often the case), following pijeté.>®3 However, the name Parttala appears
twice further on in the inscription (35.14 and 16), and it seems most likely that
this refers to the same man. In this case, line 2 should be read Parttulaje
Mimiiteteh (or mi Mnteteh, with mi as, perhaps, a version of me), giving Parttula
the standard dative ending -je, and making Mimiiteteh (or Mriteteh) an adjectival
genitive, presumably Parttula’s patronymic. The overall meaning of the first
three lines of the inscription would then be ‘In the fourth year. King Ptolemy (or
‘In the fourth year of his reign, Ptolemy...") gave Parttulajémi [son] of Miitete

(something)...

This allows a tentative interpretation of the inscription. While peri, the thing
apparently given to Parttula, is unknown, those words which can be identified -
including hrmma ‘piece of land’ and tama ‘house, building’ - in the remainder of

the inscription suggest that some land, perhaps near Tlafwa] ‘Tlos’, is being given

581 Melchert (2004) s.v. pije- ‘give, allocate, assign’.
582 Neumann (2007) s.v. Parttulaj[.Jmi.
583 Melchert (2004) s.v. Parttulaj.mi. Declension of Lycian nouns: Melchert (2004) x.
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or divided.>8* Further on in the inscription Parttala appears twice, in the
accusative; Esitmmadta also appears to be a personal name. Uncertain though the
meaning of the text must remain, it seems very plausible that it records a grant of
land and other privileges by Ptolemy to Parttula, and perhaps others. The

question which then remains is, who is this ‘Ptolemy’?

As mentioned above, the abandonment of the traditional éne yfitawata... formula
in favour of a numbered regnal year implies a context different from that of the
fourth-century local rulers. No ruler called Pttule is attested on any coinage of
Lycia (from which the names of most other rulers of that period are known), or
mentioned in the traditional dating formula or in the same context as any other
fourth century ruler, yet it is certain that the name refers to a ‘king’. There is a

distinct lack of plausible candidates other than Ptolemy I or 11.58>

If Pttule is understood as Ptolemy I, difficulties instantly arise: in all known Greek
inscriptions dated by the regnal year of Ptolemy I, years are counted from his
assumption of the satrapy on Alexander’s death, with the result that ‘year 4’ of
Ptolemy I cannot exist. Worrle circumvents this objection by arguing that it is a
misunderstanding stemming from the fact that all known inscribed decrees of

Ptolemy I come from a late period in his reign. He suggests that at an earlier

584 Melchert (2004) s.v. zalahe/i- notes that ‘a sense having to do with division of property seems
to fit the context, but the latter is far from clear’.

585 This is pointed out by Keen (1998) 48-49 (although he does suggest that the coin legend Ptt,
usually identified as Pttara, could refer to Pttule). He nonetheless remains uncertain about the
identification of the name as Ptolemy. Andrew Meadows has also pointed out to be that a third
possible candidate is Ptolemy, son of Lysimachus who ruled Telmessos from around 240 (see
below, Chapter 5.13), which would indicate continued use of Lycian for an even longer period.
Although there is no concrete evidence to either confirm or eliminate this suggestion, the
granting of certain lands to private individuals (if this is indeed what the decree shows) would
certainly fit well into a mid third-century context.
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point, Ptolemy’s regnal years were counted from his assumption of the title
basileus in 305, and that ‘year 4’ was in fact 302/301.58¢ This system of counting
was used in papyrus records, and provides one possible solution to the problem.
However, it seems unlikely that the composer of a decree in Lycian, using a
dating formula which appears (at least to some extent) to be modelled on Greek

usage, would provide our only example of this method on stone and from outside

Egypt.

In addition, it is hard to believe that any part of Lycia - and especially one as far
inland and as close to Caria as Kadyanda - could have been under Ptolemy’s sway
as early as the last years of the fourth century. As mentioned above, Patara was
controlled by Demetrios in 304, and it is highly likely that the Antigonids
continued to rule Caria and Lycia until at least 302/1. At this point - which,
under Worrle’s reckoning, was the year that TL 35 was inscribed - Telmessos,
and therefore nearby Kadyanda, seem likely to have fallen into Lysimachos’
hands. Meanwhile, Ptolemy appears to have been absorbed immediately before
the Battle of Ipsos in acquiring parts of Koile Syria, which he then spent the
aftermath of the battle attempting to retain, and Demetrios might well have kept

hold of southern Lycia for a few years longer.>87

It has been proposed that Ptolemy was providing naval support for Lysimachos’
attempt (between 299 and 297/6) to wrest the cities of Caria from Demetrios,

and that, as part of their new alliance, Ptolemy was able to retain control of

586 Worrle (2012b) 363 with n. 31.
587 Bosworth (2002) 260.
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Kadyanda and presumably of Telmessos, having taken these in 302/1. However,
TL 35 itself is the only real evidence for this argument, which is therefore no help
in our attempts to establish a possible date.>8 Worrle does mention an
unpublished monument from Tlos with a terminus post quem of 305, which
apparently shows this city in Ptolemaic hands at the end of the fourth century
and would thus ‘remove a Kadyanda which was already Ptolemaic by this point
from geographical and historical isolation’; however, he gives no further details

about its content.589

Our lack of information about the size of Ptolemy’s fleet in 302/1 makes it hard
assess how likely it is that some of his ships could have been off the coast of Caria
and Lycia while others were at the easternmost end of the Mediterranean.
Nevertheless, the fact that Cyprus was still in Antigonid hands makes it harder to
imagine how Ptolemy could have been active in both areas simultaneously.5%0
Arguments from silence are, of course, of limited value, and Diodoros’ history, in
particular, is known to contain many omissions as well as potential bias against
Ptolemy, but it is, perhaps, significant that when he talks of Ptolemy’s
involvement in Syria and Lysimachos’ activities in Asia Minor, he does not

mention any part played by Ptolemy in the latter.591

588 Lund (1992) 88.

589 Worrle (2012b) 363: ‘Tlos war ... jedenfalls unter die Herrschaft des Ptolemaios I. gekommen,
und das wiirde ein damals schon ptolemdisches Kadyanda aus der geografischen und
historischen Isolation holen’.

590 On the other hand, as discussed above, Ptolemy was able, in 295/4, to send 150 ships to help
the besieged Athenians despite the fact that he had yet to take Cyprus (Plutarch Demetrios 33 and
35); he was not, however, also attempting to assert control in Syria at that point.

591 Lysimachos before Ipsos: Diodorus 20.107; Ptolemy before Ipsos: Diodorus 20.113. Diodorus
Siculus’ unreliability: Hornblower (1994) 43.
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A far neater solution - and a good context for the inscription as a whole - is
available if Pttule is allowed to refer to Ptolemy II Philadelphos. We have many
examples of inscriptions dated by Ptolemy II's regnal year, and it has been
convincingly shown that these always count from 285, the year he assumed joint
rule with his father, meaning that ‘year 4’, 282/1, is in fact the year in which he
became sole ruler. We know from a Greek inscription found at Telmessos (SEG
28 1224) that Ptolemy Il was actively involved in the government of Lycia at this
point, and was considering giving the city of Telmessos as a dorea to one of his
friends or supporters. In the case of Telmessos he was persuaded not to do this -
but perhaps Parttula was the recipient of a smaller, but similar, gift of land and
buildings somewhere near Kadyanda, maybe on the plain around Usiimlii, where
the inscription was found, or nearer to Tlos (note the mention of Tla- in 1. 3).
Such gifts of land to supporters were made by various Hellenistic kings, to
encourage loyalty and to cement their control at a local level. Ptolemy’s
assumption of sole rule would have been a natural time for him to make such
gifts, especially if, as seems likely, the Ptolemies had only gained permanent
control of the Xanthus valley a few years earlier.5°2 Ptolemy II's particular
interest in the Xanthos valley is also indicated by his renaming of Patara as
Arsinoe; such renaming took place in many parts of his empire, but still shows

that Patara must have been considered a harbour of some importance>93.

592 For the granting of estates by Hellenistic kings, see Billows (1995) 111-145, and Thonemann
(2009b) 367-9, who quotes and discusses SEG 38 619, which records a grant of land in the
Chalkidike by King Lysimachos to Limnaios. The contents of this inscription may shed some light
on that of TL 35: for example, the extent of the estate is defined by naming the owners of the
properties with which it marches, suggesting that those personal names apparently seen in TL 35
are mentioned for similar reasons.

593 Strabo 14.3.6; Bryce (1986) 49.
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The chief argument against the identification of Pttule in TL 35 as Ptolemy II is
that this would make it so much later than any other known Lycian inscription.>%+
However, this argument is necessarily circular, since so few of the inscriptions
can be dated with any certainty at all: the idea that the epitaphs ceased to be
produced at the end of the fourth century relies simply on the lack of any
inscriptions which can be dated after that point. The overall number of datable
inscriptions is very small, and, after all, in a series of dated inscriptions, one will
inevitable be the latest: if it could be shown that Lycian continued to be used into
the third century, there would be no reason to rule out the possibility that some
of the Lycian epitaphs were inscribed in the first decades of the third century, as,

indeed, I argue below.

The use of a Lycian inscription in the early years of Ptolemy II's reign - if this is
what we have here - is of great importance for our understanding of early
Hellenistic Lycia. Are we to assume that Lycian was still the primary language of
Kadyanda at this point, and that the use of Lycian rather than Greek in an
inscription was a pragmatic choice, designed to ensure that the text was
comprehensible to as many people as possible? Or was it a deliberate attempt to
emphasise the community’s Lycian identity in the face of increasing Ptolemaic

interference?

594 So, for example, Worrle (2012b) 363. He cites (n. 32) Bryce (1986) 42-50, as his source for the
end-date of the Lycian inscriptions: however Bryce’s own objection to a late date for TL 35 and
TL 65 relies mainly on the fact that they would be so much later than the other datable
inscriptions - ignoring the fact that the majority cannot be dated and could easily be later than
previously thought. Bryce is also worried by the appearance of Xeziga in TL 65 which, as
discussed below, is problematic, but not decisive. Similarly, Keen (1998) 49 states that if Pttule
does refer to a Ptolemy, ‘he is Ptolemy I rather than Ptolemy II, since the Lycian language seems,
by and large, not to be used epigraphically after the fourth century’.
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Worthy of note in this respect is the general appearance of the inscription. As far
as it is possible to tell from Riehl’s drawing of the squeeze, the lettering is
irregular in size and carelessly set out. This seems at odds with the impression of
an official decision which is given by the use of a dating formula and the mention
of the king, and suggests that the inscription itself was produced on the initiative
of a private individual (perhaps Parttula, who seems to be the main beneficiary of
the decision). The further question then arises of whether the original letter or
decree was written in Greek, then translated into Lycian and inscribed on stone
so that it could be displayed publicly in the community it concerned.
Unfortunately, our limited understanding of the Lycian makes it hard to detect

elements which might help resolve this question.

It is impossible to know how widespread knowledge of Greek would have been at
this point. If the inscription was a translation of a Greek original this perhaps
implies that Lycian was still more widely understood - not inconceivable, in a
settlement as isolated as Kadyanda. Furthermore, it might be somewhat
surprising for someone who had just gained land or property due to his
association with Ptolemy to wish to emphasise that he was not Greek.
Nevertheless, the use of Lycian might have been an attempt to mitigate any
possible alienation from his fellow Kadyandans caused by such an association,

meaning that both interpretations must remain open.

5.5 Ptolemy at Isinda? (TL65)
The name Pttule appears in one other inscription, a limestone stele from Isinda

bearing two extremely fragmentary texts, Lycian followed by Greek (TL65). Both
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texts record religious regulations of some sort, although their actual contents
differ. This inscription is thought by many to date from the mid fourth century or
earlier; as a result, it is often cited as evidence that Pttule cannot refer to one of
the Ptolemies.5%5 The early dating, however, relies on the interpretation of two
points: the appearance of the name Xezixa in the Lycian version of the

inscription, and the style of the Greek lettering.

Xeziya appears to be the same name as Xeziga, which appears on the Xanthos
Stele (TL 44a.31) as the name of Xeriga’'s uncle. One possibility is that the two
inscriptions refer to the same man, in which case TL 65 must, it is argued, date
from the late fifth century.>?¢ However, as Domingo Gygax has pointed out, it is
entirely possible that the two Xezixas are entirely unrelated: after all, if Xeziga
was a name used by a prominent family in the area, it would not be surprising for
other families to adopt it too; alternatively, it might refer to a much later member
of the same family.5%7 A significant period of time between the two inscriptions of
the name might also explain the altered spelling.>?® As Domingo Gygax also notes,
even if TL 65 does refer to Xeriga’s uncle the text may be referring back to the
time of his rule, as seen in a letter found at Limyra which deals with matters
which have continued ‘from the time of Perikles until the present (SEG 41:1380);
this would be particularly plausible in the context of religious regulations such as

this inscription appears to record.>?° Indeed, it seems possible that the Lycian is a

595 Bryce (1986) 49-50; Thonemann (2009a) 168

596 Zimmermann (1992) 33-34.

597 Domingo Gygax (2001) 88-89.

598 Zimmermann (1992) 33 n. 79, however, explains this as simply a local variation.
599 Domingo Gygax (2001) 89.
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‘historical’ narrative of some sort, explaining how the sacrifices have previously

been organised, while the Greek is setting out new or additional regulations.

The Lycian contains the personal names Pttule (. 8) and Xezixa (1. 13, 15 and
17), as well as words such as, kumezeini, ‘to sacrifice’ (1. 12), mla ‘offerings’ (l.
16), kumezeiti ‘they sacrifice’ (1. 21) and teteri ‘city’ (1l. 12, 18, and 21, identified
in 1. 21 as Isnt[a] ‘Isinda’), which, taken as a whole, suggest that it details
offerings to be made either in or on behalf of the city. If Pttule really does refer to
one of the Ptolemies, the text must have been inscribed in the late fourth or early
third century, and part of it at least must refer to that period; unfortunately not
enough remains of the words around the name to enable us to understand the
context in which he is mentioned.®?° The god Trqqas appears further on in the
inscription, and there is a mention of trimmilije ‘Lycians’, or ‘Lycian ....s" (dat-loc.
plural). In the final four lines the words ne we mei: kumaza ‘if (?) the priest does
not’ and mei ne httemi:... ‘if not, anger..." are visible: these usually indicate a curse
of some sort, and this could well be the case here, threatening divine retribution

against anyone who causes the sacrifices to be neglected.

In the Greek text, there is - as far as we can tell - no mention of either Ptolemy
(or any other name which could be the equivalent of Pttule) or Xeziya, nor of
I[sinda. The longest partially coherent section of the inscription seems to relate to
the administration of a cult. If Xeziya mentioned here is the Xezixa of the Xanthos

Stele, could the Lycian text realistically have been written in the early Hellenistic

600 Domingo Gygax (2001) 89 agrees that the identification of Ptolemy with one of the Ptolemies
‘nicht auszuschliefRen ist’.
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period, referring back to a period up to 150 years earlier? Pttule is mentioned in
the eighth line of the inscription, before any reference to Xeziya: perhaps the first
part of the text refers to contemporary events, involving a Ptolemy, before going
on to talk about what used to be the case uhe Xeziyahe ‘in the years of Xezixa’
(line 15). One point which may cast doubt on the identification of Xezixa with the
man mentioned in TL 44 is the absence of any mention of other members of the
Xanthian dynasty, such as Xeriga or Arbinas, whom one might expect to see
mentioned. However, it could be that Xeziyxa just happened to be the one to

establish the rites being discussed here.

There are therefore three possible interpretations of TL65. The first is that the
Lycian version refers back to an earlier period as well as to current events. The
other two both assume that it was concerned only with the time in which it is
written: this would then have been either in the fifth century, when Xeziya, the
uncle of Xeriga, was alive, or at a later period - in, I would argue, the third
century - when another inhabitant of Isinda bore the traditional Lycian name
‘Xezixa’. The first possibility would provide a good explanation of the use of
Lycian and Greek on the same stele: the text in the traditional language of the
area gives some mention of contemporary circumstances and of the current
ruler, Pttule, but concentrates on the ‘historical’ aspect, while new regulations
are recorded in Greek, the language of the authorities. Of course, it is possible
that the Ptolemy mentioned here was not a ruler, but was, for example, a military
commander, perhaps even Ptolemy I himself as one of Alexander’s court in the

last quarter of the fourth century.
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As discussed above, there are good reasons to believe that TL 35 comes from the
time of Ptolemy II. The dating of TL 65 appears destined to remain uncertain,
especially since the stone is now almost entirely illegible (see fig. 41); however,
as there is no other evidence that Isinda and central Lycia were ever under the
direct control of Ptolemy I it seems likely to me that TL 65, too, refers to Ptolemy
I, and was inscribed in the 280s. There are, though, numerous other
possibilities: it could refer, for example, to Ptolemy son of Lagus, or to some

other individual of the same name.

If TL 35 does indeed date from 282, this shows that the Lycian language
continued to be used in inscriptions for twenty or thirty years longer than is
usually considered to be the case - and, indeed, that some of the longest
inscriptions were produced in the early third century. It is perhaps significant
that other indigenous languages of western Asia Minor continued to be used in
inscriptions for at least some time after the arrival of Alexander. This is true of
Carian and Sidetic; there is little evidence of Phrygian in inscriptions of the
Hellenistic period, but the fact that the language reappeared in the second
century AD implies that it continued to be used, at least in speech, during the
intervening period.®%1 Although it appears counter-intuitive to argue that some of
the longest and least formulaic of the Lycian inscriptions were produced so
shortly before the language ceased to be used in epigraphy, this would in fact
make sense in the context of early Ptolemaic Lycia: the increased use of Greek

epigraphy, especially at Limyra and Telmessos, might, for a brief period, have

601 Carian: Adiego (2005) 154-156 (the bilingual Carian-Greek decree of Kaunos, from 322 or
later). Sidetic: Nollé (1993) vol 11, 630. Phrygian: Tzitzilis (2007) 752-753.
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encouraged the production of a few more varied and ambitious Lycian
inscriptions in more isolated areas - such as Kadyanda and Isinda - where Lycian

was still the dominant language, before, there too, it was ousted by Greek.

5.6 Ptolemy Il and an increase in ‘official’ epigraphy (285-246)

During the reign of Ptolemy II, official inscriptions began to appear in Lycia with
more regularity, with a number of decrees, mainly honorific decrees, being
produced by various communities. Even then, however, the inscribing of official
documents on stone remained rare in absolute terms: we have only around 20
from the whole period of Ptolemaic domination.®0? The official inscriptions
produced in the time of Ptolemy II (unless the Limyran decree for the oikonomoi,
discussed above, was produced during his reign) all come from the north-
western corner of Lycia, on the border with Caria: from Telmessos, Xanthos, Tlos,

and Lissa.

The earliest Ptolemaic inscription after the controversial decree from Limyra is a
decree of the Telmessians honouring Ptolemy II (SEG 28:1224), dated to the

fourth year of his reign, 283/2.593 [t is - or masquerades as - an honorific decree,

602 Worrle (2012b) 360; Bagnall (1976) 105-108 collects the Ptolemaic inscriptions known at
that point.

603 Ed. pr. Worrle (1978) 201-240, with extensive discussion and commentary. For a date of
283/2 for the ‘fourth year’ of Ptolemy II Philadelphos (replacing Worrle’s original date of 279/8)
see Grzybek (1990) 124-134, who points out that there is no surviving document in Greek dating
from the first, second or third regnal year of Ptolemy II (in fact, the decree from Telmessos is the
earliest surviving Greek inscription dated using his regnal years). This suggests that after
Ptolemy I's death in 283/2 his son immediately began, when using the Macedonian calendar in
Greek documents, to date his reign from the beginning of his joint rule with his father (in 285/4);
in Egyptian documents, by contrast, he began by dating his reign from the start of his sole rule,
and did not include the years he had spent as co-regent until some time later. This argument, and
the revised dates resulting from it, is accepted by Meadows (Meadows (2006) 467), and by
Worrle himself (Worrle (1991) 229).
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but is highly unusual in both form and content.6%* [t begins conventionally, with
the words dyabijL Toymy this is followed by a dating formula, and the assertion
that éxkAnolag kuplag yevouevng. Next, however, comes a letter from Ptolemy,
abridged to give only the two key points of the original. The king assures the
Telmessians that he has received the crown and letters from the ambassadors
they sent and has listened to their requests; he promises that the town will not
be given as a Swpea and that he has written to Philokles and Aristoteles to this

effect.605

Despite its position within an honorific decree, the letter is inscribed as though it
were copied verbatim from the king’s letter, as was usually the case with
inscribed versions of royal letters; it is clearly intended to be understood within
this category, but also to form part of the honorific decree.®% It is introduced in a
way which implies that Ptolemy’s exact words are being recorded, and the
expected, formulaic greeting is retained:

TG Tapa ToD BacAEw ETLOTOAR G dva-

YvwoBeiong év 1L éyéypamto- fact-

Aevg ItoAepatiog TeEAunooéwv

THL TTOAEL Kal TOTG dpyxovoL xaipeLy

604 The ‘standard’ form of a Hellenistic decree in most parts of the Greek world, which originated
in the decrees of Athens, is described by Rhodes (1997) 4-5. For discussions of the typical form of
Greek honorific decrees: Ma (2013) 56-60.

605 Meadows (2012) 121.

606 Meadows (2012) 123 discusses how ‘the epistolary form was preserved’ and even
emphasised by the lay-out of the stone (with a gap on either side of the valediction to divide the
letter and the remainder of the decree), showing the care taken to balance this first section
against the two which follow.
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‘when a letter of the king had been read out, in which was written: “King

”n

Ptolemy greets the city and archons of the Telmessians....”.

There has been much discussion of the context of this exchange of letters. As with
the dating of the Limyran decree, the debate turns on whether Telmessos is
thought to have been under Ptolemaic control prior to 282. Meadows’ latest
interpretation argues that it was in fact part of Lysimachos’ empire during the
late 280s; he suggests that Lysimachos was intending to grant the city to his wife
Arsinoe II, for their son Ptolemy (later Ptolemy of Telmessos) and that this
decree shows Telmessos putting itself into the hands of the increasingly
powerful Ptolemy II in response to the danger of being given away by

Lysimachos. 607

However, although this seems a plausible reconstruction, it does not fit entirely
comfortably with the contents of the decree; nor is it entirely clear that
Telmessos was controlled by Lysimachos at this point. Worrle suggests that by
282, Telmessos was already part of Ptolemy’s kingdom, and was, together with
the islands of the Nesiotic league, administered by Philokles, king of Sidon, who
seems to have acted as his viceroy in the area.®8 There are a number of
indications in the letter that it was, in fact, Ptolemy who had intended to give

away Telmessos as a gift. One of these is the use of the word €énexwpnoey, at the

607 Meadows (2012) 125-132. Lysimachus had already given Heraklea Pontica to Arsinoe as a
gift, so it is certainly not inconceivable that he might have been intending to give her Telmessos
as well.

608 Worrle (1978) 225-229; Worrle (1980) 66. Meadows (2013) 33 believes that the Nesiotic
league was not in fact founded until 282; in this case, it is impossible to know whether or not its
foundation preceded the Telmessian decree, but in fact the point is of little importance for
Worrle’s argument, since the general backdrop - of Ptolemaic control of the north-eastern
Aegean by this point - remains unchanged.
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beginning of the ‘decree’ section; Meadows translates it as ‘has granted’ which
makes sense in the context he envisages, but although it can mean simply
‘permit’, its primary, and most common, sense is ‘yield’, ‘give way’ (which fits
well with its second meaning of ‘come towards’, and might show a change from a
previous, perhaps hostile position).6%? In this inscription, therefore, it may well
imply that Ptolemy has changed his mind about the matter; in this case, the
natural conclusion is that he, rather than Lysimachos, had previously been

intending to grant the area as a gift.

More generally, the lack of any mention of Lysimachos, or of a change of
allegiance on the part of Telmessos, seems surprising - the whole tone of the
letter and the inscription suggests that there was no question about the extent
and legitimacy of Ptolemy’s control over the city.619 While it could be the case
that the Telmessians were using the production of a permanent memorial of
Ptolemy’s protection to imply that the new arrangement was in fact long-
standing, it seems more likely to me that Ptolemy had been in control of the area
for some time. The declarations with which Ptolemy finishes his letter - that he
e€wporoynodpeda ‘agreed’” with the men sent from Telmessos, and writes to
Philokles and Aristoteles - reinforces this impression, implying that this is a
matter about which he has been thinking, and communicating with his officials,
for some time. Furthermore, the mention of Philokles and Aristoteles suggests
that Ptolemy had long-standing officials in the region, of whose identity the

Telmessians would have been aware. A final point in favour of Worrle's

609 L.S], s.v. £ WpPEw.

610 [f Worrle is correct to suggest that the giving of Telmessos as a dorea was Philokles’ idea, this
would perhaps explain the ‘tactful impersonality’ of the phrase - Ptolemy is subtly reminding the
Telmessians that it was not his idea to do this, yet without casting opprobrium on his official.
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interpretation is the use of curses in the honorific decree for Ptolemy. As I
discuss below, the usage seen here is highly unusual, and implies a desire to bind
Ptolemy to his words as strongly as possible, again implying that the intitial

threat to Telmessos’ freedom had originated from the Ptolemaic empire.

While the decree departs from the expected form in this way, in many others it is
entirely as expected. Inscribing a king’s letter on the same stone as a decree
resulting from it is a phenomenon well known from the Hellenistic period.
However, as Worrle points out, it is unusual for the letter to be ‘introduced’ in
any way in these cases: IMilet 139, one of the best known examples of such
inscriptions, records the king's letter with no introductory material, and
inscribed the decree below.%1! There are, however, two other exceptions. One is a
decree from Larisa, in Thessaly, in which a letter of Philip V is quoted in the body

of the decree, not unlike the Telmessan inscription.t12

The other, perhaps significantly, comes from Lycia. An inscription from Xanthos

introduces a letter from Ptolemy III to the town with the words:

Baodevovtog [TtoAepaiov tod ItoA[g]-
naiov kat Apowvong Oedv ASeAd®dv,
dmootaievies Bewpol NikoAaog KoAlog,
‘EppoéAvkog AVowvog EkopLoay EMLOTO-

ANV TNV UTTOYEYPAUUEVTV

611 Worrle (1978) 203 with n. 1.

612 Syl13 543. This decree (of c. 214) is of particular interest because the letter is quoted in the
koine, and is then repeated ‘translated’ into Thessalian dialect, before the main content of the
decree is recorded.
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Baokevg [TtoAepaioq ZavOiwv Tijt

TOAEL KAl TOTG APXOVOL XALPELV...
‘When Ptolemy the son of Ptolemy and Arsinoe, the divine siblings, was king,
Nikolaos [son] of Kolos and Hermolukos [son of] Luson, having been sent as
theoroi, brought back the letter written below: ‘King Ptolemy greets the city and

archons of the Xanthians....”613

Introducing the letter in this fashion also allows the city to point out its own role
in its interactions with the monarchy, by preserving the names of those who
were sent to the court - and the fact that they were sent by the city. Similarly, the
earlier decree of the Telmessians emphasises the role of the civic community in
the events recorded, using the formula ékkAnoiag kvpiag yevopévng to show the
role of the democratic assembly in passing the decree before mentioning the king

and his letter.614

Although inscribing a king’s letter on stone was a common practice, the
incorporation of such a letter into an honorific decree is entirely unique;
Meadows therefore talks of ‘the generic confusion exhibited by this text’¢1>.
However, it seems to me that the idea of ‘confusion’, which implies that the
composer or the text was uncertain about Greek epigraphic usage and
conventions, should not be over-emphasised. Rather, I suggest that this

inscription shows a deliberate adaptation of two well-known epigraphic forms,

613 SEG 36:1218; ed. pr. Bousquet (1986b) 22-32. Unfortunately the bottom of the inscription is
lost, so we cannot know whether it also recorded a decree in response to the letter.

614 For discussion of this phrase (found only in Caria and Lycia) see Errington (1995) 19-42, who
suggests that it refers to the presence of a quorum in the assembly and shows a step in the
development of democracy; discussed at SEG 45:2297.

615 Meadows (2012) 121
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the honorific decree and the inscribed letter of a king, with the addition of a
deliberately ‘Lycian’ curse formula, in an attempt to make a powerful statement

of both ‘Greekness’ and independance at a crucial moment in the city’s history.

Honorific decrees typically began by explaining the specific actions through
which the honorand had come to deserve his honours, and this is the case here:
by writing the letter Ptolemy has acceded to the city’s request (whether for a
change in his own plans or for protection against Ptolemy’s), and therefore to
some extent the quotation of the letter fits into the schema of a typical honorific
decree. It is, however, true that it breaks the standard format for such decrees, in
which an émeidn| clause, explaining the reason for the granting of the honour, is
placed at the start of the inscription.t¢ Here the &mewdn clause comes in an
inconspicuous position after the quoted letter and merely explains, as the letter

has already shown, that Ptolemy has:

.. Emeywpnoev ui yiveoBat
NUAG &V SwpeaL...

‘...conceded that we should not be given as a gift...’

Although motives given in such clauses are often more generic than this, an
explanation of the specific deeds for which the honour was awarded is also

perfectly normal.®17 In this case, though, the clause adds nothing to the actual

616 Ma (2013) 56 states that in a ‘standard’ honorific decree ‘the first part is a motivating clause
introduced by émeldn 'whereas', 'since’, followed by the honorand’s name, and describing the
honorand’s qualities and actions with conjugated indicative verbs’.

617 Gerlach (1908) 58
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content of the inscription, and has surely been included only to indicate that this

is an honorific decree.

After the émeldn clause comes 6e80x0at TeAunooéwv Tijl MOAEL Kol TOTG
mieploikolg. This use of the perfect infinitive §e66x0at, in a ‘motion formula’ which
introduces the substance of the decree, was commonplace in many other parts of
the Greek world. In the usual pattern, the main part of the decree begins £60&¢e +
dative (stating who was responsible for the overall ratification of the decree),
which is followed by a ‘proposal clause’, stating who put forward the proposal,
and what they suggested. The suggestion is then framed as part of the initial
proposal and is expressed by a series of accusatives and infinitives, introduced

by 6e80x0aL.

In this Telmessian decree, however, the usual enactment formula is also omitted;
the infinitive therefore stands alone, making the sentence grammatically
incorrect. The composer could easily have written €80&e... at this point, which
would have made perfect sense. Instead, however, he used that form of the verb
more commonly found at the central point of a decree. Whether this was an
intentional imitation of the conventional form of words, or whether he simply
forgot that the unusual content of the beginning of the inscription had forced him
to omit the initial €80&e.. is impossible to tell, but in view of the highly
unconventional nature of the inscription as a whole, the latter is perhaps the
more convincing explanation. If so, this shows that the writer was unfamiliar
with Greek, or at least with the formal language of official decrees, but, equally,

this may not have been the case: the complexity of the structure is such that even
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someone familiar with the standard phrasing of decrees might well have omitted

the crucial phrase.

Curses in Official Decrees

The next words of the decree are not unexpected: they name the people
responsible for enacting it and state that they have decided émawécoal King
Ptolemy, a very common beginning to a list of honours. Then comes a surprise.
As Meadows says: ‘we expect to hear, reiterated, the reason for this praise, and
there should follow a list of rights or priveleges or honours or gifts. But no’.618
What actually follows is a long curse intended to ensure that no one will ask any
king, queen or other ruler to give them Telmessos as a gift, with long imprecation

against anyone who does this:

..&pag 8¢ momoachal
TeEPL TOVTWV, OTIWG UNOelg altn-
ontat &v Swpedt PNTE TV TTOALY
™mv TeApenoocéwv...
..0G 8’av ToUTWV TL TTOM-
onL Tapevpécel LTt oy, piTe ad-
TOL YT KAPTIOV QEPOL UNTE YUVATKESG
TiKTOlEV KaTa @UoLy, EEwAng 8¢ €in
Kal aUToG Kol 10 Yévog adToD Tav
Kal € apaptwAog eig v Antw

Kal Toug dAAovG BeoVG TTAVTAS KAl

618 Meadows (2012) 121
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mdoag... (SEG 28:1224, 11. 24-29, 32-39)

Meadows comments that ‘curses... have no place in honorific decrees. They serve
more normally in laws and treaties as a form of entrenchment; Rhodes argues
that in this case the curses serve as a form of entrenchment for a decision that is
not the city’s to make’.61° The precise meaning of these curses is rather vague:
what exactly are the to0twv which are being so strongly guarded against? There
is no explicit threat against one who gives away the city as a gift; rather, the
curses will be made to prevent anyone asking for the city as a dwped; as
discussed below, this ‘prohibition’ section is framed as part of a ‘motivation
clause’, ‘in order that... However, the addition of mepti ToUtwv before 0mwg
implies that the prohibition encompasses other ‘things’ as well; the implication is
that one of these was the act of giving away the city. Clearly this was Ptolemy’s
perogative, and it would have been impossible for the city to threaten him openly
through either a standard entrenchment clause (threatening civil sanctions such
as drtwia) or a curse. This may be the only explanation necessary for the
vagueness of the curses: since it was impossible to threaten Ptolemy himself, his
role and that of anyone else who gave away the city was concealed under the
generic ToUTwv, whilst the ostensible target of the curses was anyone who tried
to persuade him to give away the city, which would help prevent the question
arising again. Curses would indeed have been more effective than civil sanctions
in this case, since civil sanctions could only have affected citizens of Telmessos

(few, if any, of whom would have been in a position to ask the king for such a

gift).

619 Meadows (2012) 121-2; Rhodes (1997) 444-5.
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However, this is more than just a half-hearted attempt to control the actions of
the king and his entourage through oblique threats. Rather, the addition of curses
was surely intended to emphasise Telmessus’ Anatolian heritage, in addition to,
rather than opposition to, the proof of the city’s ‘Greekness’ offered in the first
part of the decree. A similar (though shorter) curse formula is found in a later
(240) honorific decree, again from Telmessos, which explains where the stele is
to be erected, and then states: £éav /[8&] un ouvteAijLt 6 adpxwv kai ol ToAttal v/
[Bu]oilav kat’ éviavtdv, apaptwiol éotwoav/ [B]e®dv maviwv... (TAM IL.1, 1I. 29-
32). Here the curses can hardly be seen as a substitute for an entrenchment
clause: there is no obvious need of one, and civil penalties for non-compliance

would have been perfectly practical if desired.

Curses and oaths are, of course, mentioned in inscriptions of numerous Greek
states, while entrenchment clauses are even more common. However, the arai of
this decree differ from these in a number of ways. Entrenchment clauses were
usually aimed at ensuring that magistrates fulfilled the terms of the decrees, and
stipulate a secular punishment for those who fail to carry out their appointed
task, though they may also include a threat of divine punisment as well. However,
curses aimed at an unspecified offender are rare in Greek decrees. Similarly,
while inscriptions of Greek cities often mention oaths, these were usually records
of oaths which have been, or are to be, pronounced by whole communities,
setting parameters for their own behavior, and ending with imprecations against

the oath-taker if he breaks his oath (‘may I be..." etc).
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The Telmessan decree states that curses will be made, but does not quote them -
instead it continues straight away with imprecations against anyone who asks
for the city as a gift. These come where one might expect threats against those
who break the oath, but in fact are still directed against those who attempt to
obtain the city as a gift. Here, the imprecations are curses in their own right
rather than quotations of curses to be made: the use of 8¢ in the phrase 0g &'av
TOUTWV TL ToomnL.. makes it clear that this is seen as a separate enterprise from

the making of arai.

The ‘Greek’ custom of recording the making of oaths on an inscription and then
reinforcing the oath with a curse against oneself has mutated into an Anatolian
imprecation against a future, unspecified wrongdoer of the type common from
Lycian epitaphs (and, as discussed above, also seen in Carian decrees); indeed
the phrase €l apaptwAog €ig v Antw/ kal Tovg dAAovg Beovg mavtag kal/
maoag in SEG 28:1224 is almost identical to that seen in the Greek section of
N320 (see Chapter 4.4). The invocation of Leto (the interpretatio graeca of the
Lycian mother goddess, the éni qlahi) adds to the ‘Lycian’ flavour of the curses; in
addition, the term qpaptwAog appears to be used here in its typically Lycian

sense of ‘accursed by’ (or similar).

The Lycian and Carian influences on these curses are clear, yet they are fitted to
some extent into the expected pattern of a Greek honorific decree. Part of the
motivation clause explaining the reasons for the grant of honours is often an

assertion that this is to be done 0mwg... ‘so that’ everyone would see that the
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community knew how to award its benefactors (or some similar reason)é20.
Usually such a clause precedes the list of honours to be granted, but it could also
follow them, as in SEG 33 1183, a proxeny decree from Xanthos (260/59):
.. 5866000 ¢ aT®L Kal
TOALTELQY AVTDL K EKYOVOLG...
. VL TTAV-
1eG el8®OL ETLT TOAG T} EavBiwv V' @V &v Tuv-
Xavnt maoxovoa dyabov SVvata[l] Tag evepye-

olaG KATAUVLOVEVELV....

‘... and to give citizenship to him also, to him and his descendants ... so
that everyone may know that the polis of the Xanthians is able to call to mind the
good deeds [done by] anyone from whom they happen to have experienced
good..” In this case, however, the 6mwg¢ part of the ‘motivation clause’ explains
the reasons for the making of the curses rather than for the grant of honours,
using the standard phrasing in a way which must have appeared startlingly

inappropriate.

The addition of such imprecations to Carian decrees and to the Letéon trilingual
shows the influence of the Anatolian funerary tradition, and this Anatolian
influence can also be seen here. Whether it was felt to be specifically Lycian,
recalling the curses on Lycian epitaphs, or whether Lycia received this Anatolian
tradition only through earlier Greek decrees of Caria and Lycia is impossible to
tell: the use of apaptwAdg and €EwAng together, and of elements typical of Greek

curses more generally, suggest the latter, but if, as [ have proposed above, Lycian

620 Rhodes (1997) 4-5
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was still understood at this point, Lycian epitaphs too might have exerted some

influence.

5.7 Change in third century epigraphic culture

As the Lycian inscription at Kadyanda shows, inscriptions in the Lycian language
- possibly of an official or semi-official nature - were still being produced in
some areas into the time of the Ptolemies, which makes it highly likely that
Lycian epitaphs also continued to be inscribed into the third century.
Unfortunately, it is impossible to identify which of the surviving Lycian
inscriptions might be as late as this, or at which sites the language might have
continued to be used: it is possible that it had fallen out of use (at least in

epigraphy) at some sites, but continued to be used at others.

A useful indication of the overall spread of the Greek language across Lycia in the
third century is given by Stephen Colvin’s study of the use of Greek and Lycian
names: he found that during the fourth century the majority of names attested in
inscriptions are Lycian, but that in the third and second centuries 84% of names
attested in the inscriptions of western Lycian and 51% in central Lycia (in which
he includes Limyra) were Greek rather than Lycian. As he points out, some of
these people might have been immigrants from Greek speaking areas, but the
majority were surely Lycians who had adopted Greek names, probably alongside

increased use of the Greek language.621

621 Colvin (2004) 51-52.
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The difficulty of determining which, if any, Lycian inscriptions might have been
produced in the Ptolemaic period, and of apportioning apparently early Greek
between the fourth and third centuries - or even between the end of the fourth
century and the early Ptolemaic period - means that consideration of the
epitaphs produced in Lycia at this time is problematic. If, for example, Lycian was
still being used in Kadyanda at the start of the reign of Ptolemy II, might it not
also have been used at Limyra? And if so, why could the decree of the Pernitai
and the epitaph of Purihimeti discussed in the previous chapter not have been
produced as late as the first half of the third century? There seems no reason that
this could not have been the case, especially in view of the similarities between
the lettering of the decree of the Pernitai and the later decrees of Limyra.622
Nonetheless, few, if any, inscriptions in Lycian seem to have been produced after

approximately the middle of the third century.

How closely this decline in the inscribing of Lycian tracks a decline in its use in
speech is unclear. Lycian was, with very few exceptions, used in inscriptions -
primarily epitaphs - set up by private individuals, and the production of such
inscriptions, even in Greek, seems to have declined across Lycia during the third
century, while those which were produced become more varied in type and
content. This alteration seems to coincide, perhaps surprisingly, with the
increased use of epigraphy for official purposes, suggesting distinctive

alterations in epigraphic culture, especially in western Lycia.

622 Worrle (1991) 219-220.
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The most obvious example of this change is at Xanthos, where no third century
epitaphs have yet been discovered, but five decrees from the Ptolemaic period
are known, alongside statue bases, and three dedications.®?3 Since those tombs
which can be dated to the third century are cist tombs to the south of the agora,
the lack of epitaphs can perhaps be explained in terms of changes in burial
practices: without the rock-cut tombs to write on, the impetus towards the
production of inscriptions would have disappeared.®?4 It is, of course, possible
that these later tombs would have been marked with free-standing, inscribed
grave-stones, which would have been less likely to survive than an inscription
placed directly on a tomb - but none has yet been found. In addition, there is at
least one possible example of a third century inscription on a rock-tomb: this is
TAM II 314, which states simply:
EV@pocvou To pvnuiov.

This was cut on a small rock tomb, and the lettering depicted in the sketch in
TAM II suggests that it could have belonged to the third century - but it could
have been produced in the second. Similarly, TAM II 313 has lettering which
could have been third century, but seems far more likely, since the man
commemorated is called Antiochos, to date from after Antiochos III's invasion in

197.

There appears, therefore, to have been an abrupt decline from the apparently

vibrant tomb-culture displayed in Mémruwi’s tomb (with TL39; see Chapter 4.7)

623 Other, as yet unpublished inscriptions from this period are also recorded in the LGPN
database: since these are from the Letdon, it seems most likely that they are statue bases, but I
have been unable to confirm this.

624 Des Courtils and Cavalier (2001) 4 record that a group of Hellenistic cist tombs has been
found around the Harpy pillar, and another one c. 20m to the north.
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to the more modest Hellenistic usage, and this may be linked to the apparent
decline in the fortunes of Xanthos during the early third century, when no
inscriptions, either ‘private’ or official, seem to have been produced. Later, when
the fortunes of the town apparently improved, the break in tradition which had
taken place seems to have prevented the Xanthians taking it up with their former
enthusiasm. It is hard not to conclude that the Ptolemaic takeover of the town
had a significant and, for some time, depressing effect on its life, causing a break
in the epigraphic culture. When epigraphy reappears, it deals almost entirely
with community rather than personal matters - and is concerned almost

exclusively with Xanthos’s relations with the outside world.

The earliest surviving third-century inscription is an honorific decree of
260/259 for Pandaros, who is said to have been sent by Ptolemy (II) as
@povpapxog, the commander of the garrison at Xanthos.®2> He is praised for his
alpeoig towards the Xanthians, and awarded comparatively standard honours: to
be a proxenos and a euergetes and is given the right to sail into and out of the
harbour in peace and war. The final line is a publication clause, stating that the
decree is to be inscribed, and set up at the Letoon - where it was discovered. The
nature of Pandaros’ ailpeoig (presumably used here in the sense of ‘course of
action’626) is unknown, but in view of the date of the decree (260/259), it is
tempting to connect it with the defeat of a Galatian attack, also mentioned in an

honorific statue base from Tlos (see below).

625 SEG 33:1183; ed. pr. Robert and Robert (1983) 124-127.
626 L.S] s.v. aipeotg, B. I1.
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After the inscription for Pandaros, other inscriptions by the community of
Xanthos appear (comparatively) thick and fast: a decree (TAM II 262; re-
inscribed in the Roman period) of 256, of which only the dating formula remains;
the letter sent by Ptolemy III in 243 /2 mentioned above (SEG 36:1218), which
thanks the Xanthians for honours which they had awarded to him and his queen
Berenike at the time of the Ptolemaia; a statue base for Ptolemy III, presumably
carrying the statue mentioned in the letter (SEG 36:1219). Of these, the last two
- like the decree for Pandaros - were found in the Letdon, suggesting that the
second-century increase in the importance of the sanctuary detected by the
excavators of the site (which contrasts with the apparent decrease in the
importance of the town itself at that time) had already begun in the previous

century.62”

As already discussed above, the framing of the letter from Ptolemy within a
decree of the Xanthians emphasises the active role played by the city in its
relations with the king. Bousquet, the first editor of the letter, explains
convincingly how it, together with other surviving decrees from Xanthos,
illustrates the close connection between the city and its Ptolemaic rulers. He
links the sending of theoroi to the recent accession of Ptolemy III, arguing that
this was an occasion which enabled the Xanthians to demonstrate their loyalty to
the dynasty, and concludes that 1’emprise de I'Egypte sur la Lycie devait étre
considerable’, as shown by the presence of the garrison, the renaming of Patara

as Arsinde, and the prescripts of various decrees.®?8 The latter is particularly

627 Des Courtils and Cavalier (2001) 5.
628 Bousquet (1986b) 29-31.
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remarkable: Xanthian decrees begin with a prescript which refers not only to the
king, but also to the priests of the deified Ptolemies, the only example of these
formulae being used outside Egypt. The practical problems this presented are
shown by the fact that these priests are never named at Xanthos, presumably
because the Xanthians had no way of discovering their names; instead they are
simply described as ‘those in Alexandria’.62° The original point of the mention of
the priests - establishing the exact year in which the decree was passed -is
therefore lost: the only point of the prescript can be as a display of loyalty to the

dynasty.

The example of this form of prescript quoted by Bousquet comes from a decree
of the polis and archontes of Xanthos granting five brothers citizenship and the
right to own land at Xanthos.®30 There is no apparent connection between these
brothers - whose father was a Chalcidean, but whose mother was from Limyra -
and the Ptolemies, yet more than half the decree consists of the prescript
mentioning the king and the priests of the royal cult. As Bousquet points out,
however, Ptolemaic rule over Asia Minor was shaky by the time this decree was
passed (in 202/1, during the reign of Ptolemy V); in fact, the passing of the
decree might have been encouraged by the fact that Chalcis, where the brothers’
father came from, was under the control of Philip V, who was allied with
Antiochus III against the Ptolemies. In spite of this, however, ‘le rédactueur du

décret était de toute facon tenu d’écrire en téte le formulaire qui symbolise la

629 Bousquet (1986b) 30-31.
630 SEG 36:1220; ed. pr. Bousquet (1986b) 31-32.
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domination égyptienne’, presumably because this had been the standard

formulation in earlier decrees.631

It is noticeable that, like the decree of Pandaros, this inscription deals with the
town’s relations with outsiders, rather than with its own citizens. Again, also as
for Pandaros, a publication clause states explicitly that the decree is to be set up
in the Letoon; the curses found at the end of the inscriptions from Telmessos and
Limyra are absent here. In fact curses, such a typically Lycian feature, do not
appear in any decrees of Xanthos after N320. These two points, combined with
the emphasis on the Ptolemaic dynasty, perhaps imply that the use of epigraphy
of third century Xanthos was motivated primarily by the desire to present a
certain impression to the outside world. The setting up of decrees in the Letoon
rather than in the city might be a further indication of this tendency, since the
sanctuary appears to have been of importance to other Lycians as well as
Xanthians, and might have attracted a higher number of visitors, both from Lycia

and further afield, than the city itself.

One aspect of this epigraphic culture certainly appears to have been the use of
inscriptions in emphasising the town'’s loyalty to, and close connection with, the
Ptolemies. This may be to some extent explained by rivalry with the
neighbouring city of Telmessos. As the decree discussed above shows, Telmessos
was in close, if not entirely harmonious, contact with the Ptolemaic court during
the reign of Ptolemy II. As a harbour the gulf of Fethiye is superior by far to

Patara, and if, as I suggest below, access to timber was one of the reasons for

631 Bousquet (1986b) 32.
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Ptolemaic interest in Lycia, Telmessos would have had particularly good access
to the cedar forests of Mt. Kragos (Baba Dag), which lies to the south east of the
city.%32 Timber from Kragos (via Pinara) and elsewhere in the Xanthos valley
could also, however, have been shipped out of Patara, and the Xanthians might
have been able to use this to their advantage in challenging Telmessos’ role in
commerce, especially if, as implied by the honorific decree for Ptolemy son of
Lysimachos (see below), Telmessos suffered in the mid-third century from the

imposition of a punishing tax regime.

The Xanthians did not only use epigraphy as a tool in their relations with the
Ptolemaic kings, however. Another inscription from the end of the third century
records at length their response to a delegation from Kytenion who visited the
city to ask for help in rebuilding their city after an earthquake - drawing on
various mythical ties of kinship between the Dorians and the Xanthians.®33 As
John Ma has shown, this document fits into the wider context of interaction
between Hellenistic cities which relied on the recognition of ties of kinship and
other obligations between independent city-states.®3* The Xanthians provided
only 500 drachmas in response to the Kytenians’ request - which, as Ma points
out, would not have gone far towards the rebuilding.63> They also, however, went
to the effort and expense of engraving their decision, and the letters from the
Kytenians, as well as a letter and decree of the Aetolians in support of them, on a

stele, which was set up in the Letéon. Ma argues that this shows ‘the Xanthians’

632 Byfield, Atay and Ozhatay (2010) 174-176.

633 SEG 38:1476; Ed.pr. Bousquet (1988) 12-53, with text and French translation. Discussed,
along with other Lycian claims to mythical kinship with Greek cities, in Jones (1999) 61-62, 68-
70.

634 Ma (2003) 7-13.

635 Ma (2003) 7, with n. 1.
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determination... to keep the affair in the realm of the symbolic’; although this
does indeed seem to have been the case, the inscribing of the document suggests
that they attached more importance to the affair than might have been
expected.®3¢ No inscribed record of the arrival of the Kytenians is known from
any of the other cities they visited, and while this may be simply an accident of
survival, we might suspect that the Xanthians were particularly keen to inscribe
a document which ‘proved’ their status as members of the network of Greek
poleis, and their right to be considered part of the ‘Greek’ world of kinship and

mutual aid.

The three surviving inscriptions from third-century Xanthos that were not
decrees of the Xanthians as a community all appear to be linked to the presence
of the Ptolemaic garrison, which seems to have been well embedded in the town
by the middle of the century, if not before. Relations between the garrison and
the local community were warm enough for the community to honour Pandaros,
and a recently discovered inscription records a dedication by ‘the otpati®tat of
Agathokles’; another officer, the 1)yepwv Euphrainetos, set up an altar and temple
of Artemis.®3” The identity of Agathokles is unknown, but as the first editors of
the text demonstrate, otpati®tal almost invariably designates mercenaries.38
The dedication was made ‘to Kybernis’, a heroised version of the early ruler of
Xanthos whose coin-legends give our first attestation of writing in Lycia (see
Chapter 1.3). Euphrainetos’ dedication was, by contrast, to a Greek goddess, but

one with particular connection to Lycia — Artemis, the daughter of Leto. He sets

636 Ma (2003) 10.

637 Agathokles: Baker and Thériault (2013) 293. Euphrainetos: TAM II 263; Baker and Thériault
(2013) 297.

638 Robert (1983) 296.
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up an altar and a shrine with a statue vmép ‘on behalf of Ptolemy V Epiphanes
(hence the date of 205-197) and of ‘the polis of the Xanthians’. This combination
of loyalty to the king and a concern for the welfare of Xanthos perhaps resulted
from a particular link between Euphrainetos and the town: although he is
described as an Aetolian, he is also said to be kata 8¢ pnt|.., and Kalinka’s
restoration koata 8¢ unt[épa ZdvOiog] would certainly provide a specific
motivation for his dedication - although, in view of the dedication of the other
soldiers to Kybernis, it is not clear that any such motivation is really

necessary.t3?

The final surviving inscription from Xanthos set up by a private individual during
this period is a dedication approximately contemporary to that of Euphrainetos
(c. 200) by Monis for her husband Tandasis, who, like Euprainetos, is described
as a Nyepwyv, an ‘officer’, presumably, again, of the Ptolemaic garrison.t4? The
names and origins of the various members of the garrison are of interest here.
Pandaros is clearly a Greek (he has been sent by Ptolemy, and is described as son
of Nikiog, and a Hpaxdewtng ‘citizen of Herakleia’), and Agathokles’s name is
also Greek although, since he gives no ethnic or patronym, it is conceivably that
he was a Lycian with a Greek name. Euphrainetos, as dicussed above, was also a
Greek, although perhaps with links to Xanthos, but Monis and Tandasis, both of
whose parents have non-Greek names, are clearly Lycians. By the end of the
third century, it seems, the town was not merely honouring the Ptolemaic

garrison but also providing its officers.

639 Baker and Thériault (2013) 297.
640 SEG 38:1477.
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In its increased use of honorific decrees, Xanthos was displaying behaviour
typical of a Greek polis: the awarding of honorific decrees, especially to
‘outsiders’ or to citizens who had been involved in military action, was a feature
of the late classical and early Hellenistic period in many cities.®4! Similarly, the
sending of theoroi to the Ptolemaia was not unique: Bousquet mentions a similar
delegation from Samos on the same occasion, and there must have been many
similar parties of which records have not survived.®42 The individuals honoured
were in most cases not Xanthians, but those connected to the Ptolemies, and the
inscriptions - and the decrees they represent - can be seen as part of an effort to

ensure that relations with the town’s Ptolemaic overlords ran smoothly.t43

5.8 Third century epigraphy: Patara

Patara, the harbour at the mouth of the river Xanthos, has so far produced little
epigraphy from prior to the Hellenistic period: one Lycian tomb inscription has
apparently been found, but this has yet to be published.®4* Others may well have
been lost under the sand which has covered the entire site, and might appear in
the course of continuing excavations. In the Hellenistic and Roman periods,
however, it flourished - and this is reflected in the epigraphy. A large limestone

block carries a third-century inventory list, detailing dedications to a temple (the

641 This behaviour is displayed, for example, by the Greek cities of Caria in awards to Mausolus
during the Hekatomnid period - although, tellingly, Xanthos does not seem to have honoured the
Hekatomnids in this way: see Ma (2013) 3-7, with n. 18.

642 Bousquet (1986b) 30.

643 Another decree from this period (the eighth year of Ptolemy III, that is 239/8) has been
discovered in the Letdon; it has yet to be published, but opens with a dating formula naming the
priest of Alexander and the holy siblings at Alexandria, before giving the name of the priest mpo
moAews at Xanthos - Pokomos, son of Aineos, either a Greek or a Xanthian from a family
sufficiently Hellenised to have born Greek names for at least two generations (see Bousquet
(1988) 24 n. 10; Worrle (2010) 364 n. 16).

644 Melchert [in press] 9-10.
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identity of which is unknown).t45 The items dedicated (mainly metal utensils)
are of moderate value, mostly c. 30-40 drachmas but with one bowl worth 540
drachmas, and a skyphos worth 120; the sanctuary must have been of some

importance, at least within Lycia.646

One other point of interest in this inscription is the fact that one of the men is
described as Avkiog, while none of the others are given this ethnic or any other.
Schuler and Zimmermann suggest that the ethnic officially attaches to the object
rather than the dedicator, and ask: ‘War das Gefafd des Hephaistion mitsamt der
Aufschrift urspriinglich fiir eine andere Verwendung aufderalb Lykiens
bestimmt?’647 It seems unlikely that Hephaistion was the only ‘Lycian’ among the
dedicators (another bears the name Moschus, particularly common in Lycia) but
it is conceivable. Alternatively, were the other men Patarans or Xanthians, with
only Hephaistion coming from further afield, and therefore stating that he, as a

Lycian, also had a reason (or, perhaps, the right?) to dedicate here?

5.9 Third century epigraphy: Tlos

An increase in the importance of military roles and positions similar to that
noted at Xanthos is also seen at Tlos. As described above, the epigraphy of Tlos
was already somewhat different from that of neighbouring towns in the fourth
century, possibly due to the religious importance of the site. In the third century,
however - as at Xanthos - the production of epitaphs and other inscriptions by

individuals seems to have ceased. The only surviving piece of epigraphy which

645 Schuler and Zimmermann (2012) 568-573.
646 Schuler and Zimmermann (2012) 570.
647 Schuler and Zimmerman (2012) 572.
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definitely dates from the third century is an honorific decree for a certain
Neoptolemos.®48 This is in a very fragmentary state, but preserves the end of a
dating formula (giving the name of the eponymous priest), the end of the formula
[éxkAnolag] xuplag oVomg, the start of the enactment formula (€60[&e... ) and, in
addition to Neoptolemos’ name, the start of his patronym. This allows us to be
sure that he is the same man honoured in a verse epigram, originally on a statue
base, recorded by Stephanos of Byzantium.4® We can therefore be quite sure
that one of the honours awarded in the decree would have been the setting up of
a statue. The epigram makes the statue itself speak, explaining the Tloans set it
up to honour Neoptolemus, after he defended them from attack by Pisidians,
Gauls and Thracians some time between the 270s and 250s.950 Louis Robert
demonstrated the potential importance of Neoptolemos’ victory, suggesting that
he was the strategos of all the Ptolemaic troops in Lycia and was responsible for
the defence of the entire Xanthos valley; he points out that the position of Tlos,
about half-way up the main part of the valley, means that his defeat of the enemy
there would also have saved Arsada, Pinara, Sidyma, Xanthos, the Letéon, and
Patara.t5! If the whole valley had been threatened by the Galatians at this point,
this might also explain the increase in inscribed decrees at Xanthos from this
point onwards, starting with the honours for Pandaros who, perhaps, had been

the leader of the section of Neoptolemos’ troops based in Xanthos.

The epigram gives us another piece of interesting information about Hellenistic

Tlos: it was set up in the sanctuary of the ‘three brothers’, whom Wilhelm

648 SEG 54:1224; Ed. pr. Adak and Sahin (2004) 86-87.
649 Robert (1983) 251.
650 Robert (1983) 249.
651 Robert (1983) 251.
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identified as Tloos, Pinalos and Kragos, the eponymous founders of Tlos and
Pinara and their brother Kragos, who gave his name to the mountain.t52 We
know from papyrus finds in Egypt that the same Neoptolemos was the priest of
Alexander and the divine siblings in 252-251, showing that he was closely
connected to the Ptolemaic administration, yet the statue in his honour at Tlos is
erected not in the sanctuary of Kronos, a more widely known god, but in that of
the three indigenous heroes. As at Xanthos, the fact that a decree is inscribed in
honour of an outsider seems to imply that epigraphy was deployed primarily as
an element in the city’s interaction with the outside world - but its placement in

the sanctuary of such ‘local’ divinities also emphasises the local connection.

If the inscriptions so far recorded at Tlos give anything like a true picture of the
number of the inscriptions produced at certain times, Neoptolemos’ statue and
honorific decree would have been a significant honour when first erected; during
the second century, such honours seem to have become slightly more common,
but it was not until the Roman period that they began to appear in significant
numbers.®>3 As in Xanthos, no inscribed epitaphs from the third century have yet
been found; these begin to re-emerge in the second century, but remain unusual.
One of these begins with the name of the builder and ends with aOt@®t kal T[... -
the expected list of datives, listing the recipients of the tomb. The central section

of the inscription is lost, but the connection to the earlier, Lycian epitaphs is

652 Wilhelm, quoted in Robert (1983) 246-267; Ma (2013) 94 n. 199 points out that it is possible
that this sanctuary was a federal sanctuary not in fact located at Tlos, but (even if it were a
federal sanctuary) there seems little reason that it should not been at Tlos - it certainly seems
unlikely to have been at the Letdon, which was sacred to Leto, Apollo and Artemis, nor does any
other obvious location present itself.

653 Tituli Asiae Minoris gives TAM II 593 and 580 (=SEG 30:1530) as probable second century
honorific decrees.
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clear.65* The second is entirely different, stating only that it is ént AttaAp Mpwt
‘for the hero Attalos’, suggesting a move towards a more explicit cult of the dead

(as shown, too, by the mercenaries’ dedication to Kybernis at Xanthos).655

5.10 Third century epigraphy: Pinara

Elsewhere in Lycia, in contrast to the situation in Tlos and Xanthos, the
occasional production of inscribed rock tombs appears to have continued, with
Greek epitaphs used in much the same way that Lycian epitaphs had been used

during the fourth century, although in almost all cases less prolifically.

Only one surviving inscription at Pinara, for example, is thought to have been
produced in the third century: this is TAM II 520, inscribed on a rock-tomb cut
free of the rock on three sides; unusually, it is cut on the wall of the vestibule of
the tomb, rather over the door.65¢ The name of the builder is a Greek (?) one,
TeAeolag, but his father bore the Lycian name Tilume (in Greek, TiAdpag), also
found at Limyra (in TL 139). The additional information AteAtt®v yévoug ‘of the
family of... * may be an equivalent of the Lycian ‘so-and-so prinezijehi’, an
alternative to the use of oikeioi seen in some bilingual inscriptions (see Chapter
4). In spite of the unusual physical position of the epitaph, its content is clearly in
the Lycian tradition: although it opens with the names of the builder, rather than
beginning with the word for the tomb, it contains all the expected elements: the

name of the builder, the word for the tomb, a verb of building, a list of the people

65¢ TAM II 643.
655 TAM II 635.
656 Wurster and Worrle (1978) 95-96
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for whom it was built (described as avt®t kal Tit yuvaikl kal Tolg Tékvolg with,
typically, neither his wife nor children named). Perhaps significant, however, is
the fact that the tomb is described as 10 fp®tov, rather than a ta@og or pvijpa, as
is more usual in the fourth-century; this may reflect the same heroisation of the

dead seen in the cult of Kybernis and, during the second century, at Tlos.

The next section of the epitaph consists of an imprecation, forbidding anyone to
open the tomb or to give it over to anyone else; anyone who does so will be
apaptwAog with respect to all the gods and Leto and her children (here in the
genitive - as seen in N320 - rather than in the dative, or following €ig, as is more
common at Limyra) - using the same threat as in the Limyran epitaphs and the
curses on the Telmessan and Limyran decrees. The use of an imprecation here is
of some interest, since they are not found in the Lycian epitaphs of western
Lycia, with the exception of TL6 (the bilingual inscription at Kaya Koy; see
Chapter 4.9) and N336 (also at Pinara). This raises the suspicion that the word is
not linked to the content of the Lycian imprecations, and is instead a specifically
Greek usage, yet it too seems more common in eastern Lycia and, as discussed in
Chapter 4.4, is used in this sense used almost exclusively in Lycia. After this
comes another unexpected element, the stipulation of a fine for anyone who
ignores the prohibition. This appears to be a later addition, showing descendants
of the original builder retaining an interest in the tomb, and presumably
updating the inscription as imprecations began to be abandoned in favour of

fines.

5.11 Third century epigraphy: Limyra
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The situation at Limyra in the third century seems to present a stark contrast to
that at Xanthos and in the Xanthos valley. As discussed in the first part of this
chapter, the production of civic inscriptions appears to have begun here at a
much earlier date, with the honorific decrees for the two Kaunians; indeed, the
existence of the letter mentioning Perikle (SEG 41: 1380; see Chapter 4.11),
perhaps from the time of Mausolus or another Hekatomnid, implies that there
was no ‘break’ in the epigraphic habit like that apparently visible at Xanthos, but
rather that the orientation of the city towards the Greek world which had begun
under Perikle continued and increased under the Hekatomnids and then in the
Ptolemaic period. The appointment of oikonomoi - rather than simply of a
garrison - perhaps hints that Limyra was of particular economic importance to
the Ptolemaic empire and therefore was treated with particular care. It is
tempting here to think of the cedar of Mt. Olympos (Tahtali Dagi), and of
Thonemann'’s suggestion that Limyra and Phaselis were the chief points from
which it was exported.®>” The Ptolemies relied entirely on imported timber for
ship-building, and although this appears to have come primarily from Cyprus, it
could also have been brought from Lycia, especially since the voyage from
Limyra to the Nile delta, with the prevailing north-westerly wind in the summer,
takes only around three days.®>8 Indeed, if Lycia was under Ptolemaic control at a
time when Cyprus was not, this might have been vital. After this, however, no

further ‘official’ epigraphy is found until the ninth year of either Ptolemy II or

657 Thonemann (2009) 172; Byfield, Atay and Ozhatay (2010) 194-196.

658 Sources of timber for the Ptolemaic fleet: Meiggs (1982) 133-135. Voyage from Lycia to Egypt:
Casson (1951) 145 gives a time of 2% - 3% days for a voyage under sail from Myra to Alexandria.
In the summer both the main regional winds, the Meltemi and the Etesians, blow from the north-
west over most of the area between Lycia and Egypt, although nearer the Egyptian coast a
different wind (the Khamsin) blows north (Prontera (2013) 215; also shown by the ‘Main
regional winds’ chart, Admiralty Sailing Directions Mediterranean Pilot Vol. V, 9t edn (2005), p.
31).
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Ptolemy III (that is, 277/6 or 239/8 respectively), when a letter discussing
punishment of officials who neglect their duties was inscribed on the back of the
block of stone which already bore SEG 41: 1380.6%° This use of an already
inscribed block contrasts with the carefully-dressed stelai used by the Xanthians,
and perhaps suggests a more utilitarian environment, in which the letter was
recorded primarily for pragmatic reasons. It has been suggested that this might
have been part of an archive wall, but if this was the case, no more of it has

survived.660

If the ‘official’ epigraphy of third century Limyra was scarcer than that of
Xanthos, the opposite is true of its private epigraphy. Here, a high degree of
continuity between the fourth and third centuries can be seen. As mentioned in
Chapter 4, the Greek epitaphs of the fourth century show significantly more
variation than the Lycian inscriptions, with some so similar to Lycian equivalents
that they appear to be almost a literal ‘translation’ of an indigenous prototype,
others giving the same information but in a more idiomatic Greek (beginning, for
instance, with the name of the tomb builder rather than the word for the tomb)
and others consisting only of the builder’s name and patronymic in the genitive.
This same pattern is seen in the third century epitaphs, although fewer appear to
have been produced (six rather than fourteen).t¢! Of these, however, the same
number (four) use the ‘building formula’, with the object of the sentence placed

first, and only one gives the name in the genitive: although it is dangerous to

659 Ed. pr. Worrle (2010) 359-394.

660 Worrle (1991) 225.

661 Two epitaphs are described by Woérrle as potentially either fourth or third century (H II 22
and H II 26), meaning that the difference in the numbers produced could potentially be either
more or less significant by two inscriptions.
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draw conclusions from such a small body of evidence, it seems that the
stereotypical and distinctively ‘local’ character of the Greek epigraphy of Limyra
became increasingly pronounced in the third century. This impression is
reinforced by the addition of imprecations to three of the six inscriptions - again,
the same number as in the fourth century, when the total number of epitaphs
produced was almost twice as high. In all three, apaptwAdg is used; the gods
mentioned, however, become more generic - ‘all the gods’ (TAM II 30), ‘all the
Lycian gods’ (TAM II 21), and ‘all the gods of the Underworld’ (TAM II 15) - by
contrast with the gods mentioned in the fourth-century epitaphs (‘Zeus and all
the gods’ (TAM II 32) and ‘Leto’ (TAM II 1), and one occurrence with no mention
of a god (TAM II 7)). It is also possible that some of the Lycian inscriptions were
produced in the early third century. The epitaph of Purihimeti (TL99; see
Chapter 4.10) is one possible candidate; others are TL109, one of the few other
tombs to display the late /" form of <é>, and TL105. Both of these are simple
‘Limyra-typus’ tombs, and are situated very close to each other. TL109 specifies
a fine - the nature of which is unclear - to be paid (ttlidi) for violation of the
tomb. Such fines became common in later Greek epitaphs, where a specific sum
of money is specified, but are rare in Lycian texts: this inscription might show
the beginnings of the later practice.®¢2 TL105 is a far simpler text. It shows <u>
for <a> in xupu, an indication of a late date, as well as the three features which
may show the influence of the Greek epitaphs: the omission of the preposition
hrppi, combined here with the use of atli ehbi (discussed in Chapter 1.22), and

the omission of tideimi from the filiation formula.

662 Christiansen (2009) 48-49 records examples of fines in TL109, TL111 and TL112, and
(alongside imprecations) in TL94, TL102, TL134 and TL149. Of these, at least TL109, TL112 and
TL102 appears from their letter forms to be among the latest inscriptions; see Chart 5.
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The decrease in the number of inscriptions produced, and their apparently
increasing conventionality, is hard to explain when we have so few details of the
life of Limyra at this point. One possible explanation is that along with the
increasing use of Greek epitaphs came an increased use of stelai or sarcophagi to
carry inscriptions, in preference to placing inscriptions directly on the tomb;
these are more easily destroyed than rock-tombs (as shown by the number of
rock tombs on which cuttings for sarcophagi, which have now vanished, can be
seen®63) — with the result that a smaller proportion of such inscriptions would be
likely to survive.®®* Another possibility is that the third century epitaphs which
survive were produced only in the first part of the century - when Lycian
inscriptions were perhaps also being carved - and that later, as elsewhere, they

ceased to be used.

5.12 Epitaphs at smaller sites

The inscribing of tombs in apparently isolated sites which is so distinctive a
feature of fourth century Lycia seems to have continued at this period, although
recorded examples are rare. One, however, is found on the grave-house of
Tlepolemos (see fig. 40), on a hill-top across a small plain from the main

acropolis at Hoiran (but closer to it than the ornate tomb with TL74 mentioned

663 E.g. Kuban (2012) II 75 and 73 (with TL124, in this case on the door-post of the rock-tomb);
Seyer and Kogler (2007) 123-140 discuss such ‘double-graves’; they do not explicitly state that
this was a later development in the design of the tombs, but the fact that sarcophagi seem to have
been a later addition in a number of cases suggests that this was so.

664 See e.g. Isager (2011) 204, who emphasises the vulnerability of stelai, which are easily erased,
or removed for use in building or to be burnt for lime. Nonetheless, his observation that there are
‘only two inscriptions on stelai from Labraunda safely dated to the mid-fourth century, and none
before that’ demonstrates the particular scarcity of stelai from Lycia, none of which can be
securely dated known earlier than the Letoon trilingual - implying that few were produced, even
allowing for accidents of survival.
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in Chapter 3.8).%%5 The tomb itself is noticeably plain, and the epitaph on it is
equally simple:666

TAnmoAgpov tod TAnmoAépov

to0 TAnmoAépov Mupewg
Tlepolemos is a name which became particularly common in Lycia during the
Roman period but this, according to the LGPN database, is its earliest recorded
occurrence in the epigraphy of the area. Since Tlepolemos’ grandfather already
bore the name, it is interesting to consider how he came by it: was he from a
Lycian family particularly interested in the Homeric epics or was the family a
Greek one which at some point (before or after the time of Tlepolemos’
grandfather) moved to Lycia - in which case the name could have been intended
to evoke both the Lycian Tlepolemos, son of Damastor, and the Rhodian
leader.%7 Also of interest here is the fact that Tlepolemos calls himself a ‘citizen
of Myra’, suggesting that the site at Hoiran was part of the territory of Myra in
some way: the unanswerable question arises of whether Tlepolemos lived in

Hoiran itself, or spent some or all of his time at Myra.

665 The dates of the tomb and inscription are not uncontroversial. Hiilden (2006) 248-249, with
n. 210, argues that the grave was erected before the Hellenistic inscription was added; he also
points out that the early Hellenistic date given by the first editors of the inscription is not
uncontroversial, since although Zimmermann (1992) agrees with their early date, Schuler has
suggested to him that it is late-Hellenistic or early-Imperial.

666 Benndorf and Niemann (1889a) 31, no. 8.

667 Robert, quoted in Colvin (2004) 62 n. 38 agued that the name was used in Lycia in reference
not to the most famous Tlepolemos of the Iliad, the son of Herakles and founder of Rhodes (who
fought Sarpedon at Il. 5.665-669), but to Tlepolemos son of Damastor, who is killed by Patrokles
at Il. 16.416 just before Sarpedon’s rallying-cry to the Lycians, and who would therefore have
been considered a Lycian. Although this solves the problem of Lycians apparently naming their
son after a man defeated by one of the main Lycian heroes, the fame of Tlepolemos son of
Herakles perhaps also had a hand in encouraging the use of the name: it is noticeable that none of
the other names found in that section (Epaltes, Euippos etc.) seem to have been popular in Lycia.
Another possible reason for the popularity of Tlepolemos might be Colvin’s suggestion (Colvin
(2004) 66) that it was used as a Greek version of Trbbé&nimi, due to similarity in the sound of the
two words.
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Other isolated epitaphs from a similar time are seen at Trysa, slightly north-east
of Hoiran (a similarly short inscription, giving only the names - in the genitive -
of two brothers, and their patronymic) and at Istlada, on the coast just east of
Ucag1z.6%8 Neither of these sites has yet produced any inscriptions in Lycian, and
it seems that they were both comparatively unimportant during the fourth
century.®®® The inscription from Istlada, which is inscribed on a sarcophagus, is
another example of the longer form of epitaph seen at Pinara and Limyra: the
object of the sentence (tov Ta@ov) comes at the very beginning, followed by the
names of the three men (ITiyecappoag, KoSpwvag and AsuktufeAig) who set it up
(for, unusually their parents and children) and an imprecation against burying
anyone else there. This threatens that anyone who does so will - unsurprisingly
- be apaptwAdg to the gods of the underworld. The names of the three brothers
are attested only here, and are clearly Lycian in origin, as is the name of their
mother, Epoyii8afn; their father’s name, Eppayopag, is, as Schuler points out,
Greek in appearance, but is similar to the various Lycian names in Erma-, the
popularity of which appears to have encouraged the use, in Lycia, of ‘Greek’

names containing a ‘Hermes’ element.670

It is striking, perhaps, that so few surviving third century epitaphs (or
inscriptions of any sort) have been recorded from Myra itself. None have been
definitely dated to this period, but among the squeezes in the OAW, the lettering

of two (CIG 4303 Add. = Schweyer (2002) Myra 61 and CIG 4303 e3a = Schweyer

668 Trysa: Benndorf and Niemann (1889b) 227; Istlada: Schuler (2006) 400-401, who gives a date
of ‘Hellenistisch (3./2. Jh. v. Chr.)’; SEG 56:1731.

669 Trysa: as mentioned in Chapter 3.1 and 3.10, Kolb (2008) 93 states that Trysa flourished at
the start of the fourth century (perhaps as a residence of Trbbénimi) but then lapsed into relative

obscurity.
670 Schuler (2006) 410.
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(2002) Myra 63) appear to me to suggest an early date, in the third or perhaps
even fourth century. The letters of the former are very similar in size and form to
the script of TL152, from Limyra (dated by Worrle to the fourth or third
centuries) as well as that of Worrle H II 4 (dated to the fourth century) whereas
those of the latter resemble Worrle H II 5 (again approximately fourth century),
with smaller letters and occasional small serifs. CIG 4303 e3a is a comparatively
short epitaph following the Lycian pattern of ‘building formula’, recipients and
imprecation, but CIG 4303 Add. is longer, and institutes sacrifices to the dead,
which might imply a slightly later date. Both, however, clearly show the influence

of the earlier, Lycian inscriptions.

It is hard to know how much significance to attach to the apparent lack of
epigraphy from third-century Myra, since building in the Byzantine and modern
periods - as well as the silting of the plain - might well have destroyed a higher
proportion of what was produced than at smaller and more isolated sites.
However, it is also possible that there was more impetus for the creation of
impressive funerary monuments and the use of inscribed epitaphs in
comparatively isolated areas where, perhaps, the records and influence of the
authorities responsible for tomb-ownership held less power. The absence of any
official epigraphy suggests, at least, that Myra was at this point significantly less

important than Limyra, the seat of Ptolemaic administrators in eastern Lycia.

A similar situation appears to be visible slightly further west, in the area around
Kyaneai. From Kyaneai itself comes an altar dedicated to Zeus - showing, as at

Limyra and Xanthos, the use of epigraphy in religion in a manner seen
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throughout the Hellenistic world.®’! In contrast to the use of both Lycian and
Greek during the fourth century, no third-century inscriptions are known at the
site; the lack of private epigraphy is unsurprising, but apparent absence of
official inscriptions seems to complement the archaeological evidence, which
suggests that, although the town became especially prosperous in the second
century, it had stagnated somewhat in the third, in contrast with the larger
coastal towns.®’2 On nearby Biliylik Avsar, however, are two tombs with short
epitaphs - one (SEG 48:1704) giving the word for the tomb in the nominative
followed by the name of the builder in the genitive, the other (SEG 48:1705) only
the name and patronymic of the builder, again in the genitive. Again, the
correlation between the apparent importance of a town and the production of
epigraphy there - especially the production of epigraphy by private individuals -

is not obvious.

At Antiphellos, the Hellenistic grave known as the ‘Doric tomb’ is seen, which
appears to have been built in the late-fourth or early-third century.6’3 This is a
free-standing house-tomb cut directly out of the rock - as such, it must have been
extremely expensive to create. It bore an inscription in Greek, unfortunately now
illegible.6” At Isinda, a free-standing tomb-house of a similar kind (fig. 39) is
seen, again cut directly out of the rock. Although closer in scale to the tomb at
Hoiran, it is somewhat more ornate, with architectural moulding around the
door. This, however, bears a Lycian inscription (TL63; fig. 38), carved in large,

but comparatively shallow, letters across the top of the facade (not on the lintel

671 SEG 40:1271

672 Zimmermann (1992) 70.

673 Marksteiner (2010) 108-110 gives a fourth-century date.
674 Diether Schiirr, personal communication.
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of the door, as might have been expected). It is now poorly preserved, but the
lettering is noticeably ‘square’: here, there is little attempt on the part of the
letter-cutter to emphasise the distinctiveness of the Lycian alphabet (with the
possible exception of the use of ‘Lycian’P) while the perfectly parallel vertical
lines of <m>, for example, might even imply that he was more familiar with the
Greek script. In addition, the late letter forms \V <x> and V <a> are used. The
wording of the epitaph also supports the possibility that this is an example of a
Hellenistic text in Lycian: it starts with the name of the builder rather than with
the object and omits the relative pronoun -ti which is usual in such cases (see
Chapter 2.3), and, like TL105, omits tideimi from the filiation formula, and hrppi
from before the list of those to whom the tomb is given.67> All these omissions
would be entirely expected in a Greek sentence, and therefore seem very likely to
reflect the effect of Greek norms on the language of epigraphy; this might also be
seen in the addition of atli ‘for himself’ to the list of those for whom the tomb was
built. The omission of any imprecation perhaps also suggests that the
complexities of Lycian were less well understood by this point - although, as we
have seen, the use of such elements was never obligatory in either Lycian or
Greek. At Antiphellos, meanwhile, a second tomb bore a simple Greek epitaph:676

Tkéolog émoinoe aLT®L

kal ‘Eppoyével kat €yyovolg.

Not until later in the Hellenistic period, however, is there any sign of epitaphs of
the longer, distinctively ‘Lycian’ type here or in the surrounding area.t”” Whether

this is simply an accident of survival or whether, having fallen out of fashion here

675 The most recent text of this inscription is Schiirr (2001) 146-147.
676 Diamantaras (1892) 305; .
677 Diamantaras (1892) 305.
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in the third century, they reappeared in the second is impossible to know, but if
there was hiatus in the production of longer inscriptions, it is easy to imagine
their resurgence being encouraged by the continuing existence of the Greek
version of the bilingual epitaph TL56 (see Chapter 4.9), which is on a tomb just

below the ‘Doric’ tomb.

5.13 Third century epigraphy: Telmessos

Finally, returning to the very west of Lycia, Telmessos appears to show an
overall pattern of increasing official epigraphy and decreasing production of
inscriptions by individuals, somewhat similar to that seen at Xanthos. Closer
inspection, however, suggests that the historical circumstances behind this were

somewhat different.

As discussed above, Telmessos seems to have come under Ptolemaic control
some time before 282, when Ptolemy’s letter guaranteeing that the town would
not be given away as a dorea was written. At some point after this, however, the
town was given away, to Ptolemy son of Lysimachos. Three honorific decrees of
the town are known from around the time that he ruled the city (in the middle of
the third century): one for Leimon, son of Antipatros, one for Ptolemy son of

Lysimachos himself, and one for Aristeas son of Kleandros.®78

The decree for Leimon was passed some time in the twentieth year of Ptolemy

(265/4 - 257/6), perhaps before Ptolemy son of Lysimachus took control of the

678 Leimon: Clara Rhodos 9:183. Ptolemy son of Lysimachos: TAM II 1; OGIS 55. Aristeas: Syll3
568; Clara Rhodos 9: 183 (no. 3); Inscr. di Cos ED 56
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town - although, since he seems to be described as [@{Aog] [TtoAepaiov ToD
AJvowayov, Ptolemy was clearly an important figure in the town by this point.
The decree for Leimon states that it was passed by the polis and peroikoi of
Telmessos, but a later inscription (of c. 200), found on Kos, may cause us to
question whether it was in fact passed on the polis’ own initiative. This is a
decree for Aristeas, a Macedonian: it too is framed as a decree of Telmessos, but
also states that it was passed in response to a letter of Lysimachos (probably the
son and successor of Ptolemy) and seems to show that the town was controlled
by a non-resident ruler.6”° Were the honours awarded to Leimon - who is, after
all, said to be a @iAog of Ptolemy - also, in reality, passed as the result of a hint or

order from above?

In 240, the Telmessians passed a decree in honour of Ptolemy himself, recording
that he returned levels of taxation to a fair level: the context of this action
remains unclear, but it seems likely that taxes had been raised by an official
appointed by Ptolemy rather than by Ptolemy himself, and that the situation had
been exacerbated by the effects of the Third Syrian war.680 In return, the town
honours its ruler by setting up an altar to Zeus in his honour, and sacrificing
there each year (unless, they state, hindered by war). Domingo Gygax
emphasises that these are honours typically awarded to a king, rather than
simply a benefactor - a further indication of the effect which the town’s lack of

independence had on its civic and epigraphic culture during this period.

679 Domingo Gygax (2001) 151.

680 Domingo Gygax (2001) 143-167, discussing the context of the decree, the identity and
position of Ptolemy son of Lysimachos, and the custom of giving whole towns to certain
individuals as their private property.
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As in the other main towns of Lycia, surviving private epigraphy from third
century Telmessos is rare. Here in particular, we may suspect that even more has
been lost than at more isolated sites - the area has been extensively built over,
both in ancient times and more recently, with the entire town remodelled
following an earthquake in 1957. At least three epitaphs (TAM 30, 40 and 41a;
see) appear to have been inscribed during the late fourth century (or perhaps at
the very start of the third) but only one can be dated later in the third century:
this is TAM II 42 which, most unusually, gives a date: €toug § unvog Awov «, and
then states that the polis has given the grave to ®{Amgc. The use of the date here
suggests that the inscription would have had some legal force, while the fact that
the polis gives away the tomb implies that it had taken over the role of the miriti

(who were mentioned, still, in TAM II 40).

Telmessos’ potential prosperity seems to be shown by the produce (fruit and
numerous types of cereal) recorded in the decree for Ptolemy son of Lysimachos
as having been heavily taxed; as mentioned above, the proximity of the cedar
forests of Mt. Kragos might also have enabled the town to export timber to Egypt.
Perhaps it was this abundance of resources which led to the town being given to
Ptolemy as his private demesne. The relationship between the town and its ruler
seems, though, to have been complex, perhaps at times acrimonious - and

epigraphy seems to have had a role to play in making it less so.

5.14 The Epigraphic Culture of third century Lycia
Whether or not the Lycian towns already, as Domingo-Gygax argues, had the

standard institutions of a polis in the second half of the fourth century, it seems
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clear that (making all due allowances for the quantity of inscriptions which must
have been lost) this was not widely reflected in their epigraphy until the third
century.®8! At this point, the larger towns - Xanthos, Limyra, Telmessos - seem
to have first realised the power of the performative aspect of epigraphy. By
inscribing letters from kings, and honours for their officials, in public places, they
could demonstrate their independence and their ability to play a role in the
wider life and culture of the Aegean on a par with the cities of Ionia and the
Aegean, interacting with the Ptolemaic kings in a similar fashion.®82 In this sense,
the use of Greek to demonstrate their ability to fit into the diplomatic
interactions of the Aegean is perhaps an extension - if not a direct continuation -
of the use of Greek on the Xanthos stele, a hundred years earlier, to position the
family of Xeriga amongst the Greek-speaking Aegean political élite. The letter
from the Kytenians seems to show that the Xanthians, at least, succeeded in this,
while the decree of Telmessos for Aristeas, erected on Kos, shows that this town,
too (whether or not it was acting on the orders of an absentee ruler) was
involved in the sending of documents - in particular, honorific decrees - between

cities, which was so typical of the Hellenistic period.83

681 E.g. Domingo-Gygax (2001) 100-109.

682 For the distinction made between Greeks and non-Greeks in Egypt, see Vlassopoulos (2013)
285.

683 Ma (2013) 17-18.
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Conclusion

The study of the epigraphy of Lycia involved myriad problems of chronology and
interpretation: our lack of information about so many aspects of the history of
the peninsula means that any conclusions which may be drawn are necessarily

speculative.

The study of inscriptions on stone, especially personal inscriptions such as
epitaphs, gives us direct evidence about only a small section of society: those
sufficiently well-off to be able to erect monuments and then add inscriptions.
Nevertheless, the composition of the group within a society which has the means
to do this can alter, and such an alteration seems to have taken place in Lycia
during the fourth and third centuries. At the start of the fourth century, the
overarching impression given by the surviving evidence is that inscriptions
(even those which appear comparatively modest) were used only by a few local
‘big men’ and, most impressively, by their Xanthian overlords. By the end of the
fourth century, however - most noticeably at Limyra - a far greater number of
people (although still a tiny proportion of the entire population) were evidently
in a position to make monumental tombs, and to have inscriptions carved upon
them - and the comparative modesty of both tombs and epitaphs suggests that
they were no longer being set up solely by the outstandingly wealthy, but by a
wider section of the comfortably off. Meanwhile, the decline in the political
power of the ruling élite after Lycia became part of the satrapy of Caria seems to

be confirmed by the absence of impressive public monuments of the type set up
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by the Xanthian rulers at the start of the century. The Letdon trilingual may not
show the ‘democratisation’ of Lycia, but it is clear that the rulers of the cities no

longer wielded the power they once had.

During the Hellenistic period, the segment of society which is visible in
inscriptions continues to increase. In particular, the inscriptions relating to the
garrison at Xanthos, such as SEG 33:1183, in honour of the commander at
Xanthos, gives a picture of a town which is doing its best to accommodate a new
source of authority - and using the production of epigraphy to do this. At the
same time, the role of rulers in the production of epigraphy again becomes key,
although this time indirectly, through the productions of inscriptions in honour

of various kings and officials.

Nevertheless, in spite of the changes in Lycian society which can be discerned in
the inscriptions, the overarching narrative seen in the epigraphic record remains
one of remarkable continuity and local idiosyncracy, even as its alphabet and

language altered.

In Chapter 1, therefore, I hope to have shown that the Lycian alphabet was not
simply adapted haphazardly from the Rhodian alphabet, but was instead created
through a combination of borrowing from various Greek alphabets and the
devising of new graphemes. The instability of these new graphemes, and the
variant forms to which it led, enables us to trace palaeographic developments
through the comparatively short period during which Lycian inscriptions were

produced. This has enabled me to produce charts allocating the inscriptions of
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various sites to ‘early’ or ‘late’ periods, and then to consider how the nature of

Lycian epigraphy changed during the epichoric period.

The importance of Lycia’s unique culture for the development of its epigraphy
can be seen in Chapter 2, which explains how the emphasis on the ability to build
a tomb displayed in the Lycian ‘building formula’ shows the interaction between
the existing funerary culture of Lycia and the new technology that was the
alphabet. At the same time, the recording of who might or might not be buried in
a tomb, and of payments for future opening of the tomb (as discussed in Chapter
3) shows not only the importance of the tomb builder’s ability to construct a
tomb for his family, but also of the assurance of undisturbed rest of the dead; this
fits with the implications of Seyer’s work on the development of tomb chambers.
This symbiosis between funerary culture and epigraphy continued to be crucial

throughout the Hellenistic and Roman periods.

In Chapter 3 I have argued (following Borchhardt) that the ‘ruler formula’ was
primarily intended to demonstrate allegiance to a ruler, rather than to show the
date of construction of the tomb. The epitaphs which use it seem to indicate a
particularly close link between the tomb builder and the most powerful men of
the time, particularly during the internal power-struggles in the second quarter

of the fouth century.

As seen in Chapter 4, Hekatomnid rule in Lycia led to a shift in the use of
epigraphy, which began to be used for official purposes, both by those seeking to

impose control on the area - Pixadaros and Alexander - and by the cities of
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Lycia, initially Xanthos. The Hellenised rulers of Caria were perhaps also
indirectly responsible for the increased use of epigraphy at the Letéon, with
statue bases either inscribed in Lycian or in both Lycian and Greek. Nevertheless,

Lycian epigraphy retained a distinctive local flavour.

Chapter 5 illustrates how this increase in official epigraphy expanded rapidly
during the Ptolemaic period. Nevertheless, the inscriptions produced, especially
at Telmessos and Limyra, retained various local idiosyncracies; Xanthos was
perhaps more concerned with the use of epigraphy to interact with the
Ptolemaic court and other poleis. From the Ptolemaic dating formula seen in
TL35 it is clear that the Lycian language - despite the common claim that the it
ceased to be used in epigraphy after arrival of Alexander - continued to be
inscribed, well into the Ptolemaic period. Lycian epitaphs which may date from

this period include TL105 (from Limyra) and TL63 (from Isinda).

In addition, the Greek epitaphs which became increasingly common at the end of
the fourth century, show a high level of continuity with their Lycian precedents:
many display a ‘building formula’ almost identical to that seen in Lycian, while
the use of apaptwAog in the imprecations with which they end is a feature
unique to Lycia, which must derive in some way from the imprecations on the
Lycian inscriptions. A fruitful source of further study would be the continued
influence of Lycian precedents into the Greek epitaphs of the late Hellenistic and
Roman periods, since this ‘Lycian’ pattern of epitaph proliferated in the second

century and later. A project in Vienna is currently considering the sanction
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formulae from this angle, but further work on continuity in the ‘building formula’

would potentially be an interesting extension of this thesis.
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CHART 1: THE LYCIAN ALPHABET

Letter

Transcription

<a>

<a>

<b>

<d>

<e>

<é>

<g>

<h>

<X>

<>

<j>

<k>

<[>

<m>

<n>

<>

<p>

<q>

<pr>

<g>

<t>

<@>

<r>

<u>

<w>

<z>

¢ (not usually transcribed)

<K>







CHART 2: LETTER-FORMS OF DATABLE LYCIAN INSCRIPTIONS

Inscription | Ruler <a> <é> <> <p> <n> <a> <s>
TL 77 Harpagos \y | l, possiblyl-. N '_ ‘
N310 Harpagos i | 1 N '_

. - "\\"r
TL 43 Xeriga \/ i | | '_
TL 44 Xeriga/Xer#&i \\i/ l} occasionally | ly (" N [—- \I
N324 & i \Y/ n 'l, occasionally ™[ <
305 | Eobbina V¥ |y | NP S
N311 Erbbina - l B [ | [_ S
clear)
TL 135 Trbbénimi \Wﬁ&t not legible - | I [ : r;\’l
TL 128 Trbbénimi 1, \l/ | 1 I- | [ .%
TL 11 Artturiipara V \l/ | 1 ’r"\‘,’ '_ '\| :
' I _
' v b e -
TL 104 | Perikle 6V (not ' ol I")I oMy N aﬁib)F 0 b
clear) c)I c)f_h
. / - N/
TL 103 | Perikle ) \\/ [ N B _
TL 132 Perikle WV (ot cleary [\ ”r‘\‘,’ P_
T
TL 133 | Perikle I |_ ; [ . possibly H IN, F~
( ,
TL 67 Perikle \\;v i \', — 1 I | P F P. oot
- clear)
TL 83 Perikle Vi NN’ M N ,
perhaps A4
N314 Perikle Q// \w/ | 1 N [_
o) "V and ) o Vo Va ol pl .
TL 40 Autophradates J VAR = N [ l
A4 SR V ol ol :
/ .
TL 61 Autophradates \\“I / M N | .
TL 64 Mizrapata | l, i l 7 P
N315 Mizrapata (not clear) : ? s L, X/ e | l
W(upto ) | ] .
N320 Pixodarus 21, | 1 occasionally '_
(from line ”' \/ v
24)
TL 45 Pixodarus \\t" | 1 N ,
(post- Y e N
TL99 Hekatomnid) W Y, I(lme(zl‘)“ I)J | '—‘ ).
7
(post- WV oon Y ™ A :
TL 29 Alexander) Y, o v 1 '— J
TL 35 Ptolemy (11?) -\\;" ‘l'686 "-\::,v" [ _, 1 l

684 The form of <&> used in TL 135 is very unclear; here the grey lines represent lines which appear on the squeeze to have existed on the
inscription but to have been either eroded or, perhaps, deleted. It seems possible that the letter was originally an odd version of the earliest form,
‘corrected’ to Y at some later date.
5831t is possible that this was intended to be <a> rather than <&> (it appears in éné, which in some cases is written as dnd).
88 The sketch of this inscription given by Kalinka also shows a form similar to W, but this does not appear on Heberdey’s sketch.







INSCRIPTIONS OF LYCIA: PALAEOGRAPHICAL CHARTS

Where O <u> is noticeably smaller than the rest of the inscription, this is noted; otherwise it is

full size.

Form of <b> is B (or B) unless otherwise stated.
Where I have given heights for letters, these are measured off squeezes from the OAI or OAW.

Chart 3: Xanthos

Inscription

Important letter forms

Other indications of date

Approx. first half of fourth century or earlier

TL43 (epitaph of Merehi).

V<@> = <x> =1 <p> =["<n>
=N <a> =P Lettering large, c.
35-50 mm.

Fifth century (reign of Xeriga).

TL44 (Inscribed pillar).

<i> = ¥ <é&> =°\</<X> =V
occasionally V <p> =" ("
<n>= N <a> = P‘

<s> =5 S, Lettering large, c. 35-
40 mm (letters at top of stele
slightly larger).

c. 400

N324 & N325 (Letdon; statue
base of Erbbina).

<i>=VY <é>= ‘\T‘//, once ¥
<x> = V occasionally \V <p> =
PM<n> =N<a> = Pes> =5,

c.390

N311 (Letdon; statue base of
Erbbina).

<é>°\</<x> =\J/<p> =PF<n>

= Ne<as = Pes> =5,

c.390

N327 (inscription on a statue
base).

<é> = Q\O<X> = \J/,\V <n> =N
<a> =P (too few letter forms
to allow very convincing
suggestion of date).

Letters deeply but not very
neatly cut. Overall appearance
similar to those of N311.

TL50 (inscription on ‘Theatre’

pillar).

X

<a> =\\y<é> =" <a> =F<s>

Neatly cut inscription on a
pillar tomb.

TL37 (epitaph of Mede).

<a>=V V<o = ‘e <> = \/

<p>=["<n>=N<a> =P <s> =

On a rock tomb, to left of door.
Burial chamber has three
klinai at ground level.




TL36 (epitaph of Ahqqadi).

<d> =V <é> =\>\</<p> =F,P
<n> = N o<a> =P <s> =5,
Lettering large, c. 40-60 mm.
(Later text:) <a> =3 <n> =N
5, lettering slightly
smaller than first part, c. 30-
40 mm.

<§> =

On a sarcophagus. Second part
of inscription added later
(perhaps not much later - but
could be second half of fourth
century).

TL46 (fragment of epitaph).

<a> =P No other significant
letters - letter forms cannot
help establish date here.

On sarcophagus with carving
in very archaic style.
(Although Zahle (1979) 320
dates reliefs to c. 390)

TL42 (epitaph of Tuwada).

<§>=\\</<é> =\>\</<X>=\J/
<p> = P,|\<n> =N <a> =P‘

<s> =),

On a rock tomb.

TL40 (epitaph of Pajawa).

<a> =Q§d/<é> =YYY<X> =
V <p>=I""<n>=N<a>=PF

<§>= g

Reliefs on sarcophagus dated
. 370-360 (see above).

TL48a (epitaph of Padrama).

<d> =Y <@> =Q\</<X> =V <p>
=M<n> =N <a> =P s> =9,

Lettering small (c. 15-25 mm).

On a rock tomb, to right of
door.

TL49 (inside same tomb, | <3> = V<> = Q\O<p> =["<n> | Possible e.g. of ‘chancery
above couch reserved for | - N g5 =P cgs =5 Lettering | Script’?

Padriima (= Padrama)). very small (c. 12-20 mm)

TL48b (later addition to | <d>=/<@&> = <x> =V <p> = | Records sale of Padrima’s
epitaph of Padrama). " <n> = N<a> =P <s> =5, | tomb to Qarfinaya; seller is

Lettering slightly larger than
TL48a (c. 20-30 mm).

Padrdma’s son. (May be
second half of century)

Approx. second half of fourth century or later

TL41 (fragment of epitaph of

son of Turlle).

<é>= T <x>=V<p>=I"

<n>=N<a>=P<s> =

Part of a built tomb. Now in
British Museum.

N344 (unpublished epitaph).

<@é> =\>\</<X> =\V,\V(7) <p> =
M<n>=N<a> =P <s> =

xupu for xupd [Squeeze in OAI]

TL38 (epitaph of ljetruxle).

<é> =\v(<x> =\Y<p> =P<n>
=/*<a>=P<s>=§

On a rock tomb, to left of door.
priinawu for priinawd.




N326 (Letdon; statue base set

up by Nixede).

<xX> =\y<p> =I\<n> =H<a> =
B (too few letter forms to
allow very convincing
suggestion of date).

TL51 (statue base set up by

Qarfnaya).

<x> =Y/<n> =N<a> =P<S> =

§ (too few letter forms to allow
very convincing suggestion of
date).

This Qarfinaya is not the same

man as the purchaser of
Padrdma’s tomb (different
patronym).

TL47 (epitaph of Hura).

<é>=0\</<x>=Y/<p>=|\
<n>=/\/<a>=F<s>=§

On a rock tomb (apparently
unfinished). Inscription is
over door. xupu for xupd.

N312 (Letdon; Greek-Lycian
bilingual statue base set up by

Demokleides of Limyra).

<x> =V <a> =P <s> = I Both
Lycian and Greek letters have
clear serifs; Lycian <u> and
Greek <o> both half-size.

Greek precedes Lycian; name
Demokleides/ Ntemuxlida is
originally Greek. Hastae Greek
¥ diverge only slightly - may
suggest a late fourth century
date.

N318a and b (Letdon; statue

<é>=\\y<x>=\Y<p>=F
<n>=N<a>=P<s>=J,

First four lines in different
hand to last three; final lines

base set up by Arssama). <u> half size. (Second part) | more widely spaced but
<a>=P<n>= otherwise not noticeably
different.
<g> =W, <> = Of/<x> =\ | 337

N320 (Letoon; decree of the

Xanthians from reign of

Pixodarus).

<p>= [N<n> =NN <a> =P
<S> =5

TL45 (decree of Pixodarus).

<a> =\\>/<é> =Qf/<x> =\Y,Y/,
\V<p> =["<n> =V<a> =><s>

Between 340 and 336

TL39 (epitaph of Mémruwi).

<§>=\\>/<é>=\>\</<x>=\y
<p>=l\<n>=/\1<a>=P

¢
<s> = J<b> =b Lettering very
neat and comparatively small.

On a rock tomb, to right of
door. Tomb-chamber with six
niches; facade of tomb
imitates Greek temple.687

687 Seyer (2009) 73-74, with Abb. 20.




Chart 4: Myra, Sura and Dereagzi

Letter forms as shown by sketches in Kalinka (1901) unless otherwise stated. Grave numbers as
assigned in Borchhardt and in publications connected to the Lycian Inscribed Monuments project

at the OAL

Inscription

Important letter forms

Other indications of date

‘Pre-Perikle/time of Perikle’ (approx. first half of fourth century)

TL89 (grave
Hriximma).688

89; epitaph of

<a> =¥ <é> = <x> =V <p>

=M<n>=N<a>=P<s>=5,

Large rock cut tomb (two
storeys, two ‘doors’), above
grace 92. Bench at ground
level round all four sides of
burial chamber 689; possible
link to Perikle.

TL90 (grave
Hrixmma).690

92; epitaph of

<i> =V V<> =\>\</<X> =\[/
<p> =F<n> =N<a> =P<s> =

S.

Large rock tomb  with
vestibule; front of vestibule
now broken; inscription is on
cross-beam of front of burial
chamber, which has a four-
sided bench at ground level®9t;
possible link to Perikle.

N309a-d (grave 76; epitaph on
grave of Ddepfinewe).

<§>=N/W<é>=0\</<x>=$
<p> ="["<n> =N <a> =P <>

On a two-storey rock-tomb
with a vestibule. Inscription is
in four sections, on front of
burial chamber fagade, wall of
vestibule, and facade, all on
right hand side of tomb; one
section is the name of the
builder in the genitive. 692
Bench at ground level round
all four sides of burial
chamber.693

TL85 (grave 44; epitaph of
Esedeplémi).

<> =Y <&> = (7)Y <x> =1
<p> =" <n> =[V<a> =P <s> =

S.

Bench at ground level round
all four sides of burial
chamber.694

688 Borchhardt, Eichner, Kogler, Pesditschek, and Seyer (2004) 16-41. Gives sketch of modern squeeze of inscription.

689 Seyer (2009) 56.

690 Borchhardt, Eichner, Kogler, Pesditschek, and Seyer (2004) 41-

691 Seyer (2009) 56.

692 Eichner (1993) 229-240 discusses the inscriptions and the order in which they should be read, and argues that the
single name, in the genitive, was inscribed first (revising the numbering of the inscriptions from 309a-309d; his new
order is followed by Melchert in his Corpus.)

693 Seyer (2009) 56.
694 Seyer (2009) 56.




TL86 (grave 17; epitaph of
Erimfinuha).

NG

<a> =W <@> =V <p> = <n>

=N<a>=P<s>=S.

Bench at ground level round
all four sides of Dburial
chamber.695

TL94 (grave 10; epitaph of
Hurttuweti).

<a> =V <é> = T<x> = V<p>
=" <n>="<a> =P <s> =5,

On a large double-tomb
(graves 10 and 11); the
inscription is on the lintel of
the left hand tomb (which
consists of three
comparatively narrow
sections). Above is a another,
smaller tomb (grave 9), with a
relief scene over it. The burial
chamber of the grave 10 has a
bench running along all four
sides at ground level. The
relief scene has been variously
dated between 385 and 320,
but most suggestions put it in
the first part of the century;
Seyer concludes that the
group of tombs was built
some time in the period 380-
350. 6% The letter-forms
perhaps suggest a time
towards the end of this period.

TL84  (Sura;
Mizretije).

epitaph  of

<a> =V <é> = <x> =l <p> =
M<n> =M<a> =P P <ss =5,
<u> <m> and <I|> usually
slightly smaller than other
letters. Letters well spaced,
neatly and deeply cut.

On a large tomb (two storeys,
three ‘doors’); inscription is
written across the lintel
Burial chamber has bench at
ground level on all four
sides.697

‘Post-Perikle’ (approx. second half of fourth century, and start of third)

TL80 (epitaph of Xakbija, from
Dereagzi).

<a>=3,V<t>=%<x>=\
<p>=P<n>=W<a>=P<s>=§

Sketches in Kalinka (1901)
and Neumann (1993).

TL92 (epitaph (name of
builder lost, starts ...Jurttija)).

<i> =V <é> =Q\</<X> =\Y<p>
=<n> = N <a> = P; <u>
slightly smaller.

On the lintel of a rock-tomb
(two  storeys, with two
‘doors’).

TL93 (epitaph of Upazi).

<d> =Y <é> = not clear (may
be Y) <x> =V <p> =l <n> =N
<a>="P <b>=bh.

On the lintel of a rock-tomb
(two storeys, with three
‘doors’).

695 Seyer (2009) 56.

69 Seyer (2008) 335-362 gives a detailed description of the monument as well as discussion of its possible date.

697 Seyer (2009) 56.




N304 (Sura; remains of an
inscription on a large (?)statue
base or sarcophagus).

<> =VW<a> =M <s> =9,
lettering c. 15 -20 mm high;
<u> half size. Letters deeply
and neatly cut, well spaced;
serifs appear to be visible on
the ends of certain letter-
strokes.

Only the central section of the
inscription is still legible, but
it seems likely that it was very
long and extended right across
the statue base.

N308 (grave 50; epitaph of
Huzeimi).

<é> = Y<X> =V <p> = I\ <n>
=d<a> =P <s> =§<b> =\>;
<u> and <d> slightly smaller
than other letters.

On a rock-tomb. Burial
chamber has bench at ground
level around all four sides.698
xupu for xupd. Date of tomb is
doubtful.

TL87 (epitaph of Apfindtama).

<a> =V <é> =Y<X> =V
V<p> =P

<n> =N <a> =P <s> =S; <u>
is half size.

Carved on the left hand wall of
the vestibule of a rock tomb .

TL88 (epitaph of Ddaqgasa).

<§>=\\>/<é>=Y<p> =N

<n> =N<a> = <s> = §; <u>
and <I> slightly smaller than
other letters.

On the lintel of a large rock-
tomb (two storeys, with two
‘doors’).

TL91 (epitaph of Xlppasi).

<a> =V <é> =V <> =\V<p>
=P<n> =N<a> = <s> =S;

<u> half size.

On part of an lonic fagade.

Undatable

TL95 (epitaph (name of | <é>= i <p>=[<n>=/V<a>= | Too few surviving letters to
builder lost)). P <s> = S <u> slightly smaller | enable any suggestion.

TL96 (epitaph (name of | .35 =P <g> =§; <u> half size. Too few surviving letters to
builder lost)). enable any suggestion.

TL97 (epitaph (name of | <p> =["<n> =N<a> =P, <u> | Too few surviving letters to
builder lost)). half size. enable any suggestion.

698 Seyer (2009) 56.




Chart 5: Limyra

Size of lettering as measured on

squeezes in the OAl and OAW.

Information about appearance and position of tombs at Limyra is from catalogue (with pictures
and maps) at Kuban (2012) 129-398 unless otherwise stated; tomb numbers given are as in
Kuban. For Greek inscriptions, their number in Worrle (2012a) is given.

Inscription

Important letter forms

Other indications of date/
general comments

‘Pre-Perikle’ (early fourth century)

TL128 (N IV 7; epitaph of
Krustti).

<a> = \Y<é> = Oﬁ/<x> = \l/<p>
[ <n> =N<a> =P<s> =S. ¢
sign is found. Lettering c. 17-
30 mm high, irregular in size
and shape, but well spaced
and in neat lines; <u> once
half-size, once only slightly
smaller.

On a rock tomb with Greek

columns. Mention of
Trbbénimi, but dating is
problematic.

TL135 (N II 19; epitaph of
{X}uwata).

<a> = \W<é> = Q\O

=P P s> =5, Lettering c. 20-
25 mm; <u> half size.

<n> = N <a>

On a single-door rock tomb.
Mention of Trbbé&nimi.

TL106 (N V 45; epitaph of
Sbidaza).

<a> = \Y <é> = OIO <> = \l/<p>
[ Ten> =Nea> =P ess =S, ¢
sign is found. Lettering
comparatively large, c. 30-35
mm, but <d> and <m> are half
size and <u> and <n> approx.
three-quarter size.

‘Two-door’ rock-cut tomb;
early form of tomb-chamber
(bench at ground level on all
four sides).699 Built next to -
and apparently later than -
tomb of Artimas, which might
imply a later date, since the
Aramaic inscription for
Artimas is generally dated in
the mid fourth century.

TL107 (N V 40; epitaph of
Tele).

\>\</<p> = P <n>

<a> = J <é> =
=Nea> =P s> =5, Lettering
c. 17-25 mm high, letter-
shapes and letter-spacing both
quite irregular; <u> and <m>
half size.

‘Two-door’ rock-cut tomb.
Burial chamber has three
benches at ground level with a
‘step’ on the fourth side - the
first stage in development
from the earliest form.

‘Time of Perikle’ (c. 380-3607?),
without any indications of a late

or shortly after: inscriptions showing mixtures of letter forms

r date.

TL103 (N II 140; epitaph of
Tebursseli).

<a> = W, V <é>= Q\O<x> = \Y
<p> =[_\<n> =/\/<a> = |L<S>
= Lettering large, c¢. 30 mm
high, and neatly spaced;
deeply cut letter strokes; <u>
half size.

Reign of Perikle (see above).
‘Two-door’ rock tomb, with
‘pole-roof’ and above it a relief
scene (with TL104).

699 Seyer (2009) 56.




TL104 (N II 140; inscriptions
accompanying relief).

<a>=V<e> =7 VY <p>=[
<n> =NNe<as> =Phes> = 55,
Lettering c. 15-20 mm high;
<u> half size.

Reign of Perikle (see above).
Below relief over tomb of
Tebursseli.

TL132 (N V 90; epitaph of
Xudrehila).

<> = <x> = V(not clear)
= |\<H> = /\/ <a> =
Lettering c. 20 mm high, <u>
slightly smaller; letters neatly
and deeply cut, well spaced.

<p>

Reign of Perikle (see above).
‘Two-door’ rock tomb, with
‘pole-roof’. Burial chamber
poorly preserved, but left and
back wall at least had benches
formed of stone ledges.

TL133 (N V 68; epitaph of
Xiitlapane).

<d> =[ <x> = U<p> =" poss.
P

<n> =l~V<a> = [ Lettering
large, c. 35-45 mm high, letter
forms irregular, but appear
(although squeeze is not well
preserved) quite deeply and
finely cut.

Reign of Perikle (see above).
Early form of burial chamber
(bench at ground level on all
four sides).”’00Deep ‘Vorplatz’
cut into rock in front of tomb,
with sarcophagus added at
later date.701

N337 (inscription on a block
of stone).

<d> =0V <> = O\</<X> =V
<p> = ["<n> =['N<a> =F <s>
= § Lettering c. 20 mm; <u>
half size.

(see Chapter 3)

TL125 (N III 45; epitaph of
Xiitabura).

<Xx> =\[/<n> =N<a> =F.
Lettering large, c. 30-35 mm
high; letters neatly and deeply
cut.

On a ogive-lidded sarcophagus
decorated with reliefs.

TL116 (N V 59; epitaph (name
of builder lost, ends ...]Jizixle)).

<a> =N/<X> =\1/<p> =["<n>
=N<a> = <s> =5, Lettering
unusually large, c. 45-55 mm
high.

‘Two-door’ rock tomb, with
‘roof’ section missing. Three
benches, with the back one
hollowed out as a coffin, the
side benches formed from
stone ledges.

TL139 (N II 162, epitaph of
Tilumezi).

<> =V <es =W =V, V
<p> =['<n> =/ <a> =" <s>
=§. Lettering c. 20 mm; <u>
half size. The ends of lines one
and three were recut at some
point, apparently in an
attempt to correct what was
written there; the letter-forms
used are the same.

On a ‘Limyra-typus’ tomb. (See
note on TL135.)

700 Seyer (2009) 56.
701 Seyer and Kogler (2007) 136-137.




TL111 (N II 67; epitaph of
Ersinube)

<a> =d/,\W<é> =\>\</,>\<<X> =
V<p> =["<n> =V <a> =P
= >. Lettering c. 15-20 mm;
<u> once half size, otherwise

<S>

‘Limyra-typus’ tomb, plain
door-frame. Slightly up hill
from tombs with TL113 and
TL145, slightly below tombs

only slightly smaller. Letters | With TL110, TL109, and
deeply but not neatly cut; TL105.
letter-strokes often do not
join.
TL113 (N II 81; epitaph of | <i> = ¥/ <é&> =O\</, ()Y <x> = | ‘Limyra-typus’ tomb, plain

Pttarazi)

<p> =[_1<n> =N<a> =P'<S> =

§_ Lettering small, c. 15-20
mm, deeply cut but irregular
in shape; <u> and <d> half
size.

door-frame. Inscription not
well preserved. Next to tomb
with TL145.

TL145 (N II 82; epitaph of

<a> =P<s> = <Lettering very

‘Limyra-typus’ tomb, with

Hla) small, ¢. 10-15 mm, and | beam-ends. Near to tomb with
closely packed. Letter strokes | TL113. Possible e.g. of
delicate. (Final line): <&> =Y | ‘chancery’ script?

(larger lettering, c. 21 mm)
(Too few letter forms to allow
convincing  suggestion  of
date.)
TL120 (N II 99; epitaph of | <a> =\ <&> =¥ Y<x> =V | ‘Two-door’ rock-cut tomb,

Pumaza)

<p>=["<n>=N<a>=F <s> =
5. Lettering c. 18-30 mm;
lettering looks carelessly cut
(irregular in shape and size;
lines do not always meet at
apex); <u>, <d> and <m> half
size.

with ‘pole-roof under two
fasciae. Inscription not well
preserved. At the bottom of
the group of tombs which also
includes TL113 and TL145

TL123 (N II 103; epitaph of
Exeteija).

<g> =\ <@> = Of/<x> =\
<p> =["<n> = Neas =P <g> =
§_ Letters c. 15-20 mm high;

‘Two-door’ rock-cut tomb,
with ‘pole-roof under two
fasciae. Directly in front of,

<u> half size; letter-strokes and very similar .in
thick and deeply cut, but | 2PPearance to, tomb with
rather untidy (letter strokes TL120
do not always join neatly).
TL127 (N III 28; epitaph of | <x> =1/ <p>=D<n>=N ‘Limyra-typus’ tomb.  See
¢

Stamaha)

= P <s> = ). Lettering

small, c. 15 mm; <u> half size.
(Too few letter forms to allow
convincing  suggestion  of
date.)

<a>

Chapter 3, p. ooo.




TL115 (N V 21; grave of
Esedeplémi. Greek inscription
=HII 23)

<é>= Q\O<X> =V <p> = [MT<a>=
P <s> =). Letters c. 15-20 mm
high; <u> half size; too few
significant letter forms to
allow convincing suggestion of
date.

Name of a different man in
Greek, also fourth century
(Greek lettering looks
comparatively early). Tomb
has gable above a line of
dentilation, fluted Ionic
columns on either side.
Possibly second half of fourth
century?

TL114 (N V 35; grave of
Esedeplémi)

Woaxs = 2V <p> ="

<é> =
<n>="<a> = P <§> = § Letters
c. 15-25 mm high; <u> half
size; too few letter forms to
allow convincing suggestion of

date.

Same tomb-builder as TL115.
(Same man also, apparently,
built a tomb with a Greek
epitaph, NV 63.)

TL101 (N V 44; epitaph of
Zahama).

<a> =§//<é> =Q\O<X> =\|/<p>

=[Me<n> Meas =P <s> =5,
Letters c. 20-30 mm high,
irregular in shape. Letter
strokes deeply cut, but do not
always join neatly; <u> half
size.

Single-door rock tomb with
plain door-frame. (Builder’s
name also that of father of
builder of TL139, but it seems
unlikely that they are the
same man.)

TL122 (N II 143; epitaph of
Mlétederi)

<é>=§//<é>=0\9<x>=\|/
<p>=["<n> =N<a>=F
Letters c. 20 -25 mm high,
neatly cut and well spaced;
<u> half size.

‘Two-door’  rock-cut tomb
(door side slightly larger than
other side.) To the east of the
main line of graves with
inscriptions (TL113, TL111
etc), but just up hill of grave of
Tebursseli, with TL103 and
TL104. Tomb-chamber has six
burial places, with top three
formed from a stone ledge.

TL119 (N II 171; epitaph of
Hura)

<a> =V <e> = <> =V <p>
=(<a> =I". Letters c. 20-30
mm high; <u> and <d> slightly
smaller.

Single-door rock tomb (part of
facade appears to be missing).

TL137 (N II 163; epitaph of
Enéhineri).

<a> =VW<d> =V <> =V Y
(neither very clear) <p> =1
<n> =N<a> = Lettering c.
15-20 mm high; letter shapes
appear quite regular.

Single door rock tomb, badly
broken, but with dentilation
instead of ‘pole-roof, and
column carved in relief by side
of door. Inscription poorly
preserved.




Approx. second half of fourth century, and start of third.

TL134 (N II 120; epitaph of
Masasi. Greek inscription = H
I19).

<i>=V<é> =2 <> = ()

<p> =" <n> =N<a> = PP <s>
= 3 Letters c. 20 mm high;
letters appear to have been
firmly cut.

‘Two-door’ rock tomb, with
three raised benches in burial
chamber. Adjacent to tomb

with TL144. Masasi is
probably  the father of
Purihimeti and  Xufinijél,

builders of TL99 and TL118,
meaning that his tomb is likely
to have been built in the
middle of the fourth century.
Name of builder and wife
written underneath in Greek.
Worrle dates the Greek text ‘4.
Jh. v. Chr.’.702

TL144 (N II 119; epitaph of
Atibing).

<@> =Q\O<X> =~ <p> =1

Lettering c. 20 mm; <u> half
size.

‘Limyra-typus’ tomb next to
tomb of Masasi (with TL134),
directly in front of tomb with
TL147. =xupu for  Xxupd.
Inscription poorly preserved.

TL147 (N II 117; epitaph
(builder’s name ends
...]ppeli)).

<3> =V <é> = Q\O<X> =\ <p>
=MN<n> = ?N<a> =P<s> =5,
Lettering small, c. 15-20 mm;
<u>, <d> and ?<e> are smaller.
Letters are set close together,
irregular in size.

‘Limyra-typus’ tomb  with
plain door-frame. Inscription
poorly preserved. Directly
above tomb with TL144.

N316 (N II 169; epitaph of

<a> = V<é> = <x> =V <p>

‘Limyra-typus’ tomb (most of

Qafinu{w}ele). =["<n> =/<a> =P <s> =5, | tomb still buried). [No
Lettering c. 30 mm high.703 squeeze in OAL]

TL112 (N V 27; epitaph of <d> =V <&> = V<p> =["<n> | ‘Limyra-typus’ tomb  with

Miinuhe). = N<a> = <s> = ). Most letters plain  door-frame. Burial
small (c. 15-20 mm high), <a> | chamber has three raised
and <é&> larger, <m> <fi> and | benches. (Possible e.g. of
<u> smaller; lettering deeply | ‘chancery’ script?)
but irregularly cut, letter
strokes do not meet neatly.

TL136 (N II 193; epitaph of <a>=V<> =" <x> =Y/ (not | Limyra-typus’ tomb with

Murfina). clear) <p> =['<n>=/V<a>=F | plain  door-frame;  burial
<s> =), Lettering small, c. 14- | chamber has two raised
17 mm high; <u>, <m> and benches. (Possible e.g. of

<d> are half size. Letters set
close together, but neat.

‘chancery’ script?) Inscription
poorly preserved.

702 Worrle (2012) 414.
703 Neumann (1979) 40.




TL131 (N V 6).

<a> =V <é> =Q\O<X> =\ <p>
=[M<n> =N<a> =PP<s> =5
Lettering c. 15-20 mm high;
<u> half size; letters regularly
and neatly cut, with bold
letter-strokes.

‘Two door’ rock tomb, with six
benches (top three formed
from a ledge of stone).

TL138 (N V 22; epitaph of
Uwihairi for his daughter).

<d> =V <@> = T<x> =V <p>
=P <n> =N<a> =P, Letters
irregular in size, quite large (c.
20-30 mm).

One odd form of <@&>, as
though  letter-cutter  had
begun to cut 7. Tomb is
between tomb with TL115

and a tomb with a ‘Greek-
style’ gable and fagade.

TL98 (N II 141; epitaph of | <p> = <n> =/'<a> =M <s> = | Connected to tomb  of
mm. Letters are well-spaced | Fagade has dentilation rather
and deeply and regularly cut. | than ‘pole-roof, and Doric
(An  eg. of ‘monumental’ | columns in relief on either
script?) side of door.

TL126 (N IV 11; epitaph of <> =V [<&> = 71 ] <p> =" | ‘Two-door’ tomb with pole-

Prddewé (or -37)).

Large letters, 35-45 mm.

roof. Final letter of name may
be <3> rather than <é&>.

TL121 (N II 151; epitaph of
Erimenéni).

<a> = U <é> =7 <x> =\ <p>
=P <n> =N<a> =P, Letters
large (c. 30-40 mm) and
irregular in form, with large,
highly stylised serifs.

Tomb (with three doors) has
gable over a line of dentils,
with Ionic columns on either
side.

TL109 (N II 53; epitaph of
Uwémi).

<§>=\\V<é>=0\</,Y<X>=\l/
<p> =[_1<n> =\N<a>= P‘<S>=

§_ Lettering c. 15-20 mm; <u>
half size.

‘Limyra-typus’ tomb  with
plain door-frame. Next to
tombs with TL110 and TL105.
Inscription refers to
sarcophagus built near tomb,
as well as tomb itself.705 Cf.
TL124.

TL110 (N II 52; epitaph of
Medemudi).

<§>=\\>/<é>=0\9<x>=\y
<p>=P<n>=N<a>=

<s> =§. Lettering c. 20-25 mm
(<> c. 30 mm); <u> is
smaller. Letters close together
and irregular in size, but well
spaced and deeply cut.

‘Limyra-typus’ tomb  with
plain door-frame and relief-
scene above. Between tombs
with TL109 and TL105.

704 Kuban (2012) 80.
705 Seyer and Kogler (2007) 125-130.




TL105 (N II 51; epitaph of
Esete).

<é>=0\</<x>=?\>’<p>=|\
<n> =N <a> =P Lettering c.
15-20 mm high (<&> is 25
mm), irregularly spaced,
irregular in size; <u> and <d>
half size.

‘Limyra-typus’ tomb  with
plain door-frame. Next to
tomb with TL110. Inscription
poorly preserved. No tideimi
after genitive of father’s name,
xupu for xupd, atli ehbi used,
without hrppi. (See above, p.
000)

TL108 (N V 14; epitaph of
Xertubi).

<d> =V <&> = (one eg. is
very irregular in form, as
though Y has been cut and
then corrected) <x> = V,\V
<p>= P <n> =
<s> =§<b> =b. Letters c. 20-
25 mm high, irregular in
shape and size, and irregularly
spaced; <u> is half size.

<a=> =

Single-door rock tomb with
plain door-frame (wider than
standard ‘Limyra-typus’).
(Burial chamber broken, but
may have had a niche in the
right-hand wall.)

TL143 (N IX 4, to the west of
the main site, on the edge of
the coastal plain; epitaph of
Xudara. Greek inscription = H
11 20).

<> =V<@> =Y <> =V <p>
=[M<n> =N<a> =["<s> =,
Lettering large (c. 30-40 mm);
<u> and <d> half size. Name
(in nominative) and
patronymic in Greek above
Lycian text. Greek letters are
twice the size of the Lycian.
Inscription appears to be
carefully arranged into two
‘sentences’, with the second
sentence starting on a new
line.

On a large sarcophagus with
ogive lid; no relief decoration,
but bosses are carved into the
shape of horses heads.
Inscription not well
preserved. Kalinka attributed
the Greek inscription to the
fifth century, presumably
because of the widely
diverging hastae of the %, but
this is a feature which seems
to have been retained
throughout the fourth century
in Lycia.7’0¢ Worrle gives a date
of ‘[ulm 400 v. Chr. oder etwas
spater’ for the Greek, but the
Greek inscription with TL134
(probably mid-fourth century)
is very similar in
appearance. 797  Xudara’s
patronymic, Osaimios seems
to be the Greek version of
Huzeimi, the name of the
builder of N308. However,
even N308 was produced at
an early date (very doubtful,
as discussed above), the
connection is not certain, and
would not necessitate a date
prior to the mid fourth
century.

706 Kalinka (1901) 90
707 Worrle (2012) 418-419.




TL118 (N II 3; epitaph of

<@>=" <x>=X/<p> = M

<n> =N,N<a> = P<s> =5
Lettering c. 20 mm; <u> and
<d> slightly smaller; <m> has
parallel hastae.

Tomb builder probably the
brother  of  builder of
Purihimeti. Sarcophagus has a
pitched roof, with dentilation
around the top edges.

TL124 (N II 75; epitaphs of
Uhetéi)

<é>=\W<é>= b <x>=>

<p> =|\<n> ={\J,N<a> ='L

<s> = 5. Lettering tightly
packed, c. 18-20 mm; <u>
slightly smaller; <m> has

parallel hastae; some letters
(<1>, <e>) have small serifs.

‘Limyra-typus’ tomb, plain
door-frame. Directly in front
of tomb with TL113, to which
it is almost identical.
Inscription down side of door-
frame (very unusual); refers
to sarcophagus built near
tomb as well as tomb itself.708
Cf. TL109 (in same part of N
II). Lettering very similar to
that of TL124; possibly the
same hand.

TL100 (N III 23; epitaph of
Tibe)

< = V<p> =D <a> =1 B

Lettering c. 18-20 mm.

Next to tomb with TL99 (see

above - dating doubtful).
Unusual wording of
inscription.

TL99 (N III 24; epitaph of
Purihimeti)

<p> = [_1<I'1> = N <a> =F <S>
=>, b Lettering c. 20 mm; <u>
half size. (Later addition:) <a>
= V<> = Y <x> =V <p> =
<a> = P. Lettering more
irregular than first line, c. 15-
23 mm, <u> full size.

Greek honorific decree in
honour of Purihimeti also
known.

TL102 (N III 26; epitaph of
Sxxutrazi)

<> =VW<ts =1 < =V,
once V<p> = [ <n> =["<a> =
Pes> =0, Very small lettering,
c. 12-15 mm; <u> half size.

Next to tomb with TL99 (see
above). Possible eg. of
‘chancery’ script?

TL148 (N V 110; epitaph of
Zru... (7))

<3> (= <@>) = Y <> =\ <p>

<a> =P<s> =5 Very small
letters, c. 8-15 mm; lettering
squashed together and rather
irregular, but cut with fine
strokes.

‘Limyra-typus’ rock tomb with
plain door-frame. Possible e.g.
of ‘chancery’ script?

N317 (N III 48; epitaph of
Zuwigeli)

<3> (= <8>) = YV <> =\
<p>=["(<n> = Neas =F<s>

‘Limyra-typus’ rock tomb with
lintel missing. Possible e.g. of

708 Seyer and Kogler (2007) 130-134.




=§; <u> is half size.

‘chancery’ script? [No squeeze
in OAI]

Uncertain

TL146 (N III 10; epitaph,
builder’s name lost)

<x> =\Y<p> = <a> =F
Lettering c. 20 mm high,
letter-strokes finely but firmly
cut; <u> is half size. Too few
letters survive to allow a date
to be suggested: Y suggests an
early date (but note its
appearance in TL100), ™
perhaps a later one.

‘Two-door’ rock tomb.

TL117 (N II 187; epitaph of
Siderija. Greek inscription = H
1111

<é>=0\0<p>=|\<n>=[w

<a> =F(?)P <s> =5, Lettering
large, c. 35-40 mm high; <u>
half size. Greek Ilettering
similar in size; <o> half size.

Bilingual inscription on a large
sarcophagus, with pitched
roof and ‘Greek’ gable and
door-frame. Greek inscription
follows Lycian - wording very
similar. Kalinka dates Greek to
end of the fifth century, but
Worrle suggests the fourth.709
Lettering similar to that of
Greek texts with TL134 and
TL143 - possibly similar in
date? Contains the phrase etli
ehbi.

TL140 (N V 75; epitaph (name
of builder lost)).

<&> =" (and possibly ¥)

<x> =N<p> =<a> = (form
with ‘leg’ below loop, cf
N308). Too few letters to
suggest date.

‘Limyra typus’ tomb; burial
chamber has three raised
benches. [No squeeze in OAL]

TL142 (N II 23; epitaph of
[W]eqa[d]etu).

<&> =" <p> = <n> =P<as =

F; <u> half size. Too few
visible letters to suggest date.

‘Limyra typus’ tomb.
Inscription poorly preserved.
[No squeeze in OAL]

TL130 (N V 12; epitaph of
Ddepfiinewe).

<n> ="{<p> =" Letters large,
€. 35-45 mm.

Large tomb, with three ‘doors’.
Main part of tomb still buried.
Name only, on lintel. (Perhaps
suggests a late date, but see
Chapter 4, p. 000, and remarks
on N309, above; note that the
name of the builder of this
tomb is same as that of the
builder of N309.)

TL141 (N II 63; epitaph of
Mida).

<a> = F

‘Limyra-typus’” rock tomb.
Name only, on lintel. (See note
on TL130.) [No squeeze in

709 Kalinka (1901) 81; Worrle (2012) 414.




OAI]

TL129 (N V 96; epitaph of
Hla).

<a> =P, Letters large, c. 30-35
mm high.

Single door tomb,
comparatively wide; facade
badly broken; had a vestibule
in front of main door, now
broken. Inscription gives only
name in genitive, although
other parts of the inscription
may have been lost. (See note
on TL130.)

Chart 6: Pinara
From squeezes in OAL

Inscription

Important letter forms

Type of tomb/  other

indications of date

Late fifth or early fourth century

)

TL11 (epitaph
Ddapssmma).

of

<d> =\/ <> = O\O<X> = \V <p>
=["<n> =N<a> =P <s> =S,
Lettering c. 35-40 mm high,
very neat and wel-spaced,
with think letter strokes.

On a sarcophagus, below the
acropolis. Time of Artturhpara
(see above). [vidi]

TL21 (epitaph (name of tomb
builder lost)).

<i> =1 <p> =["<n> =N<a>
=P <s> = 3. Letters c. 25-30
mm high; neatly cut between
carved guidelines.

On a two-storey rock tomb
with two ‘doors’. In ‘stream
necropolis’, thought to be the
earlier of the two main
necropoleis at Pinara.

TL19 (epitaph of Xisterija).

<> =V<ds =P <> =V VY
<p> =P|\<n> =H<a> =F<s> =
5. Letters c. 30-35 mm high;
letters well-spaced and deeply
cut, but irregular in shape.
Beginning to look ‘curved’.

On a two-storey tomb with
two ‘doors’, in the ‘stream
necropolis’. (‘Early V appears
in name of builder, possible
because this is more ‘formal’.

N336 (epitaph of Eseuwe(sa?).

<§>=§//<é>=\{/<x>=w
<p>=p<n>=N<a>=P

<s>= § <u> half size.

On a small rock-tomb west of
the ‘stream necropolis’, under
the upper acropolis. Ed. pr.
Kogler and Seyer (2007) 115-
131.




Late fourth century and early third century

N322 (epitaph (name of tomb
builder lost)).

<&> ="V <x> =\ <p> =["<n>
=N<a> =P <s> =S, Letters c.
35-50 mm, deeply cut, but set
close together and rather
irregular.

On a rock tomb in ‘south
necropolis’, thought to be later
than the ‘stream necropolis’.

TL16 (epitaph of Wazala).

<@>="<>=V<p>=]'

<n> =N <a> = [, Letters c. 15-
20 mm high, letter strokes
delicately cut; clear ‘serifs’ on
many letters, painted dark red
(still visible); parallel
guidelines have been scored
into stone, as for TL21.

Inscription poorly preserved;
only a small part of squeeze is
still visible. On a ‘two-door’
rock tomb in the ‘south
necropolis’. [vidi]

TL20 (epitaph (name of tomb
builder is lost)).

<é> =Q\O<p> =P<n> =N(7)
<a> =P<s> =5, Letters c. 25-
40 mm high, with wide letter-
strokes. Too few letters
survive to really halp with
dating, although N might
suggest an earler date than
TL14 and TL15 - but note
TL16, which also has Q\O,
probably at a late date.

Inscription poorly preserved;
on a small, single door rock
tomb in the ‘south necropolis’
very similar to those with
TL14 and TL15 -may suggest
it was built at a similar date?
[vidi]

TL14 (epitaph of Ahamasi)

<a> =\((/<é> =\vf <p> =(‘<n> =

<a> =P <s> =5, Letters c. 20-
25 mm high; lines 1 and 3
painted dark red (still visible),
line 3 probably blue, although
this has faded; ‘curved’ style,
letters neatly spaced, in
straight lines, but slightly
irregular in shape; hints of
serifs on some letter-strokes.

On a small, single door rock
tomb in the ‘south necropolis’.
[vidi]

TL15 (epitaph of Pddayiita).

<> =1 <x> =V <p> =" <n>
=N<a> =P, Letters c. 25-30
mm high; painted dark red
(paint still clearly visible);
‘curved’ style; <m> half size,
letters well spaced in straight
lines.

On a small, single door rock
tomb in the ‘south necropolis’.
[vidi]




TL12 (epitaph of Slmmewe).

<a> = V<> =\VKY<X> =\
<p> =I\<n> =/\1<S> =§.
Letters c. 30-40 mm high;
painted blue (faded but still
visible); ‘curved’ style; <u>
and <m> half size, letters well
spaced in straight lines.

On a ‘two-door’ rock tomb in
the ‘stream necropolis’. [vidi]

Undatable

TL10

<é>=9\9<p>=[_'<a>=.¥<s>=

S. Letters c. 50-70 mm high,
well spaced and thickly cut.
Too few letters to suggest
date.

Name and patronym + tideimi
only; on a rock tomb in the
‘stream necropolis’.

Chart 7: Central Lycia (Seyret/Gokgedren to Hoyran)
Information from Kalinka (1901) and Neumann (1979) unless otherwise stated.

Inscription

Important letter forms

Other indications of date

Approx. first half of fourth century or earlier

N310 (Phellos;

Xlasitini).

epitaph of

<é> =°\</ <x> = l<p> =[_'<n>
/\/<a>=P<s>=§.

Fifth  century, reign of
Arppaxu. On a large rock tomb
(two storeys, three ‘doors’).
[vidi] (See above)

Fifth  centur reign  of
. ) . e _ X _ _ Y g
TL77 (Gindam; epitaph of | <d> =\l <&> ="F<x> =V <p> = Arppaxu. On  an  unusual
Nturigaxa). [7, possibly (" <n> =/V <a> =P | sarcophagus. (See above.)

<s> =5,
TL54 (Phellos; niche for | <a> = V<@ = Q\O<X> =\V/<n> = | Builder of TL72 mentioned

statues set up by Xudalijé).

N<as = P ¢ sign is found;
lettering is large (35-45 mm
high).

(probably the builder of the
statues mentioned here).




TL52 (Sidek Yayla; epitaph of
Krehenube).

<a> =V <&> = ¥ <x> not clear
<p> =N<n> =N <a> =P <u>
half size.

On a small ‘two-door’ rock
tomb, on top part of door-
frame below lintel. Inscription
not well preserved.

TL72 (Kyaneai;
Xudalijé).

epitaph of

<§>=\\i/<é>=0\</<x>=l

<p>=P<n>=N<a>=P‘<s>=§

Reliefs on lid of tomb dated by
Zahle c¢. 380, but by
Borchhardt c. 350.710 Letters
are boldly cut with wide letter
strokes. 711 Builder also
mentioned in TL54.

TL81 (Kandyba; epitaph of
Xurijdna).

<d>=V<@> =" <x> =V <p>=
M

<n> = /V <a> = P; lettering c. 25
mm in first line - letters at end
of second line noticeably
larger, c. 30-35 mm; <u>, <m>,

Over the door of a ‘two-door’
rock tomb. Inscription in
centre of lintel, neatly divided
into two lines (‘building
formula’ on first line, and
‘hrppi clause’ on next. Burial

<n> and <d> are all half size; | chamber has three high
letters deeply and neatly cut, | couches. [vidi]
with wide letter strokes.

N315 (Seyret (Gokgeoren); | <é> = Y <x> =W/ <p>=0 Reign of Mithrapata (see

epitaph of (?)Ampu[...Jeu).

<n> =/N<a> =F. Lettering c.
25-30 mm, <u> half size.

above). On a small rock tomb,
with ogive-lidded facade. xupu
for xupd. (See above) [vidi]

TL64 (Isinda; epitaph (name
of tomb builder lost)).

<p> =[,("<n> =N<a> =FP.
Lettering c. 10-15 mm, deeply
cut, but somewhat irregular.

Reign of Mithrapata (see
above). On a small ‘two-door’
rock tomb. (See above) [vidi]

TL61 (Sebeda, mod. Bayindir
Limani; epitaph of Sbikezijéi).

<d> =V <@> = F<x> =V <p> =
[M<n> =~N<a> =F<s> =5,
Letters deeply and neatly cut,
neatly spaced.

Reign of Autophradates (see
above). On a large rock tomb,
two storeys with two ‘doors’,
directly above the sea. (See
above) [vidi]

TL67 (Timiussa; epitaph of
Xluwanimi).

<d> =V <é> =" <x> =l<p> =
M possibly[ " <n> =" <a> = FP
<s> = 5. Lettering neatly
spaced in two long, straight

Reign of Perikle. On a ‘two-
door’ rock tomb (See above)
[vidi]

710 Seyer (2009) 60.

711 This is clearly visible on a photograph taken by the Austrian Archaeological Institute, and kindly lent to me by Heiner

Eichner.




lines.

TL66 (Timiussa; epitaph of

Pertinamuwa).

<qd> =V <é> = <p>=P

<n>=/"<a> =P <> =,

On a single door rock tomb.

Approx. second half of fourth century, and start of third

TL53 (Seyret (Gokgeodren);
epitaph of Hanadaza).

<&> =" <p> =["<n> =~ <a>
=P <s> =3, Letters large and
well spaced, neatly and deeply
cut. Too few significant letters
to help suggest a date.

On a large rock tomb (two
storeys, with two ‘doors’).
Inscription is across the lintel.
priinawu for prinawd, which
implies a late date (see above,
p. ooo - but note that N315,
also at Seyret, has xupu for
xupd, apparently before the
middle of the fourth century.

TL57 (Antiphellos; epitaph of
Ida Maxzza).

<a> =¥ and/or ¥ (not clear;
could also be intermediate
forms) <&> =

<x> =\Vand V<p> =("T<n> =
N <a> =P <s> =)). Letters c.
20-25 mm high; <u>, <d>, <I>
and <x> appear half size;
letter-strokes sharply cut, but
untidy, do not always meet at
apices.

On a ‘two door’ rock tomb
with a facade shaped like the
lid of a sarcophagus. <a> has
changed to <u> in acc. sg.
[vidi]

TL58 (Antiphellos; epitaph of
Sbelimi).

<d> =V <@ =Y <> =V
(unclear) <p> =" <n> =/ <a>
=P <s> =%, Letters c. 15-20
mm, letters quite carefully
carved with comparatively
narrow strokes, but irregular
in shape and spacing.

On a rock tomb.

TL56 (Antiphellos; epitaph of

<é>=\\y<é>=Y<p>=P
<n> =/\1<a> =P<S> =j.

Bilingual epitaph on a ‘two-
door’ rock tomb; Greek

Ixtta). Letters c. 20-30 mm high; follows Lycian. Greek has X
lettering in the ‘curved style’, | with almost parallel lines
neatly cut although rather | (appears quite late). Lycian
irregular in shape; <u> is | has prinawu for prinawa.
smaller; some letters seem to | [Vidi]
have small serifs.

TL62 (Isinda; epitaph of <&> =" <p> =["<n> =~ <a> | Ona ‘two-door’ rock tomb.

Unuwémi.)

=P <s> =5<b> =b; <I> is half
size. Lettering well spaced.




TL63 (Isinda; epitaph (name

of builder is lost).

<> =V <> =V <p> =["<a>
=P <s> = . Letters neatly cut,
in two straight lines.

On a free-standing tomb with
‘Doric’ door, very similar to
Hellenistic ‘Doric tomb’ at
Antiphellos  (see  Chapter
5.12).

Undatable

TL82 (Kandyba; epitaph of a
man from Ker66i (name of
builder is lost.))

<p> =["<n> =N <a> =P <s>
=5; letters large, c¢. 60-75 mm
high; <u>, <n> and <6> half
size. Not enough letters to
suggest a date.

On a large rock tomb (two
storeys, three ‘doors’), cut half
free of the rock face.”12

TL59 (Antiphellos; epitaph of
Qiiturahi).

<d> =V <> = <x> =V (not
clear) <p> =("<n> ="l<a> =P}
<s> =%, Letters deeply cut but
rather untidy, irregular in
shape and size.

On a large rock tomb (two
storeys, two ‘doors’), with
benches round three sides of
burial chamber.

TL60 (Antiphellos)

<a> =P<s> =% <I> half size.
Not enough letters to suggest
a date.

Fragment of stone built into
wall; form of monument not
clear.

712 Pictures and sketches of tomb and inscription in Borchhardt, Eichner and Schulz (2005).




Chart 8: Tlos

Information from Kalinka (1901) unless otherwise stated.

Inscription

Important letter forms

Other indications of date

Late fifth or early fourth century

)

TL24 (epitaph of Izraza).

<a> =P, (Name only.) Not
enough letters to help with
dating.

Base of monument decorated
with reliefs. Zahle (1979) 320
dates these c. 350.

TL26 (record of (?)religious
foundation by Izraza).

<d> =V Wees = <> =
V<p> =["<n> =N <a> =P <s>

Block of stone (statue base?)
with long inscription; possibly
part of same monument as
TL26 (see Chapter 3, p. 000).
[vidi]

TL22 (epitaph of Hriyttbili).

<x> =V <a> =P Letters large,
c. 80-90 mm high; <d> and
<m> slightly smaller. Letter
strokes wide (c. 5 mm), letters
neatly cut and well spaced.

On rock face below a broken
(unfinished?) grave/ niche for
sarcophagus. [vidi]

Late fourth century and early th

ird century

N334 (epitaph of Ipresida).

<a> =V <é> =7, Y <p> =
= N <a> = P; <m>
beginning to show ‘curved’
style.

<n>

On the right-hand side of the
door of what seen to have
been a small rock-cut tomb
(most of tomb is still
buried).”13 [vidi]

TL27 (stele of Meyistténe)

<6> =YV <x> = V<p> =[<n> =
/\1<a>=.¥<s> =j.

On a stele topped with a
moulded gable. Meyistténe
says that he has set it up atli
ehbi, which might support a
later date (see p. 000).

TL28 (monument of Putinezi)

<a> =V <y> =\>/<p> =P<n>
=N<a>= P

On a block of stone (from a
built tomb?)

TL30 (epitaph of

Tiwi0Beimija)

<§>=V<X>=\y<a>=F.

On a sarcophagus.

713 A photograph of the squeeze and a sketch of the inscription is given in Tekoglu (2002-2003) 112-113.




N333 (funerary altar?)

<d> =VW<@> =1 <x> =V <p>
=M <n> =N<a> =P <b> =b;
<u> and <d> slightly smaller;
‘curved’ style.

On what appears to be a small
altar (a funerary altar? Could
also be a statue base?); stone
has moulding at the bottom -
the inscription continues over
this. [Have seen photo
courtesy of Heiner Eichner.]

TL23 (bilingual
Elpuweti).

epitaph of

<8> =Y <x> = V<p> =l <a> =
B Inscription not well
preserved, but appears to
have been neatly cut and laid
out in a stoichedon pattern.

On a sarcophagus. Greek
follows Lycian; the two appear
to be contemporary. Greek
lettering would fit late fourth-
century date (has X with
parallel strokes, and Q closed
at the bottom).

TL25 (bilingual statue base of
Xssbezé).

<d> =V <> =V <x> =V <p>
=P<n> =/\i<a> =F<s> =3,
Letters c. 30-35 mm high, very
neatly cut and well spaced, all
in ‘curved’ style.

Greek follows Lycian; the two
appear to be contemporary.
The Greek text has large serifs,

suggesting a late fourth-
century  date; the two
alphabets are deliberately

distinguished from each other
(see Chapter 4, pp. 000-000).
[vidi]

TL29 (epitaph of Ikuwe)

<3> =V, WV2<E> =) <> =V
<p> =P<n> =/\1<a> =P<s> =
b Lettering larger at top of

column, but soon become
smaller. Letters closely
packed; not well enough

preserved to read clearly.

On a large block of limestone
(bottom of a ‘pillar'tomb?).
(See above, p. 000). [vidi]




Chart 9: Karmylessos

Inscription

Important letter forms

Other indications of date

Late fourth century

TL8 (tomb built by Trijétezi
Karmylessos).

<a>=VorW<g>="V<x>=V
<p> =l<n> =M<a> =" <s> =
5. Lettering c. 40-50 mm.

On a ‘two door’ rock tomb.

TL7 (epitaph of Trijétezi;
Karmylessos).

<> = VWV oor WV <& = Y
(possibly V') <p> = <n> =1
Lettering c. 40-45 mm high;
<u> smaller.

On the lintel of a ‘two-door’
rock tomb.

TL6 (bilingual epitaph of
Pulenjda and Dapara,
acropolis of modern Kaya
Koy).

<a>=V<t>=7Y
<p> =" <n> =MN<a> =P <s> =
5. Lettering c. 20-30 mm high.

On a rock tomb with a single
door. The lettering of the
Greek version has small serifs
and sigma with horizontal
hastae almost parallel, both of
which suggest a late date.

Chart 10: Kadyanda

Inscription

Important letter forms

Other indications of date

Late fifth or early fourth century

)

TL32 (labelling of reliefs on
tomb of wife of Zzala).

<d> =V <x> =V<p>=<a> =
B P. (Sketch in Kalinka not
clear.)

Names given in Lycian and
Greek labelling the relief
sculpture of a tomb. Main
relief (of a woman, on front of
tomb) labelled ‘wife of Zzala’
in accusative; she was
probably buried in the tomb.
Other names in nominative.

[no squeeze]. Zahle (1979)

320 dates reliefs to c. 400-390.

TL33 (epitaph of Uzeblémi).

<&>="<p>=["<n>=/
(possibly 1) <a> =F. Lettering
c. 25 mm high; appears
irregularly laid out; <z> half
size.

On a tomb with relief of horse
and rider. Inscriptions poorly
preserved. [squeeze] Zahle

(1979) 320 dates reliefs c. 370.

TL34 (epitaph of the son of
Ssewe (name of tomb builder
lost)).

<d> possibly ¥ or WV (squeeze
very hard to read) <x> =V
(not visible on squeeze) <a> =
. Lettering large, c.
35-50 mm; letters irregular in
size and spacing.

P<S> =

Very fragmentary; on a pillar
tomb, which suggests an early
date. [squeeze]




Late fourth century and early third century

TL31 (epitaph of Upazi).

<a> =\\y<é> =Q\</<p> =><n>

=M<a>=P<s>=3. Lettering c.
20-25 mm; <&> slightly larger,
<l> and <d> slightly smaller.
Lettering tightly packed, letter
strokes narrow but deep.

On a small ‘two-storey’ rock
tomb. [squeeze]

TL35

<d> =V <&> = Y<x> =V <p> =
Nen> = V<a> =P <s> =39,
Lettering appears to have
been tightly packed and
comparatively neat.

Time of Ptolemy (II?) (see
above). [no squeeze; sketch in
Heberdey’s note-book.]




FIGURES

Fig. 1 (left): rock-cut tombs at Pinara.
Fig. 2 (above): a ‘Limyra-typus’ rock-
tomb, with the door, unusually, still in
place.

Fig. 3 (left): tomb of Xlastini at Phellos
(with N310) (Photo: Daniel Martin-
Thomas).

Fig. 4 (above): part of N310.

Fig. 5 (above left): Merehi’s sarcophagus at Xanthos (with TL43).
Fig. 6 (above right): part of TL43.
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Fig. 9 (above left): tomb of Xudrehila at Limyra (with TL132).
Fig. 10 (above right): tomb of Xluwanimi at Timiussa, modern Ug¢agiz (with TL67).
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Fig. 11 (above left): house-tomb at Arneai (with TL83, marked by white arrow).
Fig. 12 (above right): tomb of Masauwéti at Kizilca (with N314a and b, marked by a white

arrows).



Fig. 13 (above left): N314b.
Fig. 14 (above right): view from the tombs at Kizilca, over southern part of Elmali plain.

Fig. 15 (above left): tomb of Sbikezijéni at Bayindir Limani (with TL61 marked with arrow).
Fig. 16 (above right): left-hand side of TL61.

Fig. 17 (above left): Pajawa sarcophagus, in the British Museum (with TL 40).
Fig. 18 (above right): tomb at Isinda (with TL64).



Fig. 19 (left): part of
TL64.

Fig. 20 (below left):
monument of [kuwe
at Tlos (with TL29).

Fig. 21 (right): the
Letoon trilingual
(N320) in Fethiye
Museum (Lycian
text).

Fig. 22 (bottom left):
sketch of TL35 from
Heberdey’s notebook
(Lykien 1898,
Hebedey I), in the
OAW.

Fig. 23 (bottom
right): TL26, from
Tlos, showing the
development of <a>:
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Fig 24 (above): the tomb of Mede at Xanthos
(with TL37).
Fig. 25 (right): TL37.

Fig. 26 (above left): squeeze of TL48 from OAI.
Fig. 27 (above right): tomb at Kirme (with TL9, showing poor preservation of inscription).

Fig. 28
(left):
Pinara,
view from
the
theatre
showing
upper and
lower
acropoleis.

Fig. 29 (above right): newly
discovered inscription from
Limyra (N337).




Fig. 30 (above left): statue base dedicated by Demokleides at the Letéon (with N312).
Fig. 31 (above right): epitaph of [jetruyle at Xanthos (TL38).

Fig. 32 (above left): tomb of Mémruwi at Xanthos (with TL39).
Fig. 33 (above right): part of TL39.

Fig. 34 (above left): TL25, the statue base of Xssbezé, at Tlos.
Fig. 35 (above right): part of TL6, the bilingual epitaph of Pulenjda and Dapara at Kaya Koy.



Fig. 36 (above left): tomb of Ixtta at Antiphellos (with TL56).
Fig. 37 (above right): part of TL56.

Fig. 38 (left): tomb of ...Jmayu[t]awi, at Isinda (with TL63).
Fig. 39 (above): part of TL63.

Fig. 40 (above left): tomb of Tlepolemos, at Hoiran.
Fig. 41 (above right): the bilingual inscription TL65, at Isinda.






