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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.! Here I offer textual
suggestions on some of the more notable documents.

8.

Ziokopntdv dfjuog kora [ - - - |

npog Bedv Z1iluunviig én’ ie[péag - - - |

évroc;, ¢niueAntadv Iadov Ei)uevsﬁﬁpov, [---]
dnuog TMora, ‘Eyvdtiog Atoundovg, TTAZA [ - - - |

In 1. 1-2, read [Mn]tpog Bedv. The rau 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, EIIIE is an error of transcrip-
tion: the spacing and letter traces require EIII . E[ - -. The missing letter could be a sigma; iota
is excluded. Presumably an eponymous magistrate; éni ote[povn@dpov is not impossible,
although the sigma and tau would be squeezed very close together. In line 3, Ebpevednuov is
an error of transcription: read ITadov Mevedfuov. The name Menedemos occurs on coins of
Iconium: H. von Aulock, Miinzen und Stddte Lykaoniens (Tubingen, 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
1. 3, before the series of names in the nominative begins.

18.

Anmofc]
Eipov A1l M-]
eyioto ev[xAv]

[ ]

The metronymic is very unlikely and E{pov is not the genitive of Eipic. Read "Anno|g
M]leipov: the name is attested several times at Iconium. The line division Mleipov is
unproblematic with Mleyloto following.

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 For no. 203 (‘unpublished’), see G. Laminger-Pascher, Beitrdge zu den griechischen Inschriften Lykaoniens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

Tng MTAPOE
KAT Awkoie
(ed)yhv.

Mysterious inscription. Another recent attempt at interpretation by CI. Brixhe, ‘Prolegomenes
au corpus Neo-Phrygien’, BSL 94 (1999) 285-315, at 291-2, who reads Tng (personal name)
népBelkon (= mapédnke) Awkoio | (€)xnv (‘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 I
[0 delvar -] [name ending in] -tng IMopBOe-
(e.g.) viov ‘Ocle Kol Atkori
£0- XNV

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.

A. A[{]Aog Tp[ic-]
kog [otpo[kA-]
odg vio[¢]
oy Aldio

5 d o]
£000TO1G KTA.

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 A. ATAog Tlp[els]lkog IMatpo[xA]lodg vio[g kol
Aov]lkio Aidio . [c. 4-5]louiw yovi) [oadTod]l €orvtoig kTA. Ailia’s name is of the form Atkono,
‘Epuonw vel sim.

56.
Lines 9-11:
... kNOet €n” ddytvoévt SGung du-

nBeico(v) mpopoipwg, | @BOV- évelknoag
ue kol five m60ov gudipoveg:
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Erroneous word-division. Read 8éung dumBeica tpopoipac: d ¢B4v’, veiknodc | pe kol fiv
énoBov éudpavec. For the theme of the epitaph, see e.g. Peek, Gr. Vers-Inschr. 1 1732 =
Merkelbach—Stauber, Steinepigramme III 14/13/05 (Isaura Nova).

74.

L1 1-3, 'Ovoud[c]itn ‘Epufil vie ktA. In line 2 the stone clearly reads EPITH, with space for
a further letter at line end. The son’s name is Epnn[q]; the name Epmiog 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 £I&er Mfva k[a]ltoBdvi[ovl
kexolmpuévov], 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, 1. Sultan Dag1 (IGSK 62) 342, where Jonnes prints:

gav (sic) TIOTOY

to TAMO

xoxov TYH

ZEIZ .. EIMHN
5 Kkoto . OQNI

ONKE . QAQ

UEVOV

Read presumably €6v tig 100[t0]l 1@ tdme | Kooy Tunloet, €[E]er Mijv[o] kata[y]8dvilov
ke[y]ololuévoy.

Another Hermes-derived name can be corrected at I. Pisid. Cent. IGSK 57) 59. The editors
print 11. 1-5 as follows:

‘Epuaic "AmoAlw-
viov xoi Towog ITP
oA Q
TOV €MOMNO-

5 oV KTA.

The photograph scarcely supports the reading ‘Epuoic in 1. 1: read, no doubt, [A¥]pAAic: the
same spelling in 1. Pisid. Cent. 55. In 1l. 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 1. 2: read ’Ano?»?»cplcpo’cvron kol Tatog [poltov.

96.

A line omitted from the transcription, making nonsense of the text. Read Avp. "AvévikAntog |
Ovevolotov | k& Abp. Aduvo | Avp. Moatin | Buyatpt pviung | xépuv.
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99.

Ovp(d)10¢ avésaoey Tov(v)det[o-]
[v]ev yvvéxo adtod, Mal[.]
[ (V) adedod(v), (K Ovpdrovolv)

(Left Centre Right)
YE NI'OYA EIl

‘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:

[TT]ovPArog dvéotnoev Tovdet[al-
[v]ev y.uvélcoc o0to0 - Mal.]

[.]¢ &dehooc ITovPAiov &[vés]-
[tn]oev Tovdet- '

[ovév].

In line 3, the letter which M. reads as an eta is a pi with central cross-bar.
114.
LI 3-10 are printed by M. thus:

[.JAE
Iz
5 ™
Yout-
[plog
o-
[toV]
10 [..JPINHEIMQNAXHZ kot A[- ca.3 -Jng 10D O(e0)d
[ ca.3 -JEHANATHNOEKQNTES edy[fiv].

The inscription is Christian. In lines 3—4, read [.]KE | [.]TIZ: I have no restoration to suggest.
[. .]Jptvng preserves the end of the girl’s name. She was a pavayfig kol 3[ov]Ang 100 B(e0)9,
‘nun and slave of God’. In what follows, ANATHNOXKQNTEZX presumably derives from
avayl(y)vookw, ‘you who read this’. evy[nv is senseless. One would willingly restore
eVylecBe vel sim.: L. Robert, Hellenica I (Limoges, 1940), 33-36.
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124.

M. offers text and translation as follows.

10

uvip” GAoxe:

1M A0 [¢-]

tevev | k¢ OMO[ ]

ATNH v. xai Buydan[p]
Mo&unvn, MHZ[. .]
[.JHNOYN[ca. 1-2]KATTAL. ]
TANE[.]XENOMOL. Jo-
[wp]pocivn dpe-

g v é€oy -

[v] rocdv.

‘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:

uvij” GAox®

Al "Ayabig

tev&ev k& Opole]-

dvn | ko Buydie[np]
Mo&iun, (uyviung x[é]-
[p]wv, ovv[e]xo ndi[o]-
av | €[c]yev ouo-
[o]pocbvny dipe-

g mv €oxa

OGOV .

Evidently "Ayaf1g m., not "Ayofig f. No parallel presents itself for opo@dtvn, but it is hard to
see what else could be restored here, and the metaphor is not especially difficult. In II. 4-5,
the dative Buyat[pi] Ma&iun is possible, which would give additional point to bpo@pocsivn;
but the singular verb €oyev in 1. 7 militates against this.

127.

Méuv-

ov "Tovot-
N YAvkv-
TGN HoD
yoveryl Ad-
Eq aveéot-
GOl GTOAN-
v, LlIVT’]Lm-

¢ XGpLV.
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‘Memnon, erected (this) stele for Tusta Doxa, his (lit. my) beloved wife, in memory.’

Some errors of transcription and word-division. Read Meuvloviog tlfj yAvkvltatn pov |
yoveyl AdlEq dvéotnloa iotAnly uvAunlg x&pwv. Confusion between 1% and 3™ person is
also (erroneously) posited by Jonnes at I. Sultan Dagr 32, where read presumably [TonbAog
Zregalvov 0t Lav | dvéotnoey.

144.

MvnoiBeog ke TenwdBeog Gtd
@) Kadhpdyo adehod
[ ca. 7-8 | uviung xaprv

In 1. 2 the stone reads TOY. The father of Mnesitheos, Timotheos and Kallimachos was named

"Atoltov: see e.g. L. Robert, Noms indigénes dans 1’Asie Mineure gréco-romaine (Paris,
1963), 528-30.

145.

For v otAnv €awtfj €tepe (‘cut into shape’), read naturally €te&e: for the form of the letter
xi, shaped like the number ‘3°, compare MAMA 1361 (phot.), 1. 5 €revEev.

181.

Sarcophagus of ATAtog Zoeihog NEO| . |l TAYZAIIAPIZ and his wife. M. tentatively suggests
that the sequence of letters may conceal an ethnic. I would prefer to see Zoilos ved[c] as a
yYovoardplog, a maker of gausape, woollen frieze (TLL VI (2) 1720-21); for the great flocks
of Lycaonia, see Strabo xii 6.1: 1) ydpo tpdParto éktpéper Davpoactde, tpayeiog 8¢ épéac,
Kol Tveg €€ oDTOV TOVTWV HEYIGTOVG TAOVTOVG EKTNGOVTO* "AUOVTIOG 0 DIEP TPLAKOGLOG
£oye moluvog &v 1olg Tomolg To0Tolc. See in general G. Labarre & M.-Th. Le Dinaret, Les
métiers du textile en Asie Mineure de 1’époque hellénistique a 1’époque impériale, in Aspects
de I’Artisanat du Textile dans la Monde Méditerranéen (Lyon, 1996), 49-116 (for Caria, add
now BE (1998) 385, Orthosia).

193.

Aaig Mevekpdrn avdpt

uvijpo: Kotdpong bok-

[et]o(eton) B(e)d AUy O¢ v Tig PAGy
TaQOoV.

Unnecessary complication and bad grammar. Read xatépoig brokiloBo Atdg, Gv tig PAdyn
tqeov. Compare 157.13-14, where read broxicO[w] | (®) Prox.
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208.

A line omitted from the transcription. Lines 5ff. should read tfj yAvkvltatn k& moAvmoBu-
votatn ovvBie O¢lkAng ke énavtd. The irrational genitive is very common, e.g. 160.6-7, fj
ouvPBilo avtod Zong; MAMA 1 383, 1§ ovvBie pov OékAng; I. Sultan Dagi 319, 1§ 1diq
Buyotpt OvoevTtiAdng; I. Sultan Dagi 327, tfj untpi [piewvtog. This last example permits
us to correct a personal name at 69.7-8; for ITpgiovt | 1(fj) Buyotpt, read [peroviltt Buyarpl.

219.

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

0g 8¢ av émoProcéty HITOZOIX
10 ypa v Bopdebovov-

doo1 Be® Adyov-

ov Bedv Got un dduenon).

‘... 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.’

ENIXBIAXETH represents éneioPidoetor, fut. indic.: thus also fodAoun in 1. 6. The
photograph of the squeeze at fig. 261 suggests the readmg XIEPA at the start of 1. 10, i.e.
xz-:tpoc with epsilon and iota reversed. Read here 0¢ ¢ Ov smcstccem 7 mocots[1]l x(el)po
mv BapveBovov. The formula is extremely common: see J. Strubbe, APAI EITITYMBIOI
(Bonn, 1997) (IGSK 52), App. 2.1, pp. 285-288; many exx. have the spelling tocoic(e)t. The
formula in 1. 12 (which M. mistranslates) has frequently been discussed: A. Wilhelm, Griechi-
sche Grabinschriften aus Kleinasien, Akademieschriften 11 336-409, at 391-403; E. Gibson,
The “Christians for Christians” Inscriptions of Phrygia (Missoula, 1978), 62—-63. No doubt
here we should read &Smﬁqn[g]: 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 [A{)]p.
KaArovpviog | [1]@® 181e matpi xTA.

221.

Aln]rog 1 Moctiov(]
¢nébnxey e[cm]?mv v. Ol
nevlepG ovT{T}0d.

The photograph of the stone at fig. 263 does not support 1@ in L. 1: the spacing requires two
letters between fau and pi. We appear to have a personal name ending in -6to[¢] or -eto[c].
Presumably a patronymic follows, [Taciov[oc], providing more plausible syntax.

222.

Christian epitaph. Lines 6—12 are printed by M. thus:
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gvopyilm vuadg
TOV KAfjpov TOv VO [v]
ke tov [TOY]] énspKéue—
VOV K€ TAVTOG TOVG

10 év 1t® yéve pov IPAKE-
YN «& ATITINA tov é-
OV KOGUAGOTE.

Mysterious oath formula. Read m(oté)pa k€ | v(10)v k& Oyr(ov) mv(edp)o. Perusal of the
photograph at fig. 264 confirms that IIPA, YN, and IINA all carry abbreviation marks. A close
parallel at Soloi in Cyprus, 0(p)xetfopev UGG Tov Oeov 1OV T(a)vTokpdtopo ke [atépo ke
Yeiov k& 10 dyetov [ eyvedpo (T. B. Mitford, Byzantion 20 (1950) 165-167; cf. D. Feissel,
BCH 104 (1980) 464). Closer to Konya, I. Sultan Dag: 50 (Philomelion) 11-14, eioynoe |
npoO¢ matépay Kol vletov k& aylov mvedluo. Tangentially, the name of the énetoxonog in 11.
6-7 of the Philomelian inscription (Emilyépeiov) is very implausible: the photo is unhelpful,
but seems to permit the reading lfpnlyépswv.

223.

SR ]
Al...JPETOX
av[éotn]oo 1®
MA[...]AOYEYP

5 ET[ .. n]pe(o)B(vtépe) KA.

Although not unparalleled with personal names, the definite article frequently precedes
specification of family relationship. Hence read év[éot]oo 1@ | ma[tpi] Aov (ki) Evplét[o
n]ps(c)[_’)(mépq)). Presumably the son’s name was also [Eiﬁ]psrog. For the name, see A.
Wilhelm, Akademieschriften 111 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 1 218.

The abbreviation npef = tpecfitepog is common. I take the opportunity to suggest a
correction to Emtypagéc “"Ave Makxedoviog 206, a problematic document. The editors print
Arovioiog ITPEBANTQ | 10 tiig Quyartpodg odtod mondi | tvde nhaxa Biike - | hpoig xoipetv.
Presumably in line 1 we have Atovboiog npe(o)B(Vtepog) "Avinl[- -]; the obvious restoration
is "Avtw[vig], but the gender alteration t@® moudi ... pwig is troubling. I should happily read
‘Aviolvig] ... fpo{t}c.

227 & 228.

Surprising collocation. A single inscription, text - -Jo tev&avto cov BunmdA[ov - -.

All Souls College, Oxford Peter J. Thonemann



