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The Ancient Routes and New Lycian Inscriptions around Fethiye 

Fatih ONUR – Ş. Recai TEKOĞLU 

Introduction (F. ONUR) 
Field surveys conducted on the ancient road network in Lycia since they were officially initiated 
in 2004 have brought new points of view and new materials to better understand Lycian 
geography and history.1 Some of the surveys in 2016, 2017 and 2018, the research reports of which 
contained some preliminary observations2, were concentrated on the county (ilçe) of Fethiye, 
ancient Telmessos. The area of the Fethiye Plain is ca. 60 square kilometers. The approximate 
borders extend to Yanıklar to the west, Eldirek to the north, Esenköy (Dont) to the east, and 
western parts of Fethiye town. Central Fethiye and ancient Telmessos are at the southwestern 
corner of this plain. According to the Monumentum Patarense (MP), dated to the Early Imperial 
period, Telmessos’s ancient neighbours were Kalynda to the northwest, Kadyanda to the 
northeast, Tlos to the east and Pinara to the southeast. Between these, the area of the Telmessian 
territory can be estimated as measuring ca. 300-400 square kilometers under the Early Empire.  

The gulf of Fethiye and the settlements around it have been the subject of a well-known study, 
“Der Golf von Fethiye”, authored by Werner Tietz (2003). This book covers the history of the 
region from the Bronze Age to the end of Roman Imperial Era, and investigates the individual 
settlements, including Lydai, Lissai, Krya, Kalynda, Daidala, Hippoukome, Oktapolis, Symbra, 
Telandros and Telmessos. Kadyanda was excluded on the basis that the city was actually oriented 
towards Xanthos Valley and to the north,3 not towards Fethiye Plain. This important observation 
is relevant also to the discussion of TAM II 127 (see below p. 2), an inscription which raises 
questions concerning the territories of Kadyanda and Telmessos. Most of the historical and 
geographical evidence has already been discussed in detail by Tietz. In this paper we will give an 
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1  For detailed information on these field surveys and publications of the results please visit: 
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2 Akyürek Şahin et al. 2017, 205-212; Akyürek Şahin et al. 2018, 398-401. 
3 Tietz 2003, 3. 
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account on the ancient road connections and new Lycian inscriptions around Fethiye District 
based on the field survey results. 
I. The Courses of the Roads (F. ONUR) 
The roads around Fethiye District, which are the subjects of this paper, on Face B of the MP are 
as follow: 

1) R8 (l.16) ἀπὸ Πινάρων εἰς Τελμησσόν ϋ στάδια ϋ ροζʹ from Pinara to Telmessos 1774 stadia
2) R10 (l.18) ἀπὸ Τλῶ εἰς Τε[λ]μησσόν ϋ στάδια ϋ ρπηʹ from Tlos to Telmessos 188 stadia 
3) R11 (l.19) ἀπὸ Τελμησσοῦ εἰς Κάλυνδα [ϋ σ]τάδια ϋ ρπδʹ from Telmessos to Kalynda 184 stadia
4) R17 (l.25) ἀπὸ Καδυάνδω[ν εἰς Τελμησ]σὸν στάδια ρδʹ from Kadyanda to Telmessos 104 stadia
5) R18 (l.26) ἀπὸ Καδυάνδ[ων εἰς Ἄραξ]α στάδια ρηʹ from Kadyanda to Araxa 108 stadia 
6) R19 (l.27) ἀπὸ Καδυά[νδων εἰς Τλ]ῶ στάδια ρξʹ from Kadyanda to Tlos 160 stadia  
7) R20 (l.28) ἀπ[ὸ] Ἀράξων εἰς Τλῶ στ[άδ]ια ρκʹ from Araxa to Tlos 120 stadia 

1. From Pinara to Telmessos (R8), 176 stades, ca. 32,8 km. 
There were two routes between Telmessos and Pinara, one of which is mentioned in the MP, and 
since this road had no intermediate points, its course should lead only through the territories of 
these two cities. 

a) The route of Minare – Kabaağaç – Gökben – Bozyer – Esenköy (Dont) – Fethiye 
This route is today the main road between Fethiye and Kabaağaç, and coincides with the main 
Kaş-Fethiye road in two directions, one to the east through Alaçat and the other through Minare. 
This was used also in antiquity, since, the accounts of Benndorf and Niemann indicate that there 
were remains of ancient road and several ancient ruins in Esenköy (Dont).5 There are also several 
Ottoman cisterns along the way, proving that it has been used until recent times. Davies described 
this road as the “most frequented road to Makri” at the end of 19th c.6 In our surveys, we saw no 
road remains or ancient ruins, since these seem to have been removed or buried by modern road 
constructions and building activities. The road’s course should have combined with the route 
from Tlos to Telmessos somewhere near Gökben or Esenköy (Dont).7 

A funerary inscription recorded in Esenköy (Dont) on this route, today lost, is important for 
understanding the city territories and road connections in the eastern hinterland of Telmessos 
(TAM II 127). The inscription was first mentioned by Hoskyn, who reported that it had been 
found by Daniell.8 The text, which was first published by Ross and then by Spratt and Forbes, 
reads that the tomb belonged to Eutaktos from Kadyanda and fine for violation against the tomb 
was to be paid to Kadyanda.9 If the inscription is in situ, the penalty formula at first glance suggests 

                                                           
4 The last digit of this number is clearly read as Z, “7”, on the inscription. It has been amended to ό, “6”, 

by Şahin 2014, since only 176 can be divided into 8, which then makes 22 Roman miles.  
5 Benndorf – Niemann 1884, 46-47; see also TAM II, 1, 40. 
6 Davies 1895, 104. 
7 Şahin – Adak 2007, 137-138; Şahin 2014, 155. 
8 Hoskyn 1842, 149: “Mr. Fellowes has ascertained it to be the city Cadyanda; an inscription lately found 

in a Turkish burying-ground on the plain of Makri, by the Rev. E. T. Daniell, and which was probably 
brought from this place, gives it the same name.”. 

9 Ross 1845, 289-290, no. 4: “In einem Türkischen Gottesacker, am Wege von Makri (Telmessos) nach 
Pinara; nach einer Abschrift desselben Capitain Graves … (the inscripton) … Die Ruinen von Kadyanda, die ich 
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that the territory of Kadyanda extended up to the land belonging to Esenköy (Dont) located ca. 
12 km to the east of Fethiye. However, since one might expect that the plain of Fethiye was part 
of the territory of Telmessos in antiquity, some scholars have proposed that a city might have been 
able to collect fines for tombs located in the territory of other cities,10 while others suggest that the 
inscription was not in its original location.11 A few exceptional Lycian examples, which present a 
blurred picture concerning territorial attachment, might support the first hypothesis.12 Still, it is 
more plausible to think that this inscription was actually brought to Esenköy from the southern 
edges of Kadyandan territory, because the road in the MP runs directly from Tlos to Telmessos, 
meaning that there was no other city territory between them, and this road has to run close by the 
inscription’s find-spot.  

The settlement located at Asarcık on this way (Fig. 1-Fig. 4) – ancient Aloanda according to 
information provided by inscriptions found on the site – is not recorded in the MP. A Lycian 
inscription found on the site does not give the settlement’s name (see below p. 17 no. 1), but the 
Greek inscriptions show that it had its own ethnicon or demoticon, Aloandeus.13 The settlement 
had a popular assembly in the Hellenistic Period, which awarded a crown to a certain Pokomas.14 

                                                           
nicht besucht habe, liegen einige Stunden nordöstlich von dem Platze, wo sich diese Inschrift findet…”; 
Spratt – Forbes 1847, II, 268: “In a Tur kish burial-ground on the plain of Makri, near the junction of the 
road from the Dey’s Bridge with that from Pinara, at about two hours’ journey from Makri, and five or six 
miles south of Cadyanda”; Benndorf – Niemann 1884, 46 and fn. 4 (description and minor revisions); CIG 
III. Add. 4208c (“Telmissi, in cemeteiro ad viam quae deducit Pinara”); TAM II 127 (“Ante vicum Dont ad 
viam Telmessum inter sepulcra Turcorum”): Εὔτακτος Ερμανδειμάσιος Καδυανδεὺς τὸ μνημεῖον | 
κατεσκεύασεν ἑαυτῷ καὶ τῇ γυναικὶ Καρπίμῃ καὶ τοῖς τέκνοις | Εὐτάκτῳ καὶ Χρυσίππῳ καὶ τῇ ἐκ τούτων 
ἐσομένῃ γενεᾷ. | ἐὰν δέ τις ἕτερος ἐνθάψῃ χωρὶς τοῦ ἐπιτρέψαι τινὰ ἡμῶν, || ἀποτείσει τῷ Καδυανδέων 
δήμῳ 𝈂 φʹ. | ζῇ. 

10 Tietz 2003, 337-339. 
11 Şahin – Adak 2007, 162; Şahin 2014, 195. 
12  Some examples: a tomb in Tristomon records that the right of use was purchased from Myran 

authorities while its fine was paid to Kyaneai, see Walpole 1820, 546 no. IX (copied by Cockerell, incorrectly 
attributed to Patara); CIG 4288 (incorrectly attributed to Patara); LBW III 1303 (Τὸ μνημεῖον Ἐπαφρο-
δείτου | [δ]ούλου Λέοντος Μουσαίου τοῦ καὶ | Λέοντος Μυρέως καὶ Ἀπερ[λ]είτου, | ὅ ἐωνήσατο διὰ τῶν 
ἐν Μύροις ἀρχείων || ... ἐὰν δέ τις ἕτερος || ἐνκηδεύσῃ τινὰ ὀφ<ε>ιλέ[τω] | τῇ Κυανειτῶν [γε]ρου[σίᾳ. . . .]; 
On a sarcophagus found in Bağlıca between Phellos and Kyaneai the fine is to be paid to Xanthos, see Barth 
1850, 258 no. 40 (“Eine sehr verlöschte Sarkophaginschrift westlich von Sarla:”); CIG III Add. 4278i; 
Heberdey – Kalinka 1897, 32-33 No. 40; Stemler 1909, 67-68; Bean 1958, 51 with fn. 8 (... ε(ἰ) δὲ μή, 
ἁμαρτωλὸς ἔστω θεοῖς χθο|νίοις καὶ ὀφειλέσει Ξανθίων τῷ δήμῳ || (δην.) αφʹ...). However, this record seems 
to be incorrect since the sarchophagus mentioned has never been found again at this spot. On a funerary 
inscription found in Antiphellos, the fine is collected by the demos of Myra and Antiphellos, see Nollé – 
Sayar 1983, 219-222 no. 1; SEG 33, 1169: ... ἀποτεισάτω τῷ δήμῳ τῷ Μυρέων καὶ Ἀντιφελλειτ[ῶν δηνάρ]ια 
εʹ ... δηλώσω κὲ αὐτὰ διὰ τῶν ἐν Ἀντιφέλ[λῳ ἀρ]χείων vac. The inscription is dated to 149 AD, when the 
eponym Veranius Tlepolemos was archiereus. The editors conjecture that there may have been a sympolity 
between Myra and Antiphellos following the earthquake of 141 AD. However the editors of SEG approach 
this suggestion with suspicion. See also Zimmermann 1992, 142-146. 

13 Davies 1895, 104 no. 9 = TAM II 526. 
14 There are two more Greek inscriptions from Aloanda, which give the same ethnicon and which will 

be published soon by F. Onur and S. Kılıç-Aslan. 
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This may suggest, either that the road recorded in the MP between Pinara and Telmessos in the 
Early Imperial Period, if not earlier, did not go through Asarcık, but took a different course, or 
that the site of Aloanda was subordinate either to Telmessos or to Pinara. The answer entirely 
depends on Aloanda’s political status in the time of the MP, a question which is not yet resolved. 
If Aloanda was a self-governing demos at the time of the MP, the road between Pinara and 
Telmessos could not have taken the route through Kabaağaç, because in that case the MP should 
have indicated a road “from Pinara to Telmessos through Aloanda”, or two roads “from Pinara to 
Aloanda” and “from Aloanda to Telmessos”. If Aloanda was indeed autonomous, the road 
mentioned in the MP must have taken another course. On the other hand, there should have been 
road connections from Aloanda to both Pinara and Telmessos. We observed that there is an 
ancient path passing through the area between the rock-cut tomb to the west of the site and the 
hill, on which most of the remains of Aloanda are located (Fig. 5). 

Fig. 1) Funerary remains at Asarcık/Aloanda Fig. 2) Rock cut tomb to the east of Asarcık 

Fig. 3) Funerary remains at Asarcık/Aloanda 
 

Fig. 4) Building remains at Asarcık/Aloanda 

 
Fig. 5) The road pass between the hill of Aloanda remains (left) and the rock cut tomb (right) 



 The Ancient Routes and New Lycian Inscriptions around Fethiye 5 

Gephyra 19, 2020, 1-32 

b) The route of Minare – Dip – Akbel on Babadağ – Ocak Köyü – Keloğlu Boğazı – Fethiye 
Hoskyn and Forbes had used another route from Pinara to Makri leading through today’s 
Babadağ pass.15 Spratt and Forbes later twice used the same route from Makri (Telmessos / Fet-
hiye) to Minare (Pinara) in 1842 when they began their journey in Lycia. Even though they do not 
give toponyms on this course, this can be understood from their description of the landscape.16 
When they return to Makri, they took the coastal path from Sidyma passing by the harbours of 
Sancaklı and Faralya and reached Simbalu (Ölüdeniz), where they saw an ancient paved road, and 
then walked to Levissi (Karmylessos/Kayaköy), most probably through today’s Hisarönü, finally 
arriving in Makri.17 The road from Hisarönü to Fethiye, passing by Kayaköy, and the route from 
Pinara to Hisarönü, leading through Babadağ pass (Akbel), seems to have been an optional course 
to reach Telmessos. Compared to the route through Esenköy and Gökben described above, the 
length of this route, ca. 32-33 km, fits better with the distance given on the MP, and ancient tombs 
and Ottoman cisterns along it show that it was in continuous use. The road starts from Pinara, 
passing by the relief located ca. 300 m to the north of the theater (Fig. 7). Supported by newly 
repaired retaining walls, it passed by Gavurağlı and Gökkuyu (Fig. 8-Fig. 10), and reached Dip 
Mahallesi, where several rock cut tombs are visible (Fig. 11).  

There was probably a connection from Aloanda to this road by the these rock cut tombs. Ca. 1 km 
to the west of these tombs, there is a single rock cut tomb (Fig. 12), which seems to have been 
collapsed. After climbing ca. 8 km from this point through several zigzags to reach Akbel, it is 
possible to see whole range of Akdağ and a great part of Xanthos Valley, just as described by Spratt 
and Forbes (see fn. 16). The road, up to ca. 3,5 m in width, can be traced in Akbel (Fig. 13-Fig. 14) . 
It then descends to the plain of upper Ölüdeniz, passing by three Ottoman cisterns (Fig. 15-Fig. 16), 
along the southern side of the stream bad, occasionally intersecting the modern road which leads to 
the Babadağ paragliding ticket office. Thereafter modern building in Ölüdeniz town has covered 
any traces. From Ölüdeniz there are two options to reach Telmessos: One can be observed starting 
from Ocak District and leading into Keloğlu Strait (Fig. 17-Fig. 20). The road with its retaining walls, 
ca. 2.4 m. wide, can be easily followed along the strait. In some sections there are two old paths 
parallel to each other. At the end of the strait one branch descends to Taşyaka and disappears 
amongst the modern constructions in the plain; another, which is about 1 km longer, runs east 
towards Hisarönü and then Lebessos (Karmylessos/Kayaköy), and then turns north to Telmessos. 
There was already a connection from Telmessos to Lebessos (Karmylessos/Kayaköy), which was 
also an ancient site18, and the remains of the paved road can still be seen today. Consequently, while 

                                                           
15 Hoskyn 1842, 151 and see the map below p. 5 Fig. 6. 
16 Spratt – Forbes 1847, 5-6: “The commencement of our journey lay along the flat plain of Makri, from 

whence we ascended hills clothed with Vallonea (balanea) oak, a valuable tree in this country. From the 
summit of these hills we had a most magnificent view of the Massicytus mountains, forming a long range 
of many summits, belted at mid-height by dark forests of pine, and towards their bases by thick green woods 
of oak. We descended into the valley of Xanthus, which in this part is broken up by many flat-topped yellow 
hills, with here and there a dark red cone of rock rising among them.” Their second excursion is mentioned 
on p. 24. 

17 Spratt – Forbes 1847, 19-24. 
18 See Tietz 2003, 334-337; Hellenkemper – Hild 2004, II, 681-683, s.v. Lebissos. 
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this mountainous eastern route passing over Babadağ seems more convenient, no certain option for 
the road recorded in the MP is available. 

 
Fig. 6) Hoskyn’s Map, 1842 (ref. in dn. 15 above) 

 
Fig. 7) Pinara – Telmessos. The relief on the road Fig. 8) Pinara – Telmessos. The road with retaining walls 
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Fig. 9) Pinara – Telmessos. The ancient road  Fig. 10) Pinara – Telmessos. The ancient road 

 
Fig. 11) Pinara – Telmessos. The rock cut tombs to the 

south of Dip district 
Fig. 12) Pinara – Telmessos. The rock cut tomb to the 

north of Dip district 

Fig. 13) Pinara – Telmessos.  
Retaining walls of the road in Akbel 

Fig. 14) Pinara – Telmessos.  
Retaining walls of the road in Akbel 
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Fig. 15) Pinara – Telmessos. Ottoman cistern Fig. 16) Pinara – Telmessos. Ottoman cistern in Ovacık 

Fig. 17) Pinara – Telmessos.  
The road from Ocak District into Keloğlu strait 

Fig. 18) Pinara – Telmessos. 
 The road from Ocak District into Keloğlu strait 

Fig. 19) Pinara – Telmessos. 
 The road from Ocak District into Keloğlu strait 

Fig. 20) Pinara – Telmessos.  
The road from Ocak District into Keloğlu strait 

2. From Tlos to Telmessos (R10), 188 stades, ca. 34,8 km 
The direct road from Tlos to Telmessos is one of the longest roads presented in the MP. It is 
understood that the territories of Telmessos and Tlos were adjacent near the Xanthos (Eşen) 
River, which must have been crossed somewhere near today’s Seydikemer. The well-known bridge 
in Atlıdere (Fig. 37-Fig. 38), ca. 5 km to the north of Seydikemer, would have been a good option 
for crossing, but the existence of a direct road between Kadyanda and Tlos indicates that this 
bridge probably belonged to Kadyanda. Further, a road over this bridge would have been longer 
than 35 km. So another bridge for the road between Tlos and Telmessos should be looked for 
further south. One of the options might be the point in Seydikemer, where a relatively old bridge 
on the older road to Fethiye is still in use (Fig. 21-Fig. 22). If there was a bridge in antiquity on the 
same spot, the distance of the route from Tlos through Kıncılar and Seydikemer is only slightly 
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longer than the distance in the MP (ca. 37 km). However, a better option is in Alllıkavak, where 
we have found a footing of an ancient bridge (Fig. 27-Fig. 28). This ancient bridge could have 
served the roads from Tlos to Pinara and to Telmessos, which followed the same route to a point 
right after the bridge. In the old Turkish cemetery called Gültepe east of this bridge and on the 
line of the road leading to it, there are remains of columns, some which might be milestones (we 
could not see the parts buried in the ground), column bases and other architectural fragments 
(Fig. 23-Fig. 24). On the road between the cemetery and the bridge there is also an old mill locally 
called Gavurun Değirmeni (“the mill of the infidel”) referring to its use in pre-Turkish period 
(Fig. 25-Fig. 26). After Allıkavak, the road to Pinara continues towards Alaçat and Minare, while 
the one to Telmessos takes a path through Çaltıözü, Bozyer and Esenköy. To the south of Çaltıözü 
a relief of soldier facing the ancient path is carved on the rocks (Fig. 29). The trace of the ancient 
path can be followed near Damlaca and Aktaş to the east of Bozyer (Fig. 30). Based upon the 
reports of an ancient road, which lay east of Hızırlık Hill, Buschman thought that the road after 
Esenköy did not take a route through the plain but continued through the slopes at ca. 300 m 
above sea level passing through Hızırlık Hill, located to the south of the Fethiye Plain, and finally 
reaching to Fethiye.19 

Fig. 21) The bridge of Seydikemer Fig. 22) The bridge of Seydikemer  

Fig. 23) Tlos – Pinara/Telmessos. 
A column in the cemetery of Gültepe 

Fig. 24) Tlos – Pinara/Telmessos. 
 Column base in the cemetery of Gültepe 

 

                                                           
19 Buschmann 1993, 430. 
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Fig. 25) Gavurun Değirmeni (“The mill of infidel”)  Fig. 26) Gavurun Değirmeni (“The mill of infidel”) 

Fig. 27) Allıkavak. Remnant of a bridge pier Fig. 28) Allıkavak Mevki. Remnant of a bridge pier 

Fig. 29) Tlos – Telmessos. 
 A relief of soldier to the south of Çaltıözü 

Fig. 30) Tlos – Telmessos.  
The old road near Damlaca 

3. From Telmessos to Kalynda (R11), 184 stades, ca. 34 km 
Unfortunately, due to the restrictions in the permission given by the ministry for the county of 
Dalaman, we could not complete a full field survey within this area, but certain aspects can still 
be discussed. Almost everyone who has written about the matter has suggested that the ruins of 
Kalynda are located in Kozpınar – Şerefler.20 This localization has recently been re-considered by 
Sencer Şahin, who believed that the ruins in İnlice Asarı, which was believed to have been Daidala, 
                                                           

20 DGRG s.v. Calynda; Bürchner 1919, 1771-1772; Jameson 1974, 214; Bean 1976a, 434; Zgusta 1984, 
215, §414-2; Kaletsch 1999, 214; Tietz 2003, 201-230; Hellenkemper – Hild 2004, 594-595; TAVO B V 15; 
BATL 65;. For a different view see. Tietz 2003, 201. L. Robert also thought that the town’s location was 
unclear, Robert 1937, 493. 
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should in fact be identified with Kalynda.21 Şahin’s proposal for İnlice Asarı is based upon two 
main basic arguments. The first is that the localisation of Kalynda at Şerefler-Kozpınar contradicts 
the MP, since i.e. a route from Telmessos to Hippoukome through Şerefler would have lenghtened 
the journey by additional ca. 55 km. So, it is more plausible to locate Kalynda at İnlice Asarı, which 
is on a more direct line from Hippoukome to Telmessos. The second is that the frontier between 
Kaunos/Karia and Lykia was not Indos River, but the mountains between Şerefler and İnlice, 
which is situated within this range. This depends on the accounts of Herodotos and Quintus 
Smyrnaeus22, which he interpreted as excluding lands around Şerefler from Lycian territory. So in 
order to pass these mountains the road would have had to run through the ruins of İnlice ruins, 
which belonged to an important ancient settlement and could not have been omitted by the MP. 
To support his position, Şahin used Strabo’s account23 and the Neronian customs inscription from 
Andriake24. Since the accounts of Herodotos and Ptolemaios indicate that Kalynda was located on 
the seashore25, he finds İnlice Asarı a better candidate since it was close to the sea (ca. 1,5 km). To 
deal with the problem that, the lengths given in the MP for the roads between Telmessos and 
Kalynda (ca. 33 km) and between Kalynda and Kaunos (ca. 20 km) do not fit, he proposed that 
these distances were substituted for each other on the monument by mistake. B. Karabulut, who 

                                                           
21 Şahin – Adak 2007, 152-157; Şahin 2014, 176-183. 
22 Hdt. 1.172: ἐνδύντες τὰ ὅπλα ἅπαντες Καύνιοι ἡβηδόν, τύπτοντες δόρασι τὸν ἠέρα μέχρι οὔρων τῶν 

Καλυνδικῶν εἵποντο καὶ ἔφασαν ἐκβάλλειν τοὺς ξεινικοὺς θεούς (Trans. by Godley 1920: all Caunian men 
of full age put on their armor and went together as far as the boundaries of Calynda, striking the air with their 
spears and saying that they were casting out the alien gods); Quint. Smyrn. 8.82–83: … παρὰ προχοῇς 
ποταμοῖο | Λίνδου ἐϋρρείταο, μενεπτολέμων ὅθι Καρῶν | πείρατα καὶ Λυκίης ἐρικυδέος ἄκρα πέλονται 
(Trans. by Way 1913: where the lovely streams of Lindus meet the sea, beside the marches of battle-biding 
Carians, and the heights of Lycia the renowned). 

23 Str. 14.2.2: ἀρχὴ δὲ τὰ Δαίδαλα τῆς Ῥοδίας χωρίον, πέρας δὲ τὸ καλούμενον ὄρος Φοίνιξ, καὶ τοῦτο 
τῆς Ῥοδίας. πρόκειται δ᾽ Ἐλαιοῦσσα νῆσος διέχουσα τῆς Ῥόδου σταδίους ἑκατὸν εἴκοσι. μεταξὺ δὲ πρῶτον 
μὲν ἀπὸ Δαιδάλων πλέουσιν ἐπὶ τὴν δύσιν ἐπ᾽ εὐθείας τῇ ἐκ Κιλικίας καὶ Παμφυλίας καὶ Λυκίας παραλίᾳ 
κόλπος ἐστὶν εὐλίμενος Γλαῦκος καλούμενος, εἶτα τὸ Ἀρτεμίσιον ἄκρα καὶ ἱερόν, εἶτα τὸ Λητῷον ἄλσος· 
ὑπὲρ αὐτοῦ δὲ καὶ τῆς θαλάττης ἐν ἑξήκοντα σταδίοις Κάλυνδα πόλις· εἶτα Καῦνος καὶ ποταμὸς πλησίον 
Κάλβις βαθὺς ἔχων εἰσαγωγήν, καὶ μεταξὺ Πίσιλις (Translation by Jones 1924: The Peraea of the Rhodians 
begins with Daedala, a place in the Rhodian territory, but ends with Mt. Phoenix, as it is called, which is also 
in the Rhodian territory. Off the Peraea lies the island Elaeussa, distant one hundred and twenty stadia from 
Rhodes. Between the two, as one sails towards the west in a straight line with the coast of Cilicia and 
Pamphylia and Lycia, one comes to a gulf called Glaucus, which has good harbors; then to the Artemisium, a 
promontory and temple; then to the sacred precinct of Leto, above which, and above the sea, at a distance of 
sixty stadia, lies Calynda, a city; then to Caunus and to the Calbis, a river near Caunus, which is deep and 
affords passage for merchant vessels; and between the two lies Pisilis.). 

24 For a preliminary report of the inscription, see Takmer 2007. Şahin refers to l. 22: ...] πάντων ἔστω 
ἀτέλεια· ἐν δὲ Καύνῳ κα[ὶ Κα]λύνδ[οι]ς καὶ [- - - καὶ] Λύ[δαι]ς...  

25 Hdt. 8.87.2 (Artemisia I of Caria rams a Kalyndan ship during the battle of Salamis in ca. 480 BC): 
διωκομένη γὰρ ὑπὸ τῆς Ἀττικῆς φέρουσα ἐνέβαλε νηὶ φιλίῃ ἀνδρῶν τε Καλυνδέων καὶ αὐτοῦ ἐπιπλέοντος 
τοῦ Καλυνδέων βασιλέος Δαμασιθύμου. (Trans. by Godley 1920: as she was pursued by the Attic ship, she 
charged and rammed an allied ship, with a Calyndan crew and Damasithymus himself, king of the Calyndans, 
aboard.); Ptol. 5.3.2 (the cities by the sea): μετὰ Καῦνον Κάλινδα, Χύδαι ἢ Λύδαι, Κρύα, Δαίδαλα τόπος, 
Τελμησσός κτλ. 
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carefully investigated Şahin’s arguments and rightly objected to his approach, reported that this 
proposition can not be justified, and that Kalynda should be located at Kozpınar-Şerefler as was 
widely accepted formerly.26 

We should not take the MP as a journey planning tool. The list on the MP is an official inventory 
of the roads, which were built or renovated and measured in the reign of Claudius. So we cannot 
think that one had to go through Kalynda to reach Hippoukome from Telmessos, and the location 
of Kalynda is entirely irrelevant to such a discussion. Even in this case, one does not need to stop 
at Büyükasar Tepesi (= İnlice Asarı) to go to Lyrnai or Hippoukome from Telmessos, since such 
a route would have turned north even before going down to the İnlice River. The account of 
Herodotos (fn. 22) does not provide certain evidence that the mountains were the borderline 
between Lycia and Kaunos, both because the expression μέχρι οὔρων τῶν Καλυνδικῶν in fact 
refers to the “frontiers” not the “mountains” at the edge of Kaunian territory,27 and in any case 
the account is much earlier than the MP. The statement of Quintus Smyrnaeus (fn. 22), who wrote 
in 4th c. AD, indicates only that the mountains east of the Indos were in the Lycian territory, but 
not necessarily that the area between the Indos and the “Lycian heights” belonged to Kaunos. So, 
Kalynda, can still be identified as the most westerly station in the MP.  

We can even consider the ruins in İnlice Asarı to have been a frontier fortress, at least during Early 
Empire, either at the western edge of Telmessan territory or, better, at the eastern edge of Kalyndan 
territory, since the settlement in İnlice Asarı was a point that looked northeast, south and east, and 
a position where the road from Telmessos leads to the valley of İnlice River, which might have 
formed a natural border as well. This might well be the reason why the MP did not mention a 
settlement in the area. It is usually accepted that the ruins in İnlice Asarı and in Velidada on the 
coast belonged to Daidala, which was believed to have remained in Rhodian Peraia until the 
Diocletanic provincial re-organisation.28 One point concerning the MP is important in this discus-
sion. The territories both of Lycian poleis and of independent states such as Termessos were 
indicated on the monument, when a road ran through them.29 If there was a Rhodian territory on 
the road from Telmessos to Kalynda, it would probably have been indicated with a phrase such as 
διὰ Ῥόδου or better διὰ Δαιδάλων τῶν Ῥοδίων30 (like Κιτάναυρα τῶν Τερμησσέων in the MP31), if 
indeed İnlice Asarı was the site of Daidala and a part of Rhodian territory in the early imperial 
period. In fact, it is highly probable that there was no Rhodian territory on the road from Telmessos 
to Kalynda. This implies either that Daidala was not located at İnlice Asarı, but somewhere else 
perhaps to the south-west on Kapudağ Peninsula, or that Daidala, if it was at İnlice, became 
incorporated in the territory of Kalynda or Telmessos under the administrative control of Roman 

                                                           
26 Karabulut 2019, 78-81. 
27 See also Tietz 2003, 86-87 and 112, preferring the meaning of “frontiers”, considering that otherwise 

Kalynda seems have had no lands in Dalaman Plain, while in fact there should have been Kalyndan areas 
in the plain.  

28 For a lenghty account of the subject see Tietz 2003, 243-247. 
29 This subject has been discussed in detail in Onur 2016. 
30 In such a case the probable construction of the entry would have been *ἀπὸ Τελμησσοῦ διὰ Δαιδάλων 

τῶν Ῥοδίων εἰς Κάλυνδα ϋ στάδια ϋ ρπδʹ or *ἀπὸ Τελμησσοῦ εἰς Κάλυνδα διὰ Δαιδάλων τῶν Ῥοδίων ϋ 
στάδια ϋ ρπδʹ. 

31 MP C 3-4: ἀπὸ Ἰδεβησσοῦ ἡ εἰς Κιτάν[αυρ]α τῶν Τερμησσέων φέρουσα κατεσκεύασται ἐ[πὶ σ]τάδια λβʹ. 
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governor before or during the organization of provincia Lyciae in 43 AD. Cassius Dio recorded that 
Rhodes was deprived of its liberty and attached to province of Asia by Claudius in 44 AD.32 In such 
a case Daidala might have well remained in the Lycian territory.  

Strabon’s account (fn. 23) is actually a better indicator of the location of Kalynda. The promontary 
of Artemision, accepted as today’s Kurtoğlu Burnu, lay west of Glaukos Kolpos, the golf of Fethiye. 
Then came the grove of Leto near the sea, which was most probably located at the southeastern end 
of Kargın Gölü33, ca. 11 km to the south of Şerefler/Kozpınar. Strabon reckoned 60 stadia (ca. 11 
km) to Kalynda from the grove of Leto. Şahin considers that this distance of 60 stadia was between 
İnlice Asarı (or a harbour attached to the settlement at İnlice Asarı) and Kurtoğlu Burnu, but the 
real distance between these two locations is at least 20 km as the crow flies. It is not a large problem 
to locate Kalynda as a destination for maritime trade around Şerefler/Kozpınarı, and there is no 
need to assume a river connection, as there was a comparable relation between Myra and the port 
Andriake. We should be aware that the coastline of the Dalaman Plain in antiquity was probably 
near modern Dalaman. Geological surveys show that Dalaman River changed its bed from the 
Dalyan Plain to Dalaman Plain in ca. 500 BC, and this suggests that Kalynda’s main harbour was 
probably in the eastern inner section of the Dalaman Plain, which had once been a bay with several 
islands.34 Additionally, there is no reason to suggest that the measurements on the MP between 
Telmessos, Kalynda and Kaunos might have been switched by mistake. This would have been a very 
unexpected error in a magnificent monument, whose text would have been examined at every step 
of its composition and construction.  

No road is indicated from Kalynda to the southern settlements such as Lydai, which was already a 
Lycian polis in Claudian period35, most probably because there was no land route for mass transport 
to Kapudağ Peninsula and to the settlements on it. There is also no access for vehicles today. The 
distance from Kalynda to Kaunos is ca. 20 km in the MP, which falls short to reach Kaunos. If the 
road led through today’s Ortaca, it ended right before reaching Okçular, ca. 5 km to the east of 
Kaunos. If it lead through Mergenli and Gökbel, it would have ended around Sülüngür Lake, which 
is closer to Kaunos. More detailed geological surveys are needed in the Dalaman Plain to get an exact 
answer as to which road was measured in the MP. Both of these suggestions make sense, since in 
antiquity Dalyan, the harbour of Kaunos, was surrounded by sea, and there was no land route to 
Kaunos from these points. But the second option seems more plausible in terms of the topography 
of the area, as it was shorter route and ended sensibly in a bay northeast of Sülüngür Lake, which 
was apparently a sheltered good harbour in antiquity, near the ancient Pas(s)anda36, southeast of the 
Kaunian golf. The milestone found in Osmaniye37 nearby ancient Pisilis probably did not belong to 
a road between Kaunos and Kalynda, since its remains too far south to establish a route of ca. 20 
km.  

                                                           
32 Dio 60.24.4; see also Tietz 2003, 246-247 and Köktürk – Milner 2003, 136.  
33 See Tietz 2003, 177-178. 
34 Pons – Edelman 1963, 32-34, 37 and 41; Doğu 1988, 323-324; Çeker 2016, 31-32; see also Tietz 2003, 

204-206. 
35 For a full account on Lycian entity of Lydai see Tietz 2003, 142-154. 
36 Bean 1976b, 679; See also https://topostext.org/place/368287UPas (accessed on 17/08/2019). 
37 Marek 2006, 336 no. 145; French 2014, 230 no. 124. 
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4. From Kadyanda to Telmessos (R17), 104 stades, ca. 19,3 km. 
There are two possible routes for this road. The first is the the modern road, while the second is 
the one through Eldirek.38 There are remains of a paved old road (probaby not ancient) in the 
place called Paşadöğüşlü near Çatalçeşme on the modern road (Fig. 31-Fig. 32). This old road, the 
width of which reachs 4,10 m in some sections, can be followed with its pavements and retaining 
walls south for around 300 m. However, the length of this route is ca. 21 km. The second route 
through Eldirek fits the distance given in the MP.  

There are several ancient remains found around Eldirek. There is a rock cut tomb to the north, 
on the southern slope of a hill called Asar. Traces of ancient occupation on the Asar Hill include 
flattened rock surfaces and numerous ancient ceramics. There are remains of retaining walls 
belonging to an old road 200/300 m northeast of Asar Hill. Many more ceramic fragments were 
observed along the path and especially in Zeytinlik. The remains of a building probably belonging 
to a farmstead was recorded in Çubuk in the direction of Üzümlü from Eldirek (Fig. 33). A large 
ancient quarry, and remains of another 6 x 6 m building (probably a tower) were observed in 
Tekirlik on the same route to Kadyanda (Fig. 34). 

Fig. 31) Paşadöğüşlü. Road pavement 
 

Fig. 32) Paşadöğüşlü. Road pavement 

Fig. 33) Eldirek. Press-stone 
 

Fig. 34) To the north of Eldirek. Ruins at Tekirlik Mevki

5. From Kadyanda to Araxa (R18), 108 stades, ca. 20 km. 
There is only one option for this road, that is modern road, at least until Ortaköy. No trace of the 
ancient road remains today. The road starting from the west side of Kadyanda should have lead 
down to modern road, probably to the point, where an Ottoman cistern still stands (Fig. 35). The 
ancient route near Ortaköy probably took a southern course to reach Araxa after 20 km, crossing 

                                                           
38 See also Tietz 2003, 338 fn. 241 and Şahin 2014, 194. 



 The Ancient Routes and New Lycian Inscriptions around Fethiye 15 

Gephyra 19, 2020, 1-32 

the Xanthus River at the Atlıdere Bridge. Today’s road, which passes the modern bridge, is too 
short for the distance in the MP, and a northern route is less probable because of the large bed of 
Akçay. The northern part of the route between Tlos and Araxa already included a road from 
Atlıdere to Araxa.  

There is a rock-cut tomb with a Lycian inscription in the hamlet of Sazak (Fig. 36), already 
reported by early travellers (see below p. 17), on the road from Kadyanda to Araxa, two kilometers 
before it reaches Ortaköy. It is difficult to ascertain to which of two cities the tomb belonged. It is 
closer to Araxa, but the location is a pass just before the Xanthus Plain. The road from Kadyanda 
to Tlos should run this way and this indicates that Kadyanda’s territory extended at least until the 
Atlıdere Bridge. So, the tomb remained most probably in Kadyandan territory. 

6. From Kadyanda to Tlos (R19), 160 stades, ca. 29,6 km. 
This road followed the same route as R18 to Araxa at least until near Ortaköy. There might be 
another way of reaching Seydikemer through Kayacık, but such a road would be problematic since 
it would have entered Telmessan territory, and a bridge connecting Tlos with both Kadyanda and 
Telmessos would have been required near or in Seydikemer. Thus, the road seems to have reached 
Atlıdere bridge (Fig. 37-Fig. 38), passing the slopes south of Ortaköy, without getting into Araxan 
lands. Two roads entered the territory of Tlos after or at the Atlıdere bridge. The course from here 
to Tlos should have taken the old road to Kıncılar, passing Tezli Dere, east of Girmeler and 
Güneşli. There is no remaining trace of ancient construction on this old road. 

7. From Araxa to Tlos (R20), 120 stades, ca. 22,2 km 
The course of the road leaving Araxa followed the eastern banks of Xanthus River, passing Sahil 
Ceylan to the south, and reaches Kıncılar. The route is the same as the road from Kadyanda and 
is quite straight, perfectly matching the distance given in the MP. 

Fig. 35) Kadyanda – Araxa. Ottoman cistern in Üzümlü Fig. 36) Kadyanda – Araxa. Rockcut tomb in Sazak 

 
Fig. 37) Atlıdere Bridge Fig. 38) Atlıdere Bridge 
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II. The New Lycian Inscriptions (R. TEKOĞLU) 
The following two inscriptions in the Lycian language were found at Aloanda and Kadyanda 
during the survey on the ancient road systems in Lycia mentioned above (see. p. 1).  

No. 1) Asarcık / Aloanda 
Aloanda is an ancient site to the north of Pinara. There are several inscriptions from the 
settlement. This inscription was found near a Greek inscription from Hellenistic period, which 
records a funerary foundation of an annual feast in honour of a certain Pokomas. The following 
reading of the inscription is based upon the squeeze and photographs taken by Fatih Onur and 
from an inspection made by me in a visit with the survey team. It is on a rectangular limestone 
block. The left side and the top of the inscription, in its standing position, are broken and lost. In 
the preserved lines, the word dividers seem to have been regularly employed (Fig. 40 and Fig. 42). 
In the following reading, some lines and signs were corrected after checking, slightly changing the 
text presented at the Munich Workshop39. 

 
Fig. 40) Ins. No. 1. Facsimile 

                                                           
39 I first presented the text in “Current Research on Lycian. International Workshop of the Digital 

Philological-Etymological Dictionary of the Minor Ancient Anatolian Corpus Languages. Institut fu ̈r 
Assyriologie und Hethitologie Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität München 16-17 February 2017”. 
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Width: 37 cm; Height: 54 cm; Depth: 24 cm. Letters: 3.2 cm in average. 

 [           -]a:prulij[- 
 [. . . -]deh : mepijet[- 
 [d]eimi : selada : ehbi[ 
 ezijehi : hr[.]me : semu[.- 
5 tura[hi] : [. . .]ta[.]a: [s]ei[. 
 l[i]bẽtija : seurtaqija[ 
 detewẽ : kumezeijti :t[- 
 [t]i : t[.]b[.]ladi : [. .]e[. .]a[. . 
 wazijedi : atajah:seh[.]t[.- 
10 [.]: aχadazaha:kumezeijna [ 
 kbijazzu:ara:metez[- 
 [. .]sttatitelibẽ[ti 
 [. .]ri : sewene : kumazãti 

On reading and commentary 
L. 1. Any complete reading of the line seems is hyptothetical as only two letters remained intact, 
which are U and L. The next two signs are not hard to identify. From the first of these signs a 
vertical stroke making an angle with a horizontal one at the bottom can be traced and it can be 
identified with I. The reading of the previous two signs, which should be separated from the 
previous word as tword division marks were used, is problematic. Only vertical strokes of both 
signs survived and their upper parts are eroded away. In the upper part of the first sign there is a 
hardly visible trace of a horizontal stroke. Here it may be expected to see an P, if not T. The next 
sign has a round trace attached to the vertical stroke. The expected reading is R or B. A 
interpretation of the signs leads us to identify the word as prulij[-, which may be completed to 
prulija, as in TL 44b.1(-2) where it appears as ebei : kbija : prulija : ẽti-pddãt[. . .]/ ijãnatija, being 
in agreement with kbi- “(an)other”40. Only the final letter with a small triangle on the left upper 
side has survived from the word before the word division marks, and it can be identified as A. It 
seems likely to see here an ebeija, to be compared with ebeija erublija in TL 26.1, ebeija [χr]uwata 
in TL 40.1 and ebeija erawazija in TL 117.1 or ebeija arawazija in N303.141. The meaning of Prulija 
in TL 44b.1 depends on contextual analysis. The following word in line 2 is ijãna, identified with 
the adjective meaning Ionian42, combined with the relative form tija, and it is supposed that ijãna 
was an attribution to prulija43. The phrase has been interpreted as if it was something or some 
action with Ionia44 or against Ionia45. In the present attestation it seems that prulij[a] goes with 
                                                           

40 Meriggi 1929, 441-442; Neumann 2007, 286; Cau 2003, 51-52; Schürr 2007, 118-122 and Schürr 2009, 
164-165. 

41 Neumann 2007, 46. 
42 Since Savelsberg 1874, 9 and doubts of Kalinka in p. 99. 
43 Meriggi 1937, 506. 
44 Gusmani 1961, 43 n.3; Carruba 1977, 300, “qui altri prulija ionii nel temenos templare”; Melchert 

2002, 249, “Here on the spot [i.e. the Xanthos Stele] (are) other trophies which are Ionian”. Hajnal 1997, 
56, “andere prulija auf dem Feld, welche ionisch (sind)”. 

45 Meriggi 1980, 224, “qui (seguono) altre prodezze, che [si compirono? o sim.] contro? gli Joni”. 
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[ebeij]a, the demonstrative pronoun in the nom. or acc. pl. case. As the following line includes the 
verb pija-, the meaning would be to give/ to pass on/to transfer/ to assign or similar actions to 
third party in order to sell it or to third person in order to assign its rights under a contract. This 
makes it incompatible with the context of TL 44b.1-246. If the word to read in first line is not 
prulija, one should expect to find a personal name. If so, the beginning of the inscription must 
include one or two other missing lines. 

L. 2. It is possible that the initial word of the line belongs to a parental name ending in -h, in gen. 
sg. Probably the previous line contained the name of builder of the monument with a formula like 
“X, son of Y”. After the word separation mark the text continues with mepijet[- which can be 
divided into me and pijet[-. Me is an enclitic conjunction introducing the initial components of 
the sentence. Pijet[- is obviously a predicate and it is very likely to be present 3rd pers. pl. or preterit 
3rd sg. pers. of the verb pija- “διδόναι” which is mostly attested with transitive (acc.) and 
intransitive (dat.) objects47. However, the preserved part of the text in lines 3 and 4 continues with 
a group of parental names in the nominative case, as follows: [-d]eimi : se-lada : ehbi[… 
prñn]/ezijehi : hr[.]me. Lada ehbi, “ἡ γυνὴ αὐτοῦ”, is obviously declined in the nom. sg. case as the 
previous word should be completed to read tideimi “υἱός” in the nom. sg. or pl. case. If the reading 
is accepted as a final part of tideimi one expects to see a personal name as the name of the son and 
then another personal name as the name of the father in the previous line. This interpretation 
changes the expected dimensions of the inscription and implies that its size was almost double 
that which is preserved. The following word in l. 4 ends in -ezijehi and can be completed to 
prñnezijehi, “οἰκεῖος”, in nom. sg., a word which is always preceded by a personal name in the 
genitive case, as attested in TL 1, 6, 28, 116 and 150. The reconstruction of line 3 should be 
something like [ti-/d]eimi : se-lada : ehbi[:se-PN-h + prñn]/-ezijehi. The approximate number of 
signs in line 3 would be about 25 or more, of which only 15 are preserved. The word which follows 
prñnezijehi is read as hr[.]me, which may be completed to hr[m̃]me. One should be reminded that 
the reading of the word is not certain. The initial two signs are recognizably HR[- and the last two 
seem to be - ME, at least, as well as I was able to read it. Normally prñnezijehi appears to be 
mentioned in the final part of a funerary text, where the tomb owner declares his family 
relationships, and it comes mostly as the final word of the sentence. Only in two examples does 
the sentence continue after prñnezijehi. In TL 150.3 and TL 6.2 it is still the final element of the 
relationships, but in TL 150.3 it was written immediately before the predicate of the first sentence, 
prñnawate-ti, and before the permitted deceased, hrppi lada ebttehe se tideime. In TL 6.2. it seems 
probable that hr[m̃]me might be dat.-loc. pl. form of hrm̃mã /hrm̃mada, “land section, temenos”48 
but the context of the sentence remains quite uncertain as it is difficult to explain what a family 
has got to do with a temenos. If it is the last element of the sentence it should indicate the reason 
why person X, son of Y, and his wife and household of Z gave it. Otherwise, it can be connected 
with the following se. 

The line goes on with semu[.- It can be divided into se, coordinating with Hr[m̃]me, and Mu[.- 
which may be the initial part of a personal name. At the very end of the line there is a weak trace 
belonging to a vertical stroke.  

                                                           
46 Cfr. Melchert 2002, 248-249. 
47 Laroche 1979, 66. 
48 Neumann 2007, 101 and Melchert 2003, 25. 
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L. 5 begins with -tura[hi] which may be completed to [Qñ]/tura[hi], attested already in TL 59.149 
and as gen. adj. Qñturahahñ in N320.10. It is difficult to suggest any reading for the rest of the 
line. 

L. 6. l[i]bẽtija:seurtaqija [. The second sequence after the word separation mark includes a 
personal name, and it should be divided into se-Urtaqija, also attested in the TL 25 bilingual from 
Tlos, where the person seems to be daughter of Krupsse and Tikeukẽpre. It is an ancient Anatolian 
female personal name 50  and it was transliterated as Ορτακιας in the Greek version of the 
bilingual51. The word ending in -l[i]bẽtija at the beginning of the line seems to be a part of personal 
name, likely a female name. If not, see the commentary on line 12. 

L. 7. -detewẽ : kumezeijti : t[ seems to be parallel to medetew[ẽ] kumezeiti in TL 84.5 and medetewẽ 
kumezidi nuredi nuredi arã kumehedi in N320.26, which corresponds to θύειν κατ᾽ ἑκάστην 
νουμηνίαν ἱερεῖον in lines 24 and 25 of the Greek version and to kmr<’> znh zbḥ l-r’š-yrḥ<’> 
nqwh in lines 14 and 15 of the Aramaic version of the Letoon trilingual52. It is obvious that both 
versions omitted to translate the Lycian medetewẽ conglomeration group, which can be divided 
into me-de-te-wẽ enclitics53. It appeares three times, including the last one, before the verb kumezi- 
“θύειν” and once before the verb sm̃ma- in N324.2054 but, as each of the enclitic particles of the 
group is attested separately as a component in other conglomeration groups and verbs, it is 
unlikely that the conglomeration group was firmly linked with the verbs kumez(e)i- and sm̃ma. 
The use of the particle -wẽ with kumez(e)i- occurs repeatedly55 and it is not replaced with the 
particle -we-. The particles -we- and -wẽ should be considered separately as they do not share any 
common pattern56. The particle -we- appears as a second element of the enclitics introducing the 
sentence, mostly after se- “and”, as it recurs in line 13, which is the last sentence of the text, and 
goes on as sewene:kumazãti57. -We- seems to be a particle of direct speech58. 

Kumezeijti, pres. 3 pl. It is always attested in the form of kumezeiti as in TL 26.16, 44b.39, 84.5 and 
149.11 and does not represent a typical treatment of yod (J) in the Lycian texts. It recurs in line 10 
                                                           

49 Now a new attestation in Korkut – Tekoğlu 2019, 173-174. 
50 Zgusta 1964, § 1114-1. 
51 TAM I 25, 13. 
52 Laroche 1979, 59. 
53 Laroche 1979, 72. cfr. m=ede=te=wẽ in Melchert 2003, 78; me-de-tewẽ in Schürr 2009, 158; medetewẽ 

(?) in Bryce 1986, 93 but, me-de-tew[ẽ] for TL 84.5 in p. 69 ff. 
54 ἁμαρτωλὸς ἔστω for the equivalent of pddẽ … sm̃mati in N320.37-38, “être responsable devant” in 

Laroche 1979, 75. 
55 [. . . .-]t[ew]ẽ: kumezeiti: in 65.21 and ] medewẽ-emu:kumezeiti-ti: in 44b.39 (cfr. TL bedewẽ emu 

cumezeititi; F ]bedewẽ emu: cumezeiti ti; Melchert, Corpus, s]e=be dewẽ emu: kumezeiti=ti; Schürr 2012, 
118 u?]be dewẽ emu: kumezeiti-ti; Lebrun 1999, 49 ti]be-dewẽ-emu:kumezeiti-ti) can be added to the 
attestations (TL 84.5 and N320.26) mentioned above. The particle -wẽ was not used with kumez(e)i- in TL 
26.16, 44b.44-45, 65.12, 149.11 and 17, 150.9, N324.16/17. 

56 Cfr. Neumann 2007, 420 and Melchert 2003, 78. 
57 The particle -we- occurs in some models such as se+we+predicate in 44a.16 (:sewe:maχã:), 102.3 

(:sewe:tubidi:) or me+we+predicate in 91.3 (me-we-j-esu:), se+we+pronouns/adverbs/negation+predicate in 
45b.5 (se-we-ne-xttaiti), 44b.50 (se-we-nepe:astte:), 324.28 (se-we-hri-xladi), 45a.6 (-se-we-ñte:k[…). 

58 Gusmani 1968, 15 fn. 74. 
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in the infinitive form kumezeijna instead of the regular kumezeine, as in TL 44b.44-45, 149.17, 
150.9, and exceptionally kumezeini in TL 65.12. Normally the Lycian yod is an intervocalic sound 
serving to divide words or morphological components like se-j-atli in 37.6, me-we-j-esu in 91.3 
etc59. Besides, it appears to be inserted in synaeresis with i+-a/-ã,-e/-ẽ ,-u (-ija-,-ijã-,-ije60-,-ijẽ-, -
iju-), a+-a,-e (-aja 61 -,-aje-), e+-e/-ẽ,-i (-eje-,-ejẽ-, -eji 62 -), but in diaeresis before -u such as 
Tikeukẽprẽ (TL 25a.5), Piñteusi (N 306 1 and 2), Edrijeusehñ ( TL 29.5), Ijaeusas (TL 44a.52), 
Ñtarijeusehe (TL 44b.59), Mlejeusi (TL 139.5) and even se-uhazata (N 320.27)63. Kumezeijti and 
kumezeijna are exceptions as -ei- was never documented with the insertion of yod before 
consonants,64 but before vowels65. It is highly probable that -ei- as a diphthong in the present 
attestations was written with the insertion of yod to express the pronunciation way of the words.  

L. 8. It is difficult to suggest any restoration of the hardly recognizable signs in this line. 

L. 9 begins with -wazijedi which seems to be abl.-instr. of arawazija or erawazija, equated with τὸ 
μνῆμα in TL 117 bilingual.  

The next word is atajah, very likely a personal name in genitive case, otherwise unknown in the 
Anatolian and the Greek personal names repertory. The final of the line includes the signs which 
may be divided into se-h[.]t[. It seems plausible to see another personal name in genitive case 
connecting Atajah with se- conjunction. It is difficult to identify the sign following h-. It may be 
R or A. The next sign seems to be T but not certain. 

L. 10 has been read as aχadazaha:kumezeijna. 

aχadazaha is declined in nom.-acc. nt. pl case and is the adj. gen. for aχadaza, which seems to be 
divided into aχa-d-aza- or aχad(a)-aza. It may be related with aχãtaza, who is a kind of priest for 
Malija Wedrẽñni in TL 149.366. Aχadazaha expresses no doubt the elements, animals or objects 
at the disposition of or belonging to the aχadaza in order to realize a sacrifice, as it is followed by 
the infinitive kumezeijna. The phonetic and morphological change from aχãtaza to aχadaza 
seems to be unknown, unless the nasalised ã was followed by a tenuis consonant.  

L. 11 goes on with kbijazzu:ara:metez[-. Kbijazzu is a new entry for the Lycian vocabulary. It is 
not certain if it represents an entire word or should be divided into kbi-j-azzu. Both kbi and azzu 
seem to be in agreement with acc. sg. case. Its relation with azza-lã, acc. sg., in TL 44c,10 and azza-

                                                           
59 Neumann 1969, 376; Melchert 1994, 297; Hajnal 1995, 13-15. Cfr. Bryce 1987, 91. 
60 Exception Pubieleje = Πυβιαληι in TL 117.4-5. 
61 Exception Zzajaah in TL 103.2 
62 A unique attestation is found in N 313f. 
63 Laroche 1979, 81-82. 
64 It is frequently attested. It is enough to compare tideimi, mlm̃meite, tiwiθθeimi, meleime, mñneτeidehe, 

tubeiti, muneita, sersseizijedi, teθθiweibi, trbbeite, wezzeimi, ddeipñte, munikleimẽ, huzeimi, seimija etc… 
65 Eχeteija ( Ἑκαταῖος), kebeija. 
66 Kalinka wrote of his doubts as to if S existed on the stone and transliterated as aχ<s>ãtaza which was 

accepted also by Friedrich transliterating it as aχ⟦s⟧ãtaza. cfr. Neumann 2007, 8, but in Gusmani 1960, 510 
fn. 52: “uomo di rango, maggiorente”; Neumann 1967, 36: “Priester, Verehrer, Schutzbefohlener”; Meriggi 
1979, 251: “Oberpriester”; Bryce 1980, 49: “a priest”; Lebrun 1987, 151: “une catégorie de prêtres”; Melchert 
2003, 7: “priest for animal sacrifices”. 
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lãi, nom. pl. or gen. sg., in TL 44b,59 is not certain. It is followed by ara in uncertain case. It is 
obvious that kbijazzu and ara are not in agreement. The acc. sg. case of ara was one of the words 
not translated into Greek in N 320,27 and interpreted as an adjective and adverb67. In the present 
text. ara cannot be an adjective or a transitive object. The line continues with metez[- a puzzle 
with possible divisions into me-tez[-, me-t-ez[-, or me-te-z[-. 

L. 12 has the reading: [. .]sttatitelibẽ [- which should be divided as sttati-teli-b-ẽ or it may be 
completed to sttati-teli-b-ẽ[ti (?)68. 

The text ends probably with a negation in l. 13 where [. .]ri : sewene : kumazãti comes as the last 
sentence. Kumazãti is undoubtedly a verb in pres. pl. 3 meaning “to perform priestly duties”69. 
The initial signs of the line may take part of a word like te]ri or tite]ri, or tuwe]ri. 

It is a hard task to define the typology of the monument and the context of the inscription. At first 
sight it does not seem to have been an object belonging to typical funerary monuments and their 
architectural elements, but in line 9 the type of monument was probably defined as arawazija, 
which was employed also for funerary monuments. It is a stone block possibly placed in an area 
of religious character. Its estimated dimensions seem to be 70 or 80 cm in width, 60 cm in height 
and 24 cm in depth. The text confirms strongly the religious character of the monument. The verb 
kumez(e)i- “to sacrifice, worship” is mentioned twice, and the last sentence of the text has the verb 
kumaza- “to perform priestly duties, to be priest”. No reference to any animal or object name, or 
any period for the sacrifice is preserved, but the sacrifice was under the disposition of a priest 
named aχadaza. From the analysis of some sporadic words it is understood that activities have a 
ritual character to be performed where the monument was placed (sttati-teli-b-ẽ[ti). The text 
moreover includes a series of personal names both female and male. The owner’s and his family 
members’ names were not preserved but they assigned (pijet[ẽ] instead of pijẽtẽ) it, if prulija, to 
third party. The following readings may be associated with personal names: l. 2: -]deh; l. 4: se-Mu[; 
l. 5: Qñ]tura[hi]; l. 6 -]l[i]bẽtija; l. 6: se-Urtaqija; l. 9 Ataja; l. 9: se-H[.]t[-. The names may be the 
reason why the religious activities need more than two or three persons when they perform 
priestly duties. Their role seems to function as a group of priestly community, serving the sacred 
place, funeral or religious, performing sacrifices and possibly staging small festivals or rituals. The 
text ends with a negation under uncertain conditions. 

No. 2) Hamlet of Sazak – Araxa or Kadyanda 
This rock-cut tomb with an inscription in the Lycian language is located in the hamlet of Sazak 
on the left side of the road from modern Yeşilüzümlü (near Kadyanda) to Ortaköy (a modern 
village near Araxa), almost 7 km from Kadyanda and 5 km from Araxa (Fig. 43-Fig. 46).70 Though 

                                                           
67 Laroche 1979, 72: ara “juste, fas”, arã “rituellement”. 
68 For a detailed analysis of the verb stta- see Schürr 2014, 141 ff.  
69 Cfr. Melchert 2003, 33: “be a priest”; Hajnal 1995, 84: “er ist Priester”. See also Bryce 1986, 78: “become 

sacrificer” and Neumann 2007, 176 doubts on the verb. 
70 The discovery of the inscription was first reported by Max Gander in a private letter to me, and it was 

planned to publish it with him. This could not be done, because an official permission either from Fethiye 
Museum or from the Ministry of Culture and Tourism is required to publish the tomb and its inscription. 
At the same time the survey team headed by Fatih Onur, who has an official permission for epigraphic 
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already reported by earlier researchers,71 it was never published. The inscription was incised on 
the façade of the rock-cut tomb (Fig. 44-Fig. 45) and has 6 lines. No word division marks were 
employed in the text, but spaces were left between the words. 
Measures: 
Width: 160 cm till to the last sign; Height: 23+12 cm. Letters: 2.5>3 cm. 

 
Fig. 41) Ins. No. 2. Facsimile 

1 ebẽñne χupu mẽt[i] prñnawat[ẽ  . . .]maza[. . . . . . .]e[. .]e 
 hrppi ladi ehb[i ses]edeñnewi χ[ñnahi ehbi]jehi[se prñnezi atlahi]  
 seije ñta tadẽ te[s]i miñti al[adahali] ada III [ … (?)] 
 mei [ñtep]i tadẽ arm̃mazapi[mi se ladã ehb]i [se …(?)  seijene] 
5 [h]rp[pi] tãt[u] ti[ke k]bi hrppijem[ei tadi tike tike … (?)] 
 m[en]e [tubeiti ẽni] mahanahi [se itlehi trm̃mili huwedri] 

On reading and commentary: 
The present text has the typical structures of sepulchral inscriptions in the Lycian language. It 
begins with the standard introduction mentioning the tomb owner’s name probably with paternal 
lineage and the aim of construction. The second stage is the mention of an institutional price in 
the ada formula72. The third includes rules for authorized and unauthorized burials. The fourth 
concerns the violation of the tomb, and the last is the penalty mechanism or vengeance. 

The name of the tomb’s owner and his father’s name were not preserved, only four letters, being 
read as -maza- in the 1st line, who should be identical with Arm̃mazapi[ in line 4. Arm̃mazapi[- 
seems to be one of the personal names composed with the Anatolian arma- 73  and may be 
completed to Arm̃mazapimi. If it was not a combination with Αρματ-/Ερματ-, this is equivalent 
to *Αρμασαπιμις/ Ερμασαπιμις or Αρμαδαπιμις/Ερμαδαπιμις attested by Greek inscriptions in 
Asia Minor74.  

                                                           
surveys in the area informed me about his new findings including this new one, which finally took its place 
in this contribution. 

71 Fellows 1841, 123; Spratt – Forbes 1847, I, 40; Ritter 1859, 1000 and Schweyer 1996, 19. 
72 Christiansen 2020, 166 ff. for an analysis of the formula. See also Melchert 2015, 154 ff. and Schürr 

2008, 147 ff. 
73 Houwink ten Cate 1961, 132 ff. and Neumann 2007, 70. 
74 Cfr. Colvin 2004, 75 and Balzat 2014, 271. For lydian arm-ta cfr. Gérard 2005, 88 fn. 555. 
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The construction of the tomb was dedicated to his wife and grandmother’s successive 
generation,75 and possibly for his own household. The restoration of the line could continue with 
hrppi ladi ehb[i s-es]edeñnewi χ[ñnahi ehbi]jehi [se prñnezi atlahi]. Normally esedeñnewi and 
prñnezi were not mentioned together among the deceased or members who had right to be 
buried,76 but it has been pointed out that in TL 36, 5-7 the upper ñtata was given to his wife and 
to the successive generation of Mñneτeide, and lower ñtata was given to his own household77. 
Otherwise, all the family members including himself and children should be expected to be 
mentioned in the line, as in TL 108. 

The text continues with a standard payment formula seen in sepulchral inscriptions78: se-ije ñta 
tadẽ te[s]i miñti al[adahali] ada III. It is very hard to say if the text continues after 3 ada in the 
line. No trace of any further sign was identifiable. 

The third part of the text should cover legal and illegal uses of the tomb. The owner of the tomb, 
Arm̃mazapi[mi], and his family members must be mentioned as right owners with the control 
over the property, banning anyone else from burying without permission. The text may have 
carried statements like : mei [ñtep]i tadẽ Arm̃mazapi[mi se ladã ehbi se … seijene]/[h]rp[pi] tãt[u] 
ti[ke k]bi, “they put inside Arm̃mazapimi [and his wife and his….. and let them not] put inside 
another one”. 

Then the text ends in giving names of those responsible in the case of violation: hrppijem[ei tadi 
tike tike (… ?)] / m[en]e [tubeiti ẽni] mahanahi [se itlehi trm̃mili huwedri]. The final line of the 
inscription is badly eroded but mahanahi in the survived part of the stone still remains 
recognizable. It should be interpreted as ẽni mahanahi, “mother of god(s), Leto”79 but does not 
mention the vengeance gods such as mãhãi huwedri, trqqas, marazija miñtaha, muhãi miñtehi, 
malija wedrẽñni besides the common itlehi trm̃mili huwedri. Leto is defined a vengeance goddess 
in the bilingual TL 56, even though the Greek and Lycian texts are not closely parallel80:ἐὰν δέ τις 
ἀδικήσηι ἢ ἀγοράσηι τὸ μνῆμα ἡ Λετὼ αὐτὸν ἐπιτ[ρί]ψ[ε]ι for mene qasttu: ẽni: qlahi: ebijehi: se 
wedri: wehñtezi. 
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Fethiye Etrafındaki Antik Yol Hatları ve Yeni Likçe Yazıtlar  
Öz 

Bu makalenin ilk kısmı Fethiye çevresinde, Pinara, Telmessos, Kalynda, Kadyanda, Araksa ve Tlos 
kentleri arasındaki antik yolların ve güzergâhların tespiti için son yıllarda yapılan yüzey 
araştırmalarının sonuçlarını içermektedir. Bu değerlendirmeler çerçevesinde Pinara ve Telmessos 
arasında birisi Kabaağaç - Gökben üzerinden diğeri de Babadağ üzerinden olmak üzere iki antik 
yol olduğu tespit edilmiş, Patara Yol Anıtı’nda belirtilen yolun ise Babadağ üzerinden giden yol 
olması gerektiği önerilmiştir. Tlos ve Telmessos arasındaki yolun Seydikemer üzerinden gitmiş 
olması beklenen bir durum iken, yapılan incelemeler neticesinde bu yol büyük ihtimalle, sadece 
bir ayağının temelini tespit edebildiğimiz Allıkavak’taki antik köprüden geçerek Çaltıözü, Bozyer 
ve Esenköy üzerinden Telmessos’a ulaşmaktaydı. Telmessos ve Kalynda arasındaki yolun büyük 
oranda bugünkü Fethiye - Dalaman yolunu takip ettiği anlaşılmış ve bu yol üzerinde kalan 
İnlice’nin Daidala olarak ve Şerefler’in de Kalynda olarak lokalizasyon önerileri yeniden 
değerlendirilmiştir. Kadyanda ve Telmessos arasındaki antik yolun Eldirek üzerinden gitmiş 
olabileceğinin daha doğru olduğu, Kadyanda ve Araksa arasındaki yolun ise antik Atlıdere 
Köprüsü üzerinden gittiği gözlemlenmiştir. Kadyanda ve Tlos arasındaki yolun da aynı köprüyü 
kullanarak Kıncılar, Girmeler ve Güneşli yakınlarından Tlos’a ulaşması gerekmektedir. Keza, 
Araksa ve Tlos arasındaki yol da Atlıdere Köprüsü’nün güneyindeki aynı hattı izlemiştir. 

Makalenin Likçe yazıtlarının ele alındığı ikinci bölümde biri Pinara’nın yak. 7,5 km kadar 
kuzeyinde yer alan Asarcık’ta (antik Aloanda), diğeri Kadyanda/Araksa arasındaki yol üzerinde 
bulunmuş iki yeni yazıt ele alınmıştır. Aloanda yazıtının dinî ve gömü niteliği vardır. Yazıtın 
neredeyse yarısının ele geçmiş olması nedeniyle tam olarak ne için dikildiği anlaşılamamıştır. 
Yazıt, Likçe çalışmaları sahasına yeni sözcük ve morfoloji katkıları sağlamaktadır. Yazıt 
aracılığıyla buluntu yerinin bir kült alanı olabileceği tartışmaya açılmıştır, çünkü yakınında 
muhtemelen daha geç döneme ait lahit ve kaya mezarları bulunsa da, buluntu alanında Likya 
dönemine ait gömü izleri bulunmamaktadır. Bu nedenle eğer erken dönemden bir kaya mezarı 
veya lahit söz konusu değilse anıtın doğrudan bir gömü yazıtı niteliği taşıdığını söylemek zordur. 
Çalışmada çözümleme ve okuması yapılan ikinci yazıt ise, Likya coğrafyasında örneklerine sıklıkla 
rastlanan bir kaya mezarının yazıtıdır. Ne yazık ki, yazıt yüzeyinin doğal sebeplerle aşınıp gitmiş 
olması nedeniyle mezarın kime ait olduğu tam olarak tespit edilememektedir. Varsayımsal olarak 
bu kişinin Armazapimi adında birisi olabileceği düşünülmektedir. Mezarı bir şahsın kendi eşi, ev 
halkı ve annesinin soyundan gelenler için inşa ettirdiği okunabilmiştir. Yazıt, gömü kurallarının 
belirlenmesi yanında, mezarda gömü ihlâli yapılması durumunda Likya’nın çeşitli kurum ve 
tanrılarına karşı sorumlu olunacağını belirterek sonlanmaktadır. Her iki Likçe yazıtın da açık bir 
Türkçe çevirisi verilememektedir. 

Anahtar Sözcükler: Lykia, antik yollar, Fethiye, Telmessos, Pinara, Tlos, Kadyanda, Araksa, 
Kalynda, Daidala, Likçe yazıtlar, kaya mezarı, stel, kült, rahip, kurban sunusu, sunak, aile gömüsü. 
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The Ancient Road Network and New Lycian Inscriptions around Fethiye 
Abstract 

The first part of this contribution contains the results of field surveys made in recent years 
exploring the ancient road network around Fethiye, including the routes between Pinara, 
Telmessos, Kalynda, Kadyanda, Araxa and Tlos. According to these results, there are two options 
for the road between Pinara and Telmessos, one through Kabaağaç and Gökben, one over 
Babadağ. In the article, the second option is suggested for the road recorded in Monumentum 
Patarense (MP). While the road between Tlos and Telmessos was at first expected to have passed 
through today’s Seydikemer, the field surveys identified a better option with a course through 
Çaltıözü, Bozyer ve Esenköy, crossing over an ancient bridge, only a footing-base of which has 
survived, in today’s Allıkavak. The ancient route between Telmessos and Kalynda mostly follows 
the modern road between Fethiye and Dalaman, and the localizations of İnlice/Daidala and 
Şerefler/Kalynda are discussed again. The road between Kadyanda and Telmessos probably led 
through Eldirek, and the road between Kadyanda and Araxa passed over the ancient bridge in 
Atlıdere. The route from Kadyanda to Tlos also passed over this bridge and reached Tlos following 
a course past Kıncılar, Girmeler and Güneşli. Similarly, the road between Araxa and Tlos followed 
the same route to the south of Atlıdere Bridge. 

In the second part of the contribution two new Lycian inscriptions are published. One was found 
at Asarcık (ancient Aloanda) located ca. 7,5 km to the north of Pinara, and the other on the road 
between Kadyanda and Araxa. The inscription from Aloanda reflects a religious and funerary 
content. The type of monument cannot be identified with certainty, because half of the stone is 
missing. The discussion of the inscription has contributions concerning the vocabulary and 
morphology of the Lycian language. The find spot of the inscription might have been a religious 
location, because there are no funerary remains from the Lycian period in the spot. It is less likely 
that inscription has a funerary character, as there was no rock-cut tomb or early sarcophagus at 
the find spot, though there are several later funerary monuments of these types nearby. The 
second inscription has the usual content of Inscribed Lycian rock-cut tombs, of which there are 
many examples. The tomb’s owner cannot be identified for certain, due to the natural erosion of 
the inscription surface, but the name may be conjectured as be Armazapimi. The owner built the 
tomb for himself, his wife, his household and for bis mother’s descendants. Besides the regulations 
for burials, the inscription ends with a closure stating that anyone who violated the burial 
regulations, should be considered criminally liable to punishment by several Lycian institutions 
and divinities. 

Keywords: Lycia, ancient roads, Fethiye, Telmessos, Pinara, Tlos, Kadyanda, Araxa, Kalynda, 
Daidala, Lycian inscriptions, rockcut tomb, stele, cult, priest, sacrifice, altar, family tomb. 
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Fig. 42) Ins. No. 1 in Asarcık / Aloanda 

 
Fig. 43) The rock cut tomb in Sazak 
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Fig. 44) Detail from the inscription on the rock cut tomb in Sazak 

 
Fig. 45) Detail from the inscription on the rock cut tomb in Sazak 

 
Fig. 46) Inside the rock cut tomb in Sazak 
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