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2003 yilindan itibaren Antalya ve Side Miizelerinde bu-
lunan Pamfuliya lehcesi, Sidece ve Pisidce yazitlar kor-
pusu projesini Kilttr ve Turizm Bakanhg Kalttr Varhkla-
ri ve Miizeler Genel Mudurliginin izinleri ile yuritmus
bulunuyorum. Miize calismalarim esnasinda yardim ve
desteklerini gordigim A. Atilla’ya ve A. Dedeoglu’na
tesekkirlerimi sunmayi borg bilirim.

Projenin ilk etap calismalari Pamfuliya lehcesindeki ya-
zitlara ayrilmistir. Pamfuliya lehcesi daha 1840l yillar-
da bolgeye gelen ilk seyyahlarin dikkatini ¢cekmis bir
alandir. Syllion kentindeki uzun Pamfuliya lehgeli anitin
kesfi de bu donemlere rastlar. 1960’ yillara kadar Lanc-
koronski, L. Robert, G. Bean gibi arastirmacilarin miin-
ferit yayinlarindan sonra Cl. Brixhe bdolgeyi sistemli bir
sekilde incelemeye baslamis ve 1976 yilinda Le Dialecte
Grec de Pamphylie (=DGP). Documents et Grammaire.
BIFEA 26, Paris, kitabinda 178 kadar yazit yayinlamistir.
Bu eserde yer alan yazitlari daha sonra sonuncusuna
benim de katildigim 5 ek yayin daha izlemistir.

1) DGP 179-192: Suppl. |, Etudes d’archéologie clas-
sique (= EAC) V (1979), 9-16

2) DGP 193-225: Suppl. ll, L’Asie Mineure du nord au
sud, EAC VI (1988), 167-234

3) DGP 226-242: Suppl. lll, Hellénika Symmikta, EAC
VII (1991), 15-27

4) DGP 243-257: Suppl. IV, Kadmos XXXV (1996),
72-86

5) DGP 258-276: Suppl. V, Kadmos XXXIX (2000),
1-56
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Since 2003, | have been conducting a corpus project for
the inscriptions covering the Pamphylian dialect and the
Sidetian and Pisidian languages kept at the Antalya and
Side museums with the permission issued by the Direct-
orate General of Museums and Cultural Heritage of the
Ministry of Culture and Tourism. | would like to express
my thanks to A. Atilla and A. Dedeoglu, who have sup-
ported my work at these museums.

The first stage of the project is dedicated to inscriptions
in the Pamphylian dialect, which had already attracted
the attention of travellers visiting the region in the
1840’s. The monument carrying the long inscription in
the Pamphylian dialect in the city of Syllion was also
discovered during this period. Individual publications
about the region came from scholars such as Lancko-
ronski, L. Robert and G. Bean until the 1960s. Then Cl.
Brixhe started a systematic survey of the region and
published about 178 inscriptions in his Le dialecte grec
de Pamphylie (=DGP). Documents et grammaire. BIFEA
26, Paris in 1976. This publication was followed by five
more, in the last of which | also participated:

1) DGP 179-192: Suppl. I, Etudes d’archéologie clas-
sique (=EAC ) V (1979), 9-16

2) DGP 193-225: Suppl. Il, L'Asie Mineure du nord au
sud, EAC VI (1988), 167-234

3) DGP 226-242: Suppl. lll, Hellenika Symmikta, EAC
VII (1991), 15-27

4) DGP 243-257: Suppl. 1V, Kadmos XXXV (1996), 72-
86

5) DGP 258-276: Suppl. V, Kadmos XXXIX (2000), 1-56
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Pamfuliya lehcesiyle ilgili arastirmalarim, Eski Anadolu
Dilleri alaninda yurattigiim doktora calismalari zemi-
ninden dogmaktadir. Eski Anadolu Dilleri tizerine yapilan
arastirmalarin temel iki yond vardir. Birincisi “Anadolu’
ya ait dil gelenekleri nelerdir?”, ikincisi ise “Anadolu’ya
ait olmayan, baska bir deyisle Anadolu’ya disardan gel-
mis ve Anadolu’daki cesitli tarihi evrelerin olusmasinda
yer almig dil gelenekleri nelerdir?”.

Anadolu’ya ait dil gelenekleri kokenleri bakimindan iki
gruba ayrilabilir. Birinci grubun basinda Hint-Avrupa
kokenli diller vardir. Hititce (Nesaca), Luvice, Palaca,
Trimmi dili (yaygin bir sekilde Lukca olarak bilinir),
Sfard dili (yaygin bir sekilde Ludca olarak bilinir), Karca
(yerel adini bilmiyoruz) gibi diller bunlarin arasinda yer
alir. ikinci grupta Kafkas kokenli Hatti, Hurri ve Urartu
dilleri siralanabilir. Buttiin bu diller ilk yazili hale gectik-
leri caglardan itibaren hep Anadolu’da mevcudiyet bul-
muslardir. Bu nedenle Eski Anadolu Dilleri alaninin te-
mel arastirma konularidir. Anadolu’daki dil gelenekleri
arasinda daha fazla tartisilan konular koki Anadolu
olmadigi halde Anadolu’ya gelerek burada yeni bir form
almis olan dillerdir. Ornegin 6nemli bir akkulturasyon
ogesi oldugu icin Akadca’dan s6z edebiliriz. Anadolu’
da Kanis (Kiltepe) Karumunda ele gecen yazitlarin dili
Anadolu’ya 6zgulesmis bir Akadca yansitir. Benzer bir
sekilde Anadolu’da yabanci bagka bir dil gelenegi de
Hellence’dir. Hellence adlandirmasi benim icin hem et-
nik hem de dilbilimsel bir adlandirmadir. Nasil Turkce
adlandirmasindan sadece Anadolu Tirkcesini kastetmi-
yorsak ve Turkiye Turkgesi, Azerbaycan Tirkgesi, Kazak
Turkcesi ve benzerleri diyorsak, Hellence i¢in de durum
budur. Anadolu’da Klasik Atina cagina karsilik gelen do-
nemde ve 6ncesinde iyon’lar vardi. Hellenistik ve Roma
Cagi’'nda bunlarin dil kimlikleri kaybolmustur. Bizans ve
Yakin Cag’da Iyon’larin yasamis olduklarini séylemek
ise ne tarihi acidan ne de dilbilimsel acidan dogrudur.
Bize Sami veya Pers geleneginden iyon’lari kasten, Yunan
sOzcliginin gecmis olmasinin bugiin ne bilimsel ne kul-
tiirel ne de siyasi karsiligi vardir. Hellence’nin iyon, Ayol,
Dor ve Pamfuliya lehceleri Anadolu’ya ait formlara sa-
hiptir. Fakat 6nemle tizerinde durulmasi gereken konu
Pamfuliya lehgesi disinda kalan diger lehgelerin Anado-
lu’daki izolasyonlari sorunudur. Her (¢ lehge acgisindan
da ozellikle belirtilmesi gereken husus bunlarin yerli
Anadolu halklari ile temasinin yok denecek kadar zayif
diizeyde kalmasidir.

Pamfuliya lehcesinin incelenmesinin arastirmalarimiz agi-
sindan iki 6nemli yani vardir. Birincisi “language change”
olarak adlandirdigimiz inceleme konusunun oldukca tipik
bir 6rnegi olmasidir.
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My personal interest in the Pamphylian dialect arose
from my doctoral studies in ancient Anatolian langua-
ges. Studies in ancient Anatolian languages have two
aspects: the first focuses on the question ‘what are the
language areas of Anatolia itself?” and the second on
‘what are the language areas that came to Anatolia from
outside and partook in the formation of various histori-
cal phases in Anatolia?”.

The language areas of Anatolia can be grouped into two
as per their origins: the first group is led by the Indo-
European languages including Hittite (Nesite), Luwian,
Palaic, Termilian (known as Lycian by a wider audi-
ence), Stardian (known as the Lydian by a wider audli-
ence) and Carian (its local name is unknown). The sec-
ond group includes Hattic, Hurrian and Urartian langua-
ges of Caucasian origins. All these languages retained
their existence in Anatolia as of the time they were re-
corded in a script; thus, they have been the basic fields
of research in ancient Anatolian languages. Among the
language areas in Anatolia that are discussed more often
are those that assumed a new form following their arriv-
al in Anatolia. For example, Accadian is noteworthy as
it is an important element of acculturation: the language
of the clay tablets uncovered at Kanesh karum (Ktiltepe)
in Anatolia reflects a form of Accadian peculiar to Ana-
tolia. Similarly, ancient Greek, i.e. Hellenic language, is
another language area foreign to Anatolia. The term
‘Hellenic language’ is, for me, both an ethnical and a
linguistic naming. Just as we don’t mean only Anatolian
Turkish when we say “Turkish’, we need to mention the
Turkish of Turkey, the Turkish of Azerbaijan, the Turkish
of the Kazakhs, etc, the same is valid for the Hellenic
language. In Anatolia there were lonians during and be-
fore the period corresponding to the Classical Athenian
period. Their language identity was lost during the
Hellenistic and Roman periods. To say that the lonians
lived here in the Byzantine and Modern periods is not
correct in regard to both historical and linguistic points.
The fact that the term ‘Yunan’ for lonians has passed
onto us from the Persian or Semitic tradition does not
reflect a political or linguistic nor a scientific point to-
day. The lonian, Aeolian, Dorian and Pamphylian dia-
lects of ancient Greek have special forms peculiar to
Anatolia. However, it must be stressed that the dialects
other than the Pamphylian one were isolated in Anato-
lia. For all these three dialects it must be mentioned that
their contacts with the native Anatolian peoples
remained very weak.

Study of the Pamphylian dialect has two important as-
pects for our research: the first is that it sets a typical ex-
ample for the research field termed ‘language change’.
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Pamfuliya lehgesi, dil arastirmalari icin tam bir tomog-
rafi niteligindedir. Gelmis olabilecegi kaynaktan, Roma
imparatorluk Cagi’'nda erimeye basladigi déneme kadar
olan stirede Pamfuliya lehcesindeki degisimleri izlemek
olanaklidir. Bir bakima Anadolu’nun tek ve biricik Hellen
lehgesidir. Bize Anadolu’daki Hellen lehgelerini tartig-
mak ve mukayese etmek icin saglam dayanaklar sagla-
maktadir. Pamfuliya lehcesinin i¢ dinamiklerindeki ce-
sitli evreleri bir kenara koyup dil degisimi acisindan
sunu tartisma konusu edebiliriz: Anadolu’da buyuk bir
olasilikla Demir Cagi’nin basinda veya devaminda orta-
va ¢ikmis cesitli Hellen lehgelerinin var oldugu sdylen-
mektedir, 6rnegin Anadolu lyon lehcesi, Anadolu-Ege
Ayol lehgesi, Asiya Dor lehgesi gibi lehgeler bu tirden-
dir. Lengtistik acidan bu lehcelerde bir Anatolizm bulun-
dugunu soylemek oldukga zordur. Cok ¢esitli yorumlar
aracihgiyla, 6rnegin yer adlarindaki eklerin benzer ol-
masina bakarak belirli bir Anatolizm gérmek isteyenler
vardir, fakat bir dilin baska bir dile akraba olmasinin
veya etkilesmis olmasinin cesitli ve sistemli yanlari var-
dir. Madde adlari, cesitli kilt obje adlari, metrik clguler,
agirlik olcileri, sahis adlari ve cesitli fonetik ve morfo-
lojik konular bunun icine girer. Tek basina bir tanri adi
veya yer adinin bir etkilesim veya miras konusu gibi
gorilmesi, acikcasi, dil inceleme alandan elde edilecek
sonuclarin hafife alinmasidir. Bu acidan lyon veya Ayol
lehcelerine baktigimizda sistemli bir etkilesim alaninin
bulunmadigini goririz. Peki bu lehcelerde neden bu tir
bir etkilesim gortilmtyor? Bunun iki yaniti olabilir. Bi-
rincisi bu lehgeler Anadolu’daki kalabalik dil alanlari-
nin disinda izole olarak kalmislardir. ikincisi, bu dil var-
liklart belki de zannedildigi gibi Anadolu’nun birinci
binyili erken safhalarina ait degillerdir. Biz burada bu
lehcelerin durumunu tartismayacagiz, ancak Pamfuliya
lehcesi modeline bakmaksizin Anadolu’daki diger leh-
celeri bagimsiz konular gibi gérmenin dogru bir yontem
olmadigint soylemekle yetinecegiz. Neden Pamfuliya
lehcesi bir modeldir? Bir modeldir, ¢tinki yerli Anadolu
halklariyla etkilesimini yansitan sayisiz 6rnek vardir.
Kaldi ki, Pamfuliya bolgesindeki yerli Anadolu halkinin
adini dahi bilmiyoruz. Luvi veya Luvizm gosteren bir dil
alani s6z konusu olabilir. Biz Side’de yerli bir yazi ve dil
kullanmis olan insanlara Sideliler diyoruz. Halbuki, bu-
radaki tarihi halkin adini bilmedigimiz icin bu adlandir-
mayi kullaniyoruz. Sideliler kimdi? Sideliler, Luviceye
akraba bir dil konusan bir yerli Anadolu halkiydi. O
halde tipki Sideliler 6rneginde oldugu gibi daha Klasik
cagda Pamfuliya’da Luvice veya ona akraba bir dili ko-
nusan yerli bir halk buldugunu kabul etmemiz gerekir.
iyon ve Ayol lehcelerine baktigimizda, bu lehcelerin
etrafinda Sfardiya (=Ludiya), Kariya ve Frugiya gibi bu-
yik ve kalabalik halk gruplarinin oldugunu goriiriiz.
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The Pamphylian dialect is indeed a tomography for lin-
guistic research as it is possible to follow up the changes
to it from its origin down to the Roman period when it
began to be assimilated. Indeed, it can be considered
the only Anatolian dialect of the Hellenic language and
it provides us with strong foundations to discuss and
compare the Hellenic dialects in Anatolia. Putting aside
the internal dynamics of the Pamphylian dialect, it is
possible to discuss the following in terms of language
change: it is said that there existed various Hellenic dia-
lects in Anatolia appearing possibly in the early or later
part of the Iron Age, e.g. the lonian dialect of Anatolia,
the Aeolian dialect of Anatolia-Aegean, the Dorian
dialect of Asia etc. From the linguistic point of view it is
difficult to claim that there exists an Anatolism in these
dialects. Through a variety of interpretations some schol-
ars wish to see some sort of Anatolism, for example by
looking at the similarity of suffixes in the names of local-
ities; however, there are a variety and systematic aspects
to the relationship of one language to another with
which the former is a relative or the former has interact-
ed. Nouns, names of various cultural objects, measure-
ment units, weight units, proper names and various pho-
netic and morphological points are included here. Con-
sidering a single deity name or a single locality name as
the point of interaction or heritage frankly means that
the results obtained in linguistic researches are not
weighed properly. When we look at the lonian and
Aeolian dialects from this angle, we see that there exists
no area of systematic interaction. Then, why is such
interaction not observed in these dialects? This may be
answered in two ways: firstly, these dialects remained
isolated from the crowded language areas in Anatolia;
and secondly, these linguistic beings perhaps do not be-
long to the early phases of the first millennium of Ana-
tolia as has been thought to be the case. However, we
are not interested in the state of the dialects here; there-
fore, we will be content with only saying that it is not a
good method to see the other Anatolian dialects as in-
dependent topics without considering the model of the
Pamphylian dialect. Why does the Pamphylian dialect
set a model? It sets a model because there are numerous
examples revealing its interaction with native Anatolian
peoples. As a matter of fact, the name of the native peo-
ple living in Pamphylia is not even known to us. It is
possible to reach a language area displaying Luwian or
Luwism. The people of Side using a native script and
language are called “Sidetians’ by us since we do not
even know the name of the historical people, who actu-
ally lived here. Who were the Sidetians? The Sidetians
were a native Anatolian people speaking a language
related to the Luwian. Thus, we have to acknowledge
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Demek ki, bu Hellen lehceleri “dil alaninda” bu mede-
niyetlerle temasa gecmemisler.

Pamfuliya lehcesi, yalnizca bu yerli Anadolu substratla-
rin1 yansitmakla kalmiyor, diyakronik ve sinkronik 6ge-
leri de tasiyor. Ornegin diyakronik olarak bu lehcede
erken Dor telaffuzunu yansitan veya Muken diliyle ve
Kibris lehcesiyle paydas sozctkler gorilebilir. Sinkronik
olarak Pamfuliya’da Ayol’lerin varligi ve Koynelesme de
takip edilebilir. O halde Pamfuliya lehgesi bir modeldir
deriz, ¢linkt “language change” olarak bir dilin basina
gelen seyin neden baska bir dilde de goriiliip gorilme-
digini sinama imkani verir. Aslinda, sadece Pamfuliya
lehgesi icin degil, 6rnegin Trimmi dili, Karca ve Sfardiya
dili icin de bu boyledir. Trimmi’liler gesitli tinvanlari ve
kilt objelerini Perslerden ve Hellenlerden, agirliklari
sikla’yi (=sekel) da Sami’lerden almiglardir. Dogal ola-
rak, modern veya antik her dilde etkilesimi yansitan
ogeler vardir.

Pamfuliya lehcesi arastirmalarini calismalarimiz icin
onemli kilan bir diger unsur da tarihi bir perspektif’in
tartisiimasina olanak saglamasidir. Bugtin 1. binyil
Anadolu Dil Arastirmalari iki boyut arasina bir tenecere
gibi sikismistir. Ust tarafta bir Hitit baskisi, ki ben bunu
bir tencere kapagina benzetiyorum, alt tarafta ise bir
ocak ve burada yanan bir Hellen atesi. Anadolu dil
arastirmalari bu iki kanadin biribirini ikna savasi sek-
linde gecmektedir. Oysa, durum boyle degildir. Nere-
deyse her Hititolojik kavramin Atina klasik caginda veya
Bati Anadolu epikorik ¢aginda bir seylere karsilik gel-
mesi gerekir diye bir anlayis dogdu. 2. binyilcilar ne
kadar bastirirsa, Kictk Asiya “Romacilan” da o kadar
rededer duruma dustiler. Bu topografya icin de boyle
oldu, diger kiilt aragtirmalari icin de boyle oldu. Bu nok-
ta artik bir mola alma zamanidir. Anadolu’da Klasik,
Hellenistik ve Roma ¢aglarinda hentiz tanimlanamamus,
¢Ozlilememis diller mevcuttur ve Anadolu’da her cagda
dil izolasyonlarinin mimkiin olabilecegini gosteren
ornekler vardir, 5rnegin Geg Frug ve Pisidce olarak bili-
nen Sofular-Timbriada yazitlarinin dili boyledir. Anado-
lu’da cesitli dillerin belirli bir arkeolojik kiiltiirle tanim-
lanmalari kosulu yoktur. Bir dil varligi olarak bildigimiz,
ancak epigrafik acidan temsil edilmemis diller de vardir.
Kappadokya dili veya Lukaonca boyledir. O halde bir
dil varliginin epigrafik olarak tespit edilmis olma kosulu
da éncelikli degildir. Bununla sunu soylemek istiyorum:
Anadolu tarih incelemelerinde dil olgularinin sonucu,
ne yazik ki, keramik tasnifi veya everget’lerin soyu sopu
kadar dikkate alinmamistir ve bu durumun tekrar goz-
den gecirilmesi geregi vardir. Bu tarafimizca Anadolu’
daki cesitli dil inceleme alanlarinin historical-compara-
tive-descriptive metodology ile ele alinmasi seklinde
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the presence of a native people in Pamphylia, as exem-
plified by the Sidetians, speaking Luwian or a related
language in the Classical period. When we look at the
lonian and Aeolian dialects, we see that they were sur-
rounded with crowded and large populations of Sfardia
(=Lydia), Caria and Phrygia, and we infer that these
Hellenic dialects did not have any contacts with these
bigger civilisations in the ‘language field’.

The Pamphylian dialect not only reflects these native
Anatolia substrates but also contains diachronic and
synchronic elements. For the diachronic example, we
may propose the words in common denominator with
the Mycenean and Cypriot dialects or those reflecting
the early Dorian pronunciation. For the synchronic ex-
ample, it is possible to follow the presence of the Aeoli-
ans in Pamphylia and the influence of koines. Thus, we
can say that the Pamphylian dialect is a model because
it allows us to test why ‘language change’ is or is not ob-
served in another language. Indeed, this is valid not only
for the Pamphylian dialect but also for instance for Ter-
milian (Lycian), Carian and Sfardian languages. The Ter-
milians took various titles and cultural objects from the
Persians and Hellenes while they took the sikla (=shek-
el), their weight unit, from the Semites. Naturally, each
language, modern or ancient, contains elements that re-
flect interaction.

The other point that makes the study of the Pamphylian
dialect important for my research is that it allows for the
discussion of a historical perspective. Today, the studies
in the 1°* millennium Anatolian linguistic field of re-
search has been stuck, like a pan, between two points:
the upper part that forms the lid is the Hittite pressure
while there is a Hellenic fire burning on a hearth under-
neath. The Anatolian linguistic field of research contin-
ues like a battle between these two sides, each trying to
convince the other. Indeed, the situation is entirely dif-
ferent. Almost a new understanding has been born: each
Hittitological concept has to have a corresponding one
in the Athenian Classical period or the western Anatoli-
an epichoric age. The more the scholars on the 2" mil-
lennium push forth, the more the ‘Romanists” studying
Anatolia reject. The same is valid for both topographic
and cultural studies. However, now it is time to take a
break. There still exist undeciphered languages from the
Classical, Hellenistic and Roman periods in Anatolia
and there exist examples that show that isolations of
languages were possible in Anatolia in all periods, for
example, the language of the Sofular-Timbriada inscrip-
tions known as Pisidian and Late Phrygian inscriptions.
However, there does not exist any rule stating that vari-
ous languages in Anatolia have to be identified with
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anlasiimaktadir. Projeyi baslatma ve yuritmekteki amag
da budur.

Projenin baslangic etabi miize depolarinda bulunan
etidlik malzemenin tespiti olmustur. Burada Miize'de
bulunan malzemenin listesi verilecektir. ikinci etap
cahigmalari teknik olarak baglamamistir. Pamfuliya lehce-
sinin sayisiz aniti hala toprak altindadir. Aspendos gibi
bir kentte arkeolojik kazilara baglanmasi ihtiyaci sidde-
tle duyulmaktadir. Bu kentte yapilacak kazilarla sadece
dilbilimsel malzemeye degil, erken donem keramikleri-
ne de ulasiimasi mimkin olacaktir. Keramik malzeme
tizerinde sayisi bini asmis lejantlar iskenderiye’deki As-
pendia civarlarinda ele gecirilmistir. Heniliz yayimlan-
mamis olan bu malzemede Anadolu onomastikon’u icin
oldukga ilging ve yeni verilerin elde edildigini Prof.
Brixhe ile gortismelerimizden biliyorum. Pamfuliya’dan
ithal edilen bu malzemelerin dretildigi bir ocak veya
ona benzer bir yapi bolgede aranabilir. Pamfuliya lehge-
siyle kaydedilmis yazitlar boyut olarak kiictktir. Genel
olarak birbirine benzerler. Bunlarda tst kisimlarinda tg¢-
gen alinlikli bir cephe bulunabilir. Genellikle bezenme-
mislerdir. Bazi yazitlar kurdela ve rozetle bezenmistir.
Kabartmali ttirleri yok denecek kadar azdir. Side Mize-
si‘nde kabartmali bir 6rnek bulunmaktadir. Bean, bu
yaziti daha once hatali olarak yayimlamisti (Bkz. G. E.
Bean, 1965, Side Kitabeleri, TTK, Ankara, s. 56-57, yazit
no. 153.), fakat dogru okunusu Suppl. V yazit no. 259'da
yer almaktadir. Gomu yazitlari disinda kalan yazit 6r-
nekleri hemen hemen yok denecek kadar azdir. Syllion
(DGP 3) ve Aspendos (DGP 276) kitabeleri lehcenin
simdilik bilinen en uzun metinleridir.

Arazi kosullarina baktigimiz zaman, yazitlarin Perge,
Syllion, Aspendos ve civarindan geldigi gorilmektedir.
Perge ve Syllion’da ele gecen yazitlar sayica oldukca
azdir ve bu kentlerde Pamfuliya lehcesi konusan bir
nifus yaptlanmasinin bulundugunu 6ne siirecek kadar
bir arguman olusturmamaktadirlar. Bu halkin temel ika-
met alani Aspendos kentidir. Kentin yani sira Evrume-
don boyunca denize dogru cesitli yerlesim alanlarinda,
liman ve tersanelerde ( bu tir yapilarin varhgi tarafimiz-
ca bilinmemekle birlikte, epigrafi buluntulari Bogazak/
Bogazkent yakinlarinda bu tir yapilarin bulunabilecegi-
ni disundirmektedir) yazitlar ele gecmektedir. Simdiye
degin yayilanmis bulunan yazitlarin oldukga buyik bir
bolimi bolgedeki cesitli evlerde tespit edilmislerdir.
Bugtin bunlardan bir boliminin akibeti mechulddr.
Calisma esnasinda tespit edebilecegimiz kadar yazit fo-
tograf ve estampaj calismalariyla kayit altina alinmaya
calisilmistir. Hendiz bilinen tim yazit rakkamina ulasil-
mis degildir.
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certain archaeological cultures. There exist languages,
whose linguistic beings are known to us, but which are
not represented epigraphically, for example, the Cappa-
docian and Lycaonian languages. Thus, the condition
that a linguistic being be identified epigraphically does
not hold a priority. What | would like to say is the fol-
lowing: in historical studies of Anatolia, unfortunately
the results of linguistic phenomena have not been taken
into consideration as much as the ceramics or the fami-
ly trees of the evergetes have been; and this definitely
has to be reconsidered. | comprehend this as the han-
dling of various linguistic research fields together with
historical-comparative-descriptive methodology, and this
has been my start point and the direction of research in
this project.

In the initial stage, the materials in the depots of the
museums were identified, a list of which will be given
below. The second stage has not technically started yet.
Numerous monuments of the Pamphylian dialect are
still buried under earth. It is extremely necessary to ini-
tiate excavations at a site like Aspendos. Excavations in
this ancient city will yield not only linguistic materials
but possibly also ceramics of earlier periods. More than
a thousand legends on potshards have been uncovered
in Aspendia near Alexandria, Egypt. | have the informa-
tion thanks to Prof. Brixhe that this unpublished materi-
al contains very interesting and new evidence for Ana-
tolian onomastics. A kiln or a similar structure, where
these materials were produced in Pamphylia before
exporting to Egypt, may be looked for. The inscriptions
in the Pamphylian dialect are small in dimensions and
they are generally all alike. These may have a facade
crowned with a triangular pediment on top and they are
generally devoid of decoration. Only some inscriptions
are decorated with ribbons or rosettes. Apart from a sin-
gle example in Side Museum, examples in relief are
almost non-existent. This inscription at Side Museum was
published incorrectly by Bean (see G.E. Bean, Side Kita-
beleri, Ankara 1965, pp.56-57, no. 153); however, its
correct interpretation can be found in Suppl. V no. 259.
Only a few examples are not funerary inscriptions. Syl-
lion (DGP 3) and Aspendos (DGP 276) are the longest
texts in this dialect known to date.

Looking at the geography, it is seen that the inscriptions
come from Perge, Syllion, Aspendos and its environs.
Inscriptions recovered at Perge and Syllion are very few
in number and do not form an argument strong enough
to claim there was a population there speaking the Pam-
phylian dialect. This people mainly settled at Aspendos
and beside the city itself, inscriptions from settlements,
harbours and dockyards (I personally do not know of
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Miizede yaptigimiz calismalarda envanteri ¢ikarilmis olan
malzemenin gok buytk bir bolimiine ulasiimistir. Bun-
lar arasinda yayinlanmamis yeni bir yazit tespit ettik. Bu
yazit digerleriyle birlikte Suppl. VI olarak yayina gonde-
rildigi icin burada fotografi verilememektedir. Yazit, alin-
liksiz ve kirec tasindan yapilmistir. Olciileri 50x27.5x
15.5 cm. seklindedir. Harf ytiksekligi 2 cm. dir:

Opouvew(c)

*Aneddvito
Cevirisi: Apelonis’in oglu Orumnew(s).

Opouvew(c), nom. sing., final —s dezinansi kitabeye sig-
madig icin atlanmis olmahdir. Opopvetdg (96, 254),
Opvouvedg (90, 123, 152, 177c¢), Opovuvedg (146),
Opouvipoug (91, 107), [Olpovuvelfug (36), OpovuviFoug
(60, 189), Opovuvipvg (117), Opovuvelpovg (104, 128,
154, 211), Opvpvelpovg (123), Opouvipvg (81, 159),
Opouvipog (254), Opuopvlgrucl (276) ve [Oplovunve(d)g
(227) gibi cesitli fonetik niians ve kasuslari tespit edil-
mistir. —ev diftongunun —ew sekinde yazilmasi bilinen
bir durumdur ve yazitin erken doneme tarihlenmesine
bir kriter teskil etmektedir. Kanaatimizce 1.0. 3-2 yy.'lar
arasindaki bir evre tarihleme icin uygundur.

"Anedoviw, "Aneddvig (nom. sing., DGP 237) adinin yay-
gin gen. sing.’idir.
Antalya Mizesi'nde bulunan Pamfuliya lehceli yazitla-

rin yayin ve envanter tespitleri ise soyledir:

DGP yazit ve env. no. Simdiki envanter no.

1) DGP 66 = 458 405
2) DGP 67 =459 406
3) DGP 68 = 461 408
4) DGP 69 = 460 407
5) DGP 70 = 463 463
6) DGP 74 = 466 (non vidi)
7) DGP 75 = 441 (non vidi)
8) DGP 76 = 442 389
9) DGP 77 = 445 392
10) DGP 78 = 444 391
11) DGP 79 =323 279
12) DGP 81 = envantersiz 389
13) DGP 84 = envantersiz 3620
14) DGP 86 = 464 411
15) DGP 87 = 465 412
16) DGP 88 = 471 (413) (non vidi)
17) DGP 89 = 467 414
18) DGP 90 = envantersiz 3622
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the presence of such structures; however, epigraphic
evidence suggests that such structures might have exist-
ed near Bogazak/Bogazkent) along the Eurymedon to-
wards the sea have been uncovered. An important por-
tion of all the published inscriptions were found at
homes across the region; thus, it is not known what hap-
pened to some. During the course of our work, we tried
to document as many inscriptions as possible using pho-
tography and typing copy. Yet not all the inscriptions
have been covered.

In the work carried out at the museums, we have
reached most of the materials catalogued so far and one
inscription was identified as unpublished. This unpub-
lished one is in print with Suppl. VI, and consequently
we are unable to provide any images here. The inscrip-
tion is on limestone and does not have a pediment. It
measures 50 x 27.5 x 15.5 cm., the height of the letters
being 2 cm.:

Opouvew(c)

"Aneddviry
Translation: Orumnew(s), son of Apelonis.

The final case ending in -s of Opopvew(c), nom. sing.,
must have been skipped as it did not fit unto the block.
Various phonetic divergences and cases attested are
as follows: Opopvede (96, 254), Opouvede (90, 123,
152, 177¢), Opovuvetdg (146), Opouvipovg (91, 107),
[Olpovuvetpug (36), Opovuvipoug (60, 189), Opovuvigug
(117), Opovuveipovg (104, 128, 154, 211), Opvuvetroug
(123), Opouvipug (81, 159), Opopvipog (254), Opvuvlgpuc]
(276) and [Oploounve(b)g (227). It is a known issue that
the —ev diphthong is spelled as —ew and sets a criterium
for a dating to the early period. We are of the opinion
that a dating to the 3-2" centuries BC is appropriate.

"Areddvuv is the common gen.sing. of ’Aneldvig (nom.
sing., DGP 237).

The following is a list of the inscriptions in the Pamphy-
lian dialect kept at the Antalya Museum and their pub-
lications:

DGP inscription and inv. nr. Present inv. nr.

1) DGP 66 = 458 405
2) DGP 67 =459 406
3) DGP 68 = 461 408
4) DGP 69 = 460 407
5) DGP 70 = 463 463
6) DGP 74 = 466 (non vidi)
7) DGP 75 = 441 (non vidi)
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19) DGP 91 = envantersiz 3621

20) DGP 113= envantersiz (non vidi)

21) DGP 114= envantersiz (non vidi)

22) DGP 192= Ali Yilmaz'dan  2.4.2001
satin alma

23) DGP 204=Siileyman 3.15.90
Cengiz’den satin alma

24) DGP 205=Siileyman 1.15.89
Cengiz’den satin alma

25) DGP 244=Durmus 2001.14
Yilmaz'dan satin alma

26) Miize deposunda (yayinsiz) 1.13.87

Miize ¢alismalarimizin ikinci etabi Sidece kitabelere ay-
rilmistir. Sidece kitabeler sayica azdir ve yayin bakimin-
dan bir yenilik sunmamaktadir. Side dilindeki yazitlari
bir korpus olarak, J. Nollé, Side im Altertum. Geschichte
und Zeugnisse, I, IK 43, Bonn 1993’de yer almaktadir,
ancak lenguistik bir metodolojiyle ele alinmadiklari icin,
coztimleme literatiirii agisindan ilaveler yapilabilir. Bu
calismanin Side Dili baslikli bir esere dontstirilmesi
planlanmaktadir.

Pisidiya dilindeki kitabeler icin bu asamada cok fazla
bir sey yapitlamamistir, ¢linkti bu dildeki yazitlar genel-
likle Isparta Mizesi’'nde ve arazidedir. Calismalarimizin
ilerleyen etaplarinda Isparta Miizesi'nde de calisma
imkani arastirllacaktir. Literatiirde bu dile Pisidce den-
mesi artik bir aliskanlik olmustur. Oysa biz bolge adin-
dan dolayi bu dile Pisidce diyoruz. Bu dildeki yazitlar
Pisidiya’nin genelinde degil, sadece Isparta Aksu yakin-
larindaki Sofular’da ele gecmektedir. Buraya yakin bir
mevkide Timbriada kenti bulunmaktadir. Bu dildeki yazit-
larin Timbriada kentiyle olan ilskisinin aciga ¢ikarilmasi
gerekmektedir. Halk adini bilmiyoruz. Hig stiphesisiz
Anadolu’da dil izolasyonlarinin Roma Cagi’'nda da mim-
kiin olabilecegini gostermektedir.
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8) DGP 76 = 442 389
9) DGP 77 = 445 392

10) DGP 78 = 444 391

11) DGP 79 = 323 279

12) DGP 81 = no inv.nr. 389

13) DGP 84 = no.inv.nr. 3620

14) DGP 86 = 464 411

15) DGP 87 = 465 412

16) DGP 88 = 471 (413) (non vidi)

17) DGP 89 = 467 414

18) DGP 90 = no.inv.nr. 3622

19) DGP 91 = no.inv.nr. 3621

20) DGP 113= no.inv.nr. (non vidi)

21) DGP 114= no.inv.nr. (non vidi)

22) DGP 192= purchased from 2.4.2001
Ali Yilmaz

23) DGP 204= purchased from 3.15.90
Stileyman Cengiz

24) DGP 205= purchased from 1.15.89
Stileyman Cengiz

25) DGP 244= purchased from 2001.14
Durmus Yilmaz

26) In the museum depot 1.13.87
(unpublished)

The second stage of the museum work was dedicated to
the inscriptions in the Sidetian language, which are few
in number and do not provide us with a novelty to pub-
lish. The Sidetian inscriptions have been published as a
corpus by J. Nollé, Side im Altertum. Geschichte und
Zeugnisse, 1, IK 43, Bonn 1993; however, as they are not
handled with a linguistic methodology, it is possible to
enhance them through analysis in literature. This work
is intended to be published as: ‘the Sidetian Language’.

Nothing much could have been done with inscriptions
in Pisidian as they are either kept at the Isparta Museum
or are still in the field. As our work progresses, Isparta
Museum will also be contacted for research. This lan-
guage is generally known as Pisidian in the literature;
however, we call it so from the geographic name of the
region. Indeed, the inscriptions in Pisidian are recov-
ered only from Sofular near Aksu, Isparta, not overall
from the region of Pisidia. Near Sofular is the ancient
city of Timbriada and the connection of these inscrip-
tions with the people of Timbriada must be investigated.
The name of this people is not known to us. Undoubt-
edly this shows that the linguistic isolations could be
possible even during the Roman period.





