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NOTES ON INSCRIPTIONS FROM KONYA

The inscriptions of the Konya Archaeological Museum have recently been edited with
translation and brief commentary by B. H. McLean (hereafter M.), Regional Epigraphic
Catalogues of Asia Minor, IV: Greek and Latin Inscriptions in the Konya Archaeological
Museum (BIAA monograph 29, 2002), including around 136 inedita.1 Here I offer textual
suggestions on some of the more notable documents.

8.

Ziokvmht«n d∞mow katå̀ [ - - - ]
p̀rÚw ye«n Zizimhn∞w §pÉ flè[r°vw - - - ]
entow, §p̀imelht«n Padou EÈmenedÆmou, [ - - - ]
dhm̀ow Papa, ÉEgnãtiow DiomÆdoùw, P̀ASD̀ [ - - - ]

In ll. 1–2, read [Mh]trÚw ye«n. The tau is quite clear on both the photograph of the stone at
fig. 9, and that of the squeeze at fig. 11. At the end of the line, EPIE is an error of transcrip-
tion: the spacing and letter traces require EPI . E[ - -. The missing letter could be a sigma; iota
is excluded. Presumably an eponymous magistrate; §p‹ s`t`e[fanhfÒrou is not impossible,
although the sigma and tau would be squeezed very close together. In line 3, EÈmenedÆmou is
an error of transcription: read Padou MenedÆmou. The name Menedemos occurs on coins of
Iconium: H. von Aulock, Münzen und Städte Lykaoniens (Tübingen, 1976), 75–6. It is hard to
judge how much is missing to right; at least one more epimeletes in the genitive is required in
l. 3, before the series of names in the nominative begins.

18.

Appa[w]
E‡rou D[i‹ M-]
eg¤s̀tƒ eÈ̀[xÆn]
[ - - - - - - - -]

The metronymic is very unlikely and E‡rou is not the genitive of E‰riw. Read ÉAppa[w
M]|e¤rou: the name is attested several times at Iconium. The line division M|e¤rou is
unproblematic with M|eg¤stƒ following.

                                                  
1 For no. 203 (‘unpublished’), see G. Laminger-Pascher, Beiträge zu den griechischen Inschriften Lykaoniens

(Wien, 1984), no. 153. Nos. 146, 188, 189 have also been published independently; see SEG XLVII (1997)
1824, 1831, 1830. On 228 see below.
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25.

T̀hw PARYE
KAG Dika¤ƒ
<eÈ>xÆn.

Mysterious inscription. Another recent attempt at interpretation by Cl. Brixhe, ‘Prolegomènes
au corpus Neo-Phrygien’, BSL 94 (1999) 285–315, at 291–2, who reads Thw (personal name)
pãrye|kai (= par°yhke) Dika¤ƒ | (§)xÆn (‘simple oubli du graveur ou forme phonétique?’).

Rather I suggest that the inscription is best explained as one of a pair of altars established
to Hosios and Dikaios, set side by side to read:

I II
[ı de›na -]  [name ending in] -thw Parye-

 (e.g.) n¤ou ÑOs¤ƒ   ka‹̀ Dika¤ƒ
       eÈ- -xÆn

If correct, this explanation would be of significance for the unity/duality of the deity or deities
concerned: M. Ricl, EA 19 (1992) 71–102, esp. 93–95.

51.

L̀. A[‡]liow Pr[¤s-]
kow Patro[kl-]
oËw uflÚ[w]
k<a‹> Afil̀¤a

5 ét̀“ gun[Æ]
•auto›w ktl.

Insufficient consideration is given to the space to be filled at right, where a large part of the
face has broken off (see fig. 68). Read L`. A‡`liow Pr[e›s]|kow Patro[kl]|oËw uflÚ[w ka‹
Lou]|k¤a Afil`¤a . [c. 4–5]|aiv gunØ` [aÈtoË]| •auto›w ktl. Ailia’s name is of the form Dikai≈,
ÑErmai≈ vel sim.

56.

Lines 9–11:

... kÆdei §pÉ élgino°nti dãmhw dm̀-
hye›sa<n> promo¤rvw, |   fyÒn: §ne¤khsaẁ̀
me ka‹ ∑ne pÒyou §mãranew:
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Erroneous word-division. Read dãmhw dm|hye›sa promo¤rvw: Œ fyÒnÉ, §ne¤khsãw | me ka‹ ∂n
§poyoË §mãranew. For the theme of the epitaph, see e.g. Peek, Gr. Vers-Inschr. I 1732 =
Merkelbach–Stauber, Steinepigramme III 14/13/05 (Isaura Nova).

74.

Ll. 1–3, ÉOnomã[s]|th ÑErm`ª| uflƒ ktl. In line 2 the stone clearly reads ERPH`, with space for
a further letter at line end. The son’s name is Erph`[&]; the name Erpiaw is epichoric,
characteristic of Lycia/Pisidia; see G. H. R. Horsley, AS 42 (1992), 128. The stone is broken
at bottom; the imprecation ought no doubt to be supplemented ß|jei M∞na k[a]|taxyÒni[on|
kexolvm°non], the same word-order as E. Lane, Corpus Monumentorum Religionis Dei
Menis I nos. 145 and 150. I take the opportunity to correct a fragmentary imprecation from
Tyriaion, I. Sultan Dagı (IGSK 62) 342, where Jonnes prints:

¶`an (sic) PÒTOU
tv TAMO
kakon TUH
SEIS̀ . . EIMH̀N

5 katå . YVNI
ONKÈ . VLV
menon

Read presumably §`ãn t`i`w` toÊ[tƒ]| t“ tãp`ƒ `| kakÚn p`uÆ|sei, ß`[j]ei M∞`n[a] kata[x]y≈ni|on
ke[x]vlv|m°non.

Another Hermes-derived name can be corrected at I. Pisid. Cent. (IGSK 57) 59. The editors
print ll. 1–5 as follows:

ÑErma›w ÉApollv-
n¤ou ka‹ Tataw P̀R̀
ÒFA V
tou §poiÆs-

5 an ktl.

The photograph scarcely supports the reading ÑErma›w in l. 1: read, no doubt, [AÈ]rÆliw: the
same spelling in I. Pisid. Cent. 55. In ll. 2–3, the edd. comment ‘We take this to be the
patronymic, crudely added on the left and right edges’. Rather the letters printed in majuscule
are simply the beginning and end of l. 2: read ÉApollv̀|fãntou ka‹ Tataw Pr≈|tou.

96.

A line omitted from the transcription, making nonsense of the text. Read AÈr. ÉAn°nklhtow |
OÈenoÊstou | k¢ AÈr. DÒmna | AÈr. Mat¤˙ | yugatr‹ mnÆmhw | xãrin.
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99.

Òùr<d>iow én°sthsen Gou<n>dei[a-]
[n]¢̀n gun°ka aÈtoË, Ma[.]
[.]<n> édelfÒ<n>, <k>Ø Ourd̀ioua<n>

(Left        Centre         Right)
SE            NGÒUD         EI

‘Ourdios erected (this image of) Goundeiane, his wife, for [So-and-so], (his) brother, and for
Ourdioua…’

The corrections offered by M. are arbitrary. His description of the relief (‘Head of female
figure carved in relief between flat columns, surrounded by domestic utensils and vine (?)’)
leads us to suppose that the inscription commemorates a single individual. In the absence of a
photograph of the stone, it is hard to tell exactly how much text is missing above or below,
left or right. Exempli gratia I suggest:

[P]oÊb̀liow én°sthsen Goudei[a]-
[n]¢̀n gun°ka aÈtoË: Ma[.]
[.]w édelfÚw Poub̀l¤ou é[n°s]-
[th]sen Goudei-
[an°n].

In line 3, the letter which M. reads as an eta is a pi with central cross-bar.

114.

Ll. 3–10 are printed by M. thus:

[.]LE
P̀IS

5 tu
g̀at-
[r]Úw 
aÈ-
[toË]

10 [. .]R̀INHSMVNAXHS k̀à‹ À[- ca.3 -]hw toË Y(eo)Ë̀
[- ca.3 -]ÈHANÀG̀HNOSKVNTÈS̀ eÈx[Æn].

The inscription is Christian. In lines 3–4, read [.]KE | [.]TIS: I have no restoration to suggest.
[. .]r`inhw preserves the end of the girl’s name. She was a mvnax∞w k`a‹` d`[oÊ]lhw toË Y(eo)Ë,
‘nun and slave of God’. In what follows, ANAGHNOSKVNTES presumably derives from
énagi(g)n≈skv, ‘you who read this’. eÈx[Æn is senseless. One would willingly restore
eÎx[esye vel sim.: L. Robert, Hellenica I (Limoges, 1940), 33–36.
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124.

M. offers text and translation as follows.

mn∞mÉ élÒxƒ:
Fil¤h ÉAgãyiw [¶-]
t̀eujen | k¢ OMO[.]
ATNH v. ka‹ yugãth̀[r]

5 M̀ajìm̀Ænh, MHS[. .]
[.]HNOUN[̀ca. 1–2]KAPÀ[. .]
T̀ANE[.]X̀ENOMÒ[.]s-
[vf]rosÊnh érè-
t∞w tØn §jox̀å̀-

10 [n] pas«n.

‘Monument to a wife. Philie Agathis made (this) and [So-and-so], and (her) daughter,
Maximina, … [for So-and-so], who was prudent, pre-eminent among all women in virtue.’

The epitaph consists of three reasonably accurate hexameters. Read:

mn∞mÉ élÒxƒ
fil¤˙ ÖAgayiw
teËjen k¢ ımo[f]-
ãtn˙ | ka‹ yugãt[hr]

5 Maj¤mh, <m>nÆmhw x̀[ã]-
[r]ìn, oÏǹ[e]ka pç̀[s]-
an | ¶[s]x̀en ımò-
[f]rosÊnhn érè-
t∞w tØn ¶jòxà
pas«n.

Evidently ÖAgayiw m., not ÉAgay¤w f. No parallel presents itself for ımofãtn˙, but it is hard to
see what else could be restored here, and the metaphor is not especially difficult. In ll. 4–5,
the dative yugat[r‹] Maj¤m˙ is possible, which would give additional point to ımofrosÊnh;
but the singular verb ¶sxen in l. 7 militates against this.

127.

M°mn-
on ÉIoÊst-
˙ gluku-
tãt˙ moË

5 guneix‹ DÒ-
j& én°sth-
sai stÊlh-
n, mnÆmh-
w xãrin.
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‘Memnon, erected (this) stele for Iusta Doxa, his (lit. my) beloved wife, in memory.’
Some errors of transcription and word-division. Read Memn|Òniow t|ª gluku|tãt˙ mou |

gunex‹ DÒ|j& én°sth|sa fistÆlh|n mnÆmh|w xãrin. Confusion between 1st and 3rd person is
also (erroneously) posited by Jonnes at I. Sultan Dagı 32, where read presumably PapÊlow
Stefã|nou •at̀̀“ z«n | én°sthsen.

144.

Mnhs¤yeow k¢ TeimÒyeow èt“
t<“> Kallimãxƒ édelf“
[ ca. 7–8 ] m̀ǹÆmhw xãrin

In l. 2 the stone reads TOU. The father of Mnesitheos, Timotheos and Kallimachos was named
ÉAt≈|tou: see e.g. L. Robert, Noms indigènes dans l’Asie Mineure gréco-romaine (Paris,
1963), 528–30.

145.

For tØn stÆlhn •autª ¶teme (‘cut into shape’), read naturally ¶teje: for the form of the letter
xi, shaped like the number ‘3’, compare MAMA I 361 (phot.), l. 5 ¶teujen.

181.

Sarcophagus of A‡liow Zve›low NEO[ . ]| GAUSAPARIS and his wife. M. tentatively suggests
that the sequence of letters may conceal an ethnic. I would prefer to see Zoilos neÒ[w] as a
gausapãriow, a maker of gausape, woollen frieze (TLL VI (2) 1720-21); for the great flocks
of Lycaonia, see Strabo xii 6.1: ≤ x≈ra prÒbata §ktr°fei yaumast«w, traxe¤aw d¢ §r°aw,
ka¤ tinew §j aÈt«n toÊtvn meg¤stouw ploÊtouw §ktÆsanto: ÉAmÊntaw dÉ Íp¢r triakos¤aw
¶sxe po¤mnaw §n to›w tÒpoiw toÊtoiw. See in general G. Labarre & M.-Th. Le Dinaret, Les
métiers du textile en Asie Mineure de l’époque hellénistique à l’époque impériale, in Aspects
de l’Artisanat du Textile dans la Monde Méditerranéen (Lyon, 1996), 49–116 (for Caria, add
now BE (1998) 385, Orthosia).

193.

Daw Menekrãt˙ éndr‹
mn∞ma: katãraiw Ípok-
[e¤]s(etai) y(e)“ Di<‹> ˘w ên tiw blãc˙
tãfon.

Unnecessary complication and bad grammar. Read katãraiw Ípok¤`|syv DiÒw, ên tiw blãc˙
tãfon. Compare 157.13–14, where read Ípok¤sy[v] | t<“> fisk“.
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208.

A line omitted from the transcription. Lines 5ff. should read tª gluku|tãt˙ k¢ polupoyi|-
notãt˙ sunb¤ƒ Y°|klhw k¢ §maut“. The irrational genitive is very common, e.g. 160.6–7, tª
sunb¤ƒ aÈtoË ZÒhw; MAMA I 383, tª sunb¤ƒ mou Y°klhw; I. Sultan Dagı 319, tª fid¤&
yugatr‹ OÈalent¤llhw; I. Sultan Dagı 327, tª mhtr‹ Prieiutow. This last example permits
us to correct a personal name at 69.7–8; for Preioui | t<ª> yugatr¤, read Preioui|ti yugatr¤.

219.

Lines 9–12 lay down penalties against desecrators of the tomb.

˘w d¢ ín §pisbias°t˙̀ HPOS̀OIS̀
10 xÆ̀ra tØn barÊfyonoǹ:

d≈si ye“ lÒgon:
tÚn yeÒǹ soi mØ édikÆs`̇ .̀

‘… and whoever should break into (this grave) <will suffer doom (?)>, heavy with envy. He
shall render an account to God. Do not wrong your God.’

EPISBIASETH represents §peisbiãsetai, fut. indic.: thus also boÊlomh in l. 6. The
photograph of the squeeze at fig. 261 suggests the reading XI`E`RA at the start of l. 10, i.e.
xe›ra with epsilon and iota reversed. Read here ˘w d¢ ín §pisbiãseth` µ pos`o¤s`[i]| x(e›)ra
tØn barÊfyonon. The formula is extremely common: see J. Strubbe, ARAI EPITUMBIOI
(Bonn, 1997) (IGSK 52), App. 2.1, pp. 285–288; many exx. have the spelling poso¤s(e)i. The
formula in l. 12 (which M. mistranslates) has frequently been discussed: A. Wilhelm, Griechi-
sche Grabinschriften aus Kleinasien, Akademieschriften II 336–409, at 391–403; E. Gibson,
The “Christians for Christians” Inscriptions of Phrygia (Missoula, 1978), 62–63. No doubt
here we should read édikÆs̀˙̀[w]: on the grammatical confusion, see Gibson, 63.

220.

The stone is broken at top left, but the remains of two more letters are visible: read [AÈ]r̀.
KalpoÊrniow | [t]“ fid¤ƒ patr‹ ktl.

221.

A[p]p̀aw t“̀ Pas¤vn[i]
§p°yhken §[stÆ]lhn v. Y¤&̀
penyerò aÈt{t}oË. +

The photograph of the stone at fig. 263 does not support t“` in l. 1: the spacing requires two
letters between tau and pi. We appear to have a personal name ending in -sto`[w] or -eto`[w].
Presumably a patronymic follows, Pas¤vn[ow], providing more plausible syntax.

222.

Christian epitaph. Lines 6–12 are printed by M. thus:
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§norx¤zv Ímçw
tÚn kl∞ron tÚǹ nË[n]
k¢ tÚn _TOU´ §perkÒme-
non k¢ pãntaw toÁw

10 §n t“ g°nƒ mou PRÀKE-
ÙN k¢ ÀGIPNA tÚn tã-
pon kosmÆsate.

Mysterious oath formula. Read p(at°)ra k¢ | u(flÚ)n k¢ ëgi(on) pn(eËm)a. Perusal of the
photograph at fig. 264 confirms that PRA, UN, and PNA all carry abbreviation marks. A close
parallel at Soloi in Cyprus, ı(r)ke¤zomen Ímçw tÚn YeÚn tÚn p(a)ntokrãtora k¢ Pat°ra k¢
UeflÚn k¢ tÚ ëgeion P<e>neËma (T. B. Mitford, Byzantion 20 (1950) 165-167; cf. D. Feissel,
BCH 104 (1980) 464). Closer to Konya, I. Sultan Dagı 50 (Philomelion) 11–14, e‡sxhse |
prÚw pat°ran ka‹ u|eflÚn k¢ ëgion pneË|ma. Tangentially, the name of the §pe¤skopow in ll.
6–7 of the Philomelian inscription (ÉEpi|gÒreion) is very implausible: the photo is unhelpful,
but seems to permit the reading G̀r̀h̀|gÒreion.

223.

[ - - - - - - - ]
A[ . . . .]RÈTOS
éǹ[°sth]sa t“
PA[ . . . ]L̀OUEUR

5 ET[ . . p]r̀e(s)b(ut°rƒ) ktl.

Although not unparalleled with personal names, the definite article frequently precedes
specification of family relationship. Hence read én`[°sth]sa t“ | pa[tr‹] L`ou(k¤ƒ) EÍr|°t[ƒ
p]r`e(s)b(ut°rƒ). Presumably the son’s name was also [EÏ]r`etow. For the name, see A.
Wilhelm, Akademieschriften III 1; MAMA VII 224, 238.

The lettering of the inscription is extremely distinctive. For a very close parallel, conceiv-
ably even the same mason, see MAMA I 218.

The abbreviation preb = presbÊterow is common. I take the opportunity to suggest a
correction to ÉEpigraf°w ÖAnv Makedon¤aw 206, a problematic document. The editors print
DionÊsiow PREBANTV | t“ t∞w yugatrÚw aÈtoË paid‹ | tÆnde plãka y∞ke: | ≤rv‹w xa¤rein.
Presumably in line 1 we have DionÊsiow pre(s)b(Êterow) ÉAntv[- -]; the obvious restoration
is ÉAntv[n¤&], but the gender alteration t“ paid‹ ... ≤rv¤w is troubling. I should happily read
ÉAntv[n¤ƒ] ... ¥rv{i}w.

227 & 228.

Surprising collocation. A single inscription, text - -]v teÊjanta sÚn yuhpÒl[on - -.
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