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§ 1. Introduction1 

 

The bulk of hapax legomena in the Lycian corpus of inscriptions is concentra-

ted in compositions produced by the local dynasts, consisting of narrations of war-

fare, religious decrees, or administrative texts. Compared with the Letoon Trilin-

gual (N320), whose Greek counterpart is illuminating in enabling us to understand 

the vocabulary, meaning, and syntactic structures of the Lycian text, the Xanthos 

Pillar (TL 44) remains far more obscure. Besides Lycian, the languages that the 

Xanthos Pillar contains are Milyan, the elusive dialectal sister of Lycian, and Greek 

(CEG 177), in a short epigram which does not correspond (at least not directly) to 

the Lycian text. The approach to the challenges that this text presents combines 

comparative linguistics and etymology, internal combinatory analysis, and contex-

tual evidence.  

These methodologies have given rise to the range of explanations that the 

lemma ha͂tahe, only attested in the Xanthos Pillar, has received. The word appears 

eight times on the southern face (TL 44a 42, 43x2, 46, 47, 50, 53, 55; see TEXT 1), 

and once on the eastern face (44b 56; see TEXT 2). Because of the concentration of 

 

1. This paper is a result of the project PALaC, which received funding from the European 

Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation 

programme (Grant Agreement No: 757299). I am grateful to Federico Giusfredi (Verona) for reading 

and discussing the manuscript with me. Needless to say, I remain responsible for any possible errors 

contained here. 
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attestations in such a short span of the composition (44a 42–55), the passage is 

commonly referred to as the ha͂tahe-narration. In 138 lines, the Lycian text covers 

at least 30 years of historical events, ranging from the defection of the Lycians 

from the Delian League, roughly identified with the death of the Athenian Meles-

ander (TL 44a 45, Thuc. 2.69), to the reference to the Persian satrap Tissaphernes 

(TL 44c 15), which situates an ante quem date of around 400 BC. The enumeration 

of toponyms in the so-called ha͂tahe-narration conveys a sequence of military mo-

vements around the Lycian and Carian territories. Following Thonemann (2009: 

175), this passage, in 14 lines, comprises the events of only two years, from the 

attack on Melesander (430 BC) to the defeat of Lysikles (428 BC).2 The discussion 

of the historical context of the passage has received as much attention as the role, 

meaning and origin of the word ha͂tahe. Today, two main interpretations of its 

meaning are proposed: first, as a war-like god (cf. Luw. Sanda), or second as a 

word related to military victory. Yet, the greatest obstacle to its comprehension is 

the inflectional ending, which shows a genitival-adjective in -ahe that is not in 

keeping with the syntax of the passage.  

In this article, I revisit the existing proposals for the meaning of ha͂tahe and 

offer a new interpretation, taking as a starting point the internal evidence from Ly-

cian, and trying to align the synchronic developments with the word’s elusive 

morphosyntactic features. Secondly, I examine the evidence provided by semantic 

typology and epigraphic genre interference to explore the origin and function of 

ha͂tahe within its cultural, historical, and epigraphical context, with the aim of in-

troducing a more multidisciplinary approach into the debate. 

 

TEXT 1 (TL 44a 41–55)3 
41[pr]ulija e[p]i=de: izredi: zẽm̃tija: ehbijeǀ42di: Zagaba: nelede: hãtahe: 

E͂tri: Tumineǀ43hi nelede h[ã]tahe Pttara: Malijehi: hãtǀ44ahe:  

 

2. Thonemann op.cit. regards the reference to Amorges in line 55 of the passage to an unknown 

episode, rather than to his defeat in Iasos (412 BC), thus avoiding extending the chronology of the 

narration up to 20 years. 

3. The present edition is that of Melchert 2001, to which some new readings have been added: 

Ijalusas for Ijaeusas in line 52 by Schürr (2009: 169), with restoration Ijalusas[i] by Sasseville 

(2021b: 167), and my suggestion, following Meriggi (1936: 279), that uẉ[e] should be read for un[.] 

in line 49 (Martínez-Rodríguez 2021: 303). The tentative translation offered here with regard to TEXT 

1 (TL 44a 41–55) is a quite literal one intended to serve as a contextual guide to the reader. I 

recommend contrasting it with the very different interpretations recently proposed by Oreshko (2021: 

138) and Sasseville (2021b: 165). 
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The spoils(?) zem͂tija with his own hands in Zagaba, in the acropolis(?) 

hãtahe, in Lower Tymnessos in the acropolis(?) hãtahe, in Patara (in the 

precinct) of Malija hãtahe. 

Xbane: ese: Trbbẽnimi: tebete: terñ se 45Milasãñtrã: pddẽne=ke: Xbãnije: 

izredi 46ehbijedi: hãtahe:  

At Kyaneai, when(?) Trbbe͂nimi defeated the territory and Melesander, and 

also in the Kyanean places, by his own hands hãtahe. 

Tlãñ nele: nele: tarbiǀ47de: Xerẽi: qastte τerñ: Tlahñ: erbbedi: hãǀ48tahe:  

(He) overpowered Tlos in the (subsequent) settlements, Xerẽi destroyed the 

Tloan territory in battle hãtahe. 

Medbijahe: ese: Xerẽi: tebete: [t]er[ñ] 49se Waxssepddimi: ẽti: zehi: hbãti: 

CII: uẉ[e] 50ñtepi: xlaina terñ hãtahe: ãka: Herikle 51se haxlaza: pabrati:  

At Medbijahe, when(?) Xerẽi defeated the territory and Waxssepddimi, the-

re, in (the place of) the field they will fulfil with 12 cows, in the place they 

took the territory hãtahe, like Heracles, and the haxlaza will pabra-. 

Xbide: hrixñtawaǀ52tahi: ese tabãna: terñ: Ijãnã: Ijalusas[i] 53Krzz[ã]nase: 

hãtahe:  

At Kaunos of the supreme rule, when(?) defeated the Ionian territory, in Ija-

lusas (and) in the Chersonessos hãtahe. 

Mukale: tewẽt[e]: Sãmaǀ54=ti: trbbetẽ: Turaxssi: zxxãna terñ: esǀ55e: 

Humrxxã: tebãna terñ: hãtahe  

At Mykale, which faces Samos, (he) resisted at Thorax, the territory that 

fought, when(?) Amorges conquered the territory hãtahe. 

 

TEXT 2 (TL 44b 55–57) 

urublije͂ 56hãtahe: tubehi prñnezi: se lihbeze: eh[b]ǀ57ije: se dewe͂: zxxaza: 

se ñtuweriha: ade 

He made a building hãtahe for the household of Tube(?) and his lihbeze, 

and a dedication for the warriors, and a memorial(?) 

 

§ 2. Previous research and main points of the debate 

 

§ 2.1 Early proposals 

Several authors have followed Meriggi (1929: 438–439) in connecting ha͂tahe 

with what seems to be its base formation ha͂ta-, attested only in TL 84 (me=te: ñta 

tãti ebñne͂: hãtã: se ladã “and here will put inside this corpse and (his) wife”, see 

below §3.1). Due to its position in the beneficiaries’ clause, immediately before the 

stereotypical mention of the owner’s wife, an autoreferential meaning similar to 
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atli “for himself” was proposed (e.g. TL 105 2 atli ehbi se ladi se tideime “for him-

self, and (his) wife, and (his) sons”). Under this reasoning, ha͂tahe would be a pro-

nominal element with a genitive singular case in /-he/, in turn resulting from an 

analogy with the plural genitival adjective of proper nouns.4 The same inflection is 

accepted by Hajnal (1995: 195) in light of the equation ti : tihe in the relative-

interrogative pronoun, and also by Neumann (2007: 91).  

In turn, Melchert (2002: 245) explained ha͂ta- as a lexicalized -nt- participle 

from the verb ha- ‘let go, release’ and established its meaning as ‘deceased’ – un-

linked, however, to ha͂tahe due, precisely, to its ending. As a common noun, ha͂ta- 

is expected to use the -aha/i- genitival inflection, which necessarily assigns a    

dat.-loc.pl. case to -ahe. Arguing that the syntactic functions that dat.-loc.pl. case 

carries do not agree with the syntax of the passage, Melchert establishes ha͂ta- and 

ha͂tahe as separate lemmata, the latter being a continuation of the Luwian war-god 

Sanda and, therefore, a proper noun that allows him to analyse it as a locative sin-

gular. 

 

§ 2.2. The association with Luwian Sanda  

The association between Lycian ha͂tahe and Luwian Sanda stands on phonetic 

grounds. The acknowledged change Proto-Anatolian *s > Lyc. h (AHP 288, 294), 

and the orthographic representation of /an/ as a nasalised vowel <ã> by Lycian, 

creates a suitable correspondence with the Luwian war-god Sanda, attested in Cu-

neiform DŠa-an-ta-aš (Melchert in press),5 and later on in Hieroglyphic Luwian 

((DEUS)sà-ta-, ACLT, s.v.).  

 

4. The so-called ‘genitival’-adjective is formally a relational adjective with separate inflections 

for common nouns and proper nouns. The first follows the inflection of i-mutated stems in the 

common gender, and of neuter a-stems in the plural of the neuter gender; the second partially 

coincides with h-stems but seems to follow a specific inflection whose exact distribution is still an 

open question. Much of the discussion depends on the origin and development of two formally and 

functionally similar morphosyntactic elements, the Luwic *-assa/i- relational suffix and the prehistory 

of the genitive singular case. However, the description of the nominal and adjectival sub-classes of 

Lycian also as recategorization processes of these classes is likely to play a pivotal role which is still 

to be fully addressed. I refer the reader to the works of Adiego (2010) and Melchert (2012) on the 

topic in Lycian. 

5. Often associated with the logographic writing AMAR.UTU-aš, which prompted the 

identification between Sanda and Babylonian Marduk (Rutherford 2017: 82). The Luwian origin of 

Sanda is traditionally postulated due to its presence in the Zarpiya ritual (Starke 1985: 46–55), as also 

for some theophoric names comprising Luwian elements (e.g. NH nº1102 Šantawiya- and nº 1103 
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In addition to the historical-phonetic coincidence, the alleged transmission of 

this god in the Lycian milieu is reinforced indirectly by two features: the presence 

of Sanda in Lydian sources (Sãnτa, LW 4a 3), accounting for the continuity of this 

divinity in the first millennium, and the traditionally assumed syncretism between 

Anatolian Sanda and Greek Heracles (Laroche 1973), a phenomenon thought to 

have arisen in Cilicia. This region is home to most of the onomastic evidence of 

this god under the form of theophorics (Σανδας, Σανδης, Σανδιος, Σανδων, or 

Σανδατις, Houwink Ten Cate 1961: 137). The mythological narration and the ico-

nography related to it is another common element mentioned when connecting 

Heracles with Sanda and the Cilician region. For instance, the pyre on which Hera-

cles self-immolated on Mount Oeta is thought to be the iconographical motif 

behind a series of geometrical figures displayed on some coins at Tarsus and in the 

so-called Sandon monument (Rutherford 2017: 85 w/reff.). Finally, the divine at-

tributes of Sanda – warfare and the underworld – are two common features that 

connect him with Heracles (Rutherford 2017). Interestingly, Heracles is already 

mentioned in the Xanthos Pillar under the local adaptations Herikle (TL 44b 50) 

and Erikle (TL 44d 17), for which reason the kind of syncretism underlying 

Ha͂tahe-Sanda and Heracles in the Lycian context would be that of a parallelism, 

which does not imply the notion of a fusion between the two divinities.6 

Melchert cautiously supports the association of Ha͂tahe with Sanda, indepen-

dently of the possible syncretism of the latter with Greek Heracles. Under this in-

terpretation, Ha͂tahe would be the recipient of offerings in each of the towns men-

tioned, and of a building in TL 44b 55–56 (2002: 247 “an urublije- for Sanda”), 

syntactically assumed to be a genitive singular -he ending with a dative function 

 

Šantaziti-), a question recently revisited by Kloekhorst (2019: 179–180) in relation to the Kültepe 

names Ša(n)tahšu- (NH nº 1097) and Ša(n)tahšušar- (NH nº1098). 

6. Arguing in favor of avoiding the notion of fusion that the term ‘syncretism’ would imply, 

Rutherford refers to this concept with the term ‘translation’, defined as “the practical convention 

using the name of a deity from one religious tradition as an equivalent of a deity in another one” 

(2017: 82). For the linguistic connotation that translation carries in terms of addressing the 

phenomenon of linguistic contact, I opt for the nomenclature proposed by Budin (2004: 97–98 

w/reff.), and refer to it as syncretism by parallelism or interpretatio, which simply conveys the 

identification of a foreign divinity with one from the local pantheon. In a recent communication at the 

66th RAI (Frankfurt – Mainz), V. Pisaniello and L. Warbinek (“Borrowing, translation, and 

syncretism of deities in Ancient Anatolia”) proposed a new religious-linguistic taxonomy, according 

to which the Sanda – Heracles association would respond, linguistically, to a borrowing, and, in terms 

of the assimilation strategy adopted towards the native deity, to a full syncretism. I refer the reader to 

their forthcoming publication for a full discussion on the terminology.  
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(2002: 250). The same meaning of the lemma is supported by Sasseville (2021b: 

166), who, however, defines the morphology of Ha͂tahe as a genitival adjective 

inflected in dative plural with an unexpressed head-noun “(in honor) of the War-

god” (‘in (Ehre) des Kriegsgottes’). 

 

§ 2.3. Contextual meanings 

The argument on which a last group of interpretations of the term ha͂tahe is 

primarily based is the context of the passages in which the word occurs. In view of 

this enumeration of toponyms, where all but one of the ha͂tahe attestations are 

found, the semantics related to the concept of ‘victory’ has recently been proposed 

by Oreshko (2021). The author argues that the lack of verbal elements in the pas-

sage leads to the attribution of a verbal function to ha͂tahe, assuming a sense ‘(to 

be) victorious’. The morphology is adduced to respond to a ‘free standing geni-

tive’, ultimately going back to a noun *ha͂ta- ‘victory’, distinct from the ha͂ta- 

‘corpse’ of TL 84 (Oreshko 2021: 98 fn.9). In a second hypothesis, he opts to in-

terpret it as a genitival adjective from a reconstructed noun *ha͂ta- ‘victory’, func-

tioning as the modifier of prulija in line 41,7 thus “the trophies of the victory” 

(Oreshko 2021: 99). Also based on the structure shown in the sequence of topo-

nyms (TL 44a 41–55), Schürr (2009: 170) proposes that ha͂tahe functions as a re-

frain word that marks the end of clauses, formally interpreted as a dative plural 

from a genitival adjective derived from ha͂ta- “in the ways of a ha͂ta-”, as a way to 

convey ‘marvellous, lordly’ (‘herrlich’). The semantic transfer is explained by as-

suming the meaning ‘owner’ (‘Inhaber’) for ha͂ta- in TL 84 3, taken as the partici-

ple form of verb ha- ‘to have’. 

Eichner proposed the meaning ‘victory (in combat)’ (‘für die Siege im Kampf’) 

as well; however, in relation to the attestation in TL 44b 56 and, unlike Oreshko 

(op.cit.), he linked ha͂ta- with the meaning ‘corpse’ that was established by 

Melchert (2002). In order to account for a sense related to victory in the Xanthos 

Pillar, Eichner (2005: 34 w/fn. 187) defends the semantic transfer ‘physical’ 

(‘körperlich’) → ‘athletic’ (‘athletisch’) → ‘competition’ (‘Wettkampf’) and ‘mili-

tary combat’ (‘militärischer Kampf’).  

 

7. Under the argument that the mention of τροπαῖα ‘trophies’ (TL 44c 30) in the Greek epigram 

(TL 44c 20–31/ CEG 177 11) is represented in the content of the Lycian version (Eichner in 

Borchhardt, Eichner, Pesditschek and Ruggendorfer 1997–1999: 46), Melchert (2002: 249) suggested 

that prulija might be its Lycian counterpart. 
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To sum up, the problems facing the various interpretations of ha͂tahe can be 

grouped in:  

 

(1) the morphosyntax of the /-he/ ending (genitive singular or genitival ad-

jective inflected in dative-locative plural) and its role in the sentences (a 

verbal action, a modifier of prulija, a modifier of an unexpressed head-

noun, a benefactive dative, or an adverbial clause divider);  

(2) its derivation and/or etymology (a continuation of the Luwian warlike 

god Sanda, a derivate of the lexicalized participle ha͂ta-, from v. ha-, or a 

derivative of ha͂ta- of unknown origin). 

(3) its meaning as adduced from the connection with ha͂ta- (a semantic 

transfer from ‘corpse’ into ‘victory’ or from ‘possessor, owner’ into ‘mar-

velous, lordly’).  

 

In my view, the assumption that ha͂tahe and ha͂ta- are unrelated lemmata arises 

from the difficulty of tracing a plausible semantic connection between the two 

meanings, ha͂ta- ‘corpse’ with ha͂tahe as either ‘Sanda’ (Melchert 2002, Sasseville 

2021b: 166) or ‘victory’ (Oreshko 2021: 98). Opting for a lectio difficilior seems 

unjustified given the phonetic closeness of the two items, which, on the basis of 

linguistic proximity, should encourage us to explain the connection by means of 

inductive reasoning. The two proposals that in fact support the morphological deri-

vation between ha͂ta- and ha͂tahe are forced either to explain the meaning of the 

latter through multiple semantic transfers (‘corpse’ > ‘military victory’, Eichner 

2005: 34 w/fn. 187) or to provide a different meaning of its base form v. ha- (‘to 

have’ rather than ‘to release’, Schürr 2009: 170).  

 

§ 3. Analysis 

 

§ 3.1. Morphology and syntax within the passage 

There are two premises that seem assured from the perspective of internal 

combinatory analysis: the derivative connection between ha͂ta- and ha͂tahe, and the 

meaning of ha͂ta- ‘corpse, deceased’ in relation to the verbal origin from ha- ‘to 

release’. 

Starting from the most primary form in this group of words, the Lycian verb 

ha- is etymologically connected to Luw. /sa-(i)/ ‘to release’, whose root goes back 

to PIE *seh1(i̭)- ‘to let sth. go’ (LIV2: 518, different from PIE *seh1- which deve-

lops into Hittite šāi-/-i(ya)-(ḫi) ‘to press, to seal’). The Lycian form v. ha- would 

have an original sense ‘to release from the hand’, according to Melchert (2015), 
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with slight variations on its meaning in function of the preverbs and particles that 

complement it (see in detail Sasseville 2021a: 307, 357–358). The univerbation v. 

alaha- ‘to arrange, to lay out (in a tomb)’ (DLL 3) further provides the semantic 

grounds for establishing the sense of ha͂ta- as the ‘the laid out’ → ‘corpse, de-

ceased’, as proposed by Melchert (2002: 245) in relation to its sole attestation in 

TL 84 (2–3 s=ed=ade͂: atli: hrzze͂ [i]spazije͂: me=te: ñta tãti ebñne͂: hãtã: se ladã: 

“and he made it, an upper bench for himself, and here will put inside this corpse 

and the wife”). When in the beneficiaries’ clause of a funerary inscription a family 

member precedes the mention of the lada- ‘wife’, it must be the owner, generally 

referred to either through his personal name (e.g. TL 101 2) or by the autoreferen-

tial construction atli ehbi “for himself” (e.g. TL 27 2). On this occasion, TL 84 has 

two beneficiaries’ clauses: one which mentions the recipients of the funerary mo-

nument (l. 2 hrppi atli: ehbi: se ladi: se tideime: ehbije), and a second specifying 

the place in the tomb to be occupied by them (TL 84 2–3 see above). Besides, it 

seems possible that hãtã was omitted in TL 131 1, where ebñne͂: appears in an al-

most identical context (m=ene: ñtepi: tãti: ebñne͂: se ladã: ehbi). Given the identi-

fication of hãta- with the owner of the tomb in TL 84, a sense ‘owner, possessor’ 

from v. ha- ‘to have’ as projected by Schürr (op.cit. w/reff.) is not implausible. 

However, in terms of the Anatolian cognancy and of Lycian internal evidence, the 

meaning ‘to have’ does not seem as straightforward as the meaning ‘to release’ and 

its derivatives.  

The derivation process in ha͂ta- ‘deceased, corpse, (what is released)’ involves 

a lexicalization of a -nt- participle from ha- ‘to release’ (Melchert 2002: 245). This 

word-formation mechanism is attested as well in ahñta- ‘possessions’, from *ah- 

‘to be’ (cf. Luw. v. as- ‘id.’) and la͂ta- ‘dead’ from la- ‘be dead’. The ending of 

ha͂tahe points without much doubt to a genitival-adjective derivation -ahe/i-, which 

in Lycian and Luwian creates the productive type of relational adjectives, thus 

ha͂ta- ‘dead/corpse’ > *ha͂tahi ‘of the dead/corpse’. A second process of word-

formation in *ha͂tahi could have eventually taken place, creating a lexicalized         

-ahe/i- formation, parallel for instance to prñnezi(je)- ‘household’ > prñnezijehi- 

lit. “of the household”, lexicalized into “the one of the household” → ‘household 

member’ (Neumann 2007: 285–6). Secondary derivations from already lexicalized 

participles are attested at least once, cf. la͂ta- ‘dead’, from la- ‘be dead’, → lataza- 

‘member of the dead’. 

Taking the hypothesis of a lexicalized genitival-adjective formation *ha͂tahi- 

‘of the dead/corpse’, I propose a semantic transfer into a spatial specification → 

‘place of the dead’, that is, ‘burial ground, cemetery’. Considering *ha͂tahi as a 

substantive has the further advantage of providing a better scenario for explaining 
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the morphosyntax of its elusive ending /-he/. If the word maintains the inflection of 

-ahe/i- genitival-adjectives, independently of its lexicalization, ha͂tahe must be a 

dat-loc.pl. case with a locative function “in the places of the dead”, “in the ceme-

teries”. Behind the plural inflection, this might be a plurale tantum arising from the 

collective notion of ‘group of deceased’, and therefore semantically referring to a 

singular number, i.e., ‘in the cemetery, in the burial ground’ (e.g., wawa- ‘cow’, 

but coll.pl. uwa- ‘cattle’, DLL 78). Alternatively, *ha͂tahi might have been 

reanalyzed into the inflection of h-stems, which might account for the locative 

singular ending /-he/ “in the place of the dead, in the cemetery”, analogous to the 

loc.sg. inflection of common nouns. Taking *ha͂tahi as a lexicalized adjective has 

the advantage of maintaining the coherence with its base formation, while avoiding 

the need of case agreement with other elements of the sentence. The meaning 

(*ha͂tahi ‘burial ground, cemetery’) and syntactic case (dat-loc.pl. ha͂tahe ‘in the 

burial ground’) would fit both contexts where the lemma appears: the enumeration 

of military victories (TL 44a 41–55), and the dedication of a building (TL 44b 55–57). 

 

§ 3.2. Semantics and intertextuality 

The semantic transfer that might confer a meaning of ‘burial ground’ on 

*ha͂tahi finds typological parallels in several Indo-European languages. Much of 

the semantics related to death and burial involves metaphoric uses of the notion ‘to 

go’ or ‘to lie down’: e.g. *leit(h)- ‘go away’ > ON līða ‘go, pass’→ ON participle 

līðinn ‘dead’, leiði ‘burial place’ (Buck 1949: 288); or *ḱei̭- ‘to lie down’ > with m-

suffix Gr. κοιμάω ‘put to sleep’ (IEW 539–540) ‘to lie down (dead)’ → 

κοιμητήριον ‘sleeping room’, which acquires the late meaning ‘cemetery’ in the 

Judeo-Christian context. More literal connotations imply the root *ṷelh3- ‘to 

wound’ (→ ON valr ‘one who dies on the battlefield’, OE wæl ‘slaughter, carna-

ge’, in pl. ‘dead bodies’, IEW 1144–1145, De Vries 1977: 642), to which Lyc. la- 

and Luw. wala- ‘to die’, with their respective derivations Lyc. la͂ta- and Luw. 

ulant(i)- ‘deceased’, go back (LIV2 Add.-Corr. s.v.). Interestingly, the concept 

behind Lyc. v. ha- ‘to release’ and ha͂ta- ‘deceased’ reflects more the notion of 

preparation and disposal of the tomb (cf. *sep- > Gr. ἕπω ‘serve, prepare’; 

*sepeli̭e/o- > Lat. sepeliō ‘bury’ → sepulcrum ‘tomb’ (IEW 909); *dheh1- ‘to put’ 

→ dheh1-to > Arm. di ‘corpse’)8 than the euphemistic and literal meanings first 

referred. Therefore, the reason for deriving a meaning of ‘burial ground’ from 

 

8. Kölligan (2015: 114–118) on this vr̥ddhi-formation with further semantic parallels; see 

Martirosyan (2009: 240) on the derivative dir, from the same verbal root, with the meaning 

‘cemetery’. 
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ha͂ta- rather than from la͂ta- would be the preservation of the primary meaning as 

‘arrangement’, which, in this case, leads to an etymological understanding of 

*ha͂tahi as the disposal of the tombs in the burial ground. 

If, alternatively, the meaning is not transferred from the underlying concept 

‘disposal/arrangement of the deceased’, but from the literal notion ‘corpse, de-

ceased’, as in fact the morphology of the *ha͂tahi derivation implies in relation to 

ha͂ta-, another semantic transfer might be ‘of the deceased’ → ‘tomb’. This view 

deserves further exploration by incorporating the perspective of linguistic contact 

between Lycian and Greek and, in particular, the interference between different 

epigraphic genres. 

 

§ 3.2.1. Public epitaphs in military contexts 

The Greek epigram (CEG 177) has been discussed ever since the editio prin-

ceps of the Xanthos Pillar because of its potential for showing connections with the 

Lycian composition that might eventually lead to a better interpretation of the text. 

Most of the correlations, however, have been challenged as our understanding of 

the Lycian language has advanced.9 The Greek epigram, in turn, has received atten-

tion from an intertextual point of view, especially with regard to the exact parallel 

between its incipit (v.1 [ἐ]ξ οὗ τ’ Εὐρώπην [Ἀ]σίας δίχα πόν[τ]ος ἔνεμ[ε]ν) and 

that of a famous epigram of Simonides (FGE XLV). The comparison with the Si-

monidean epigram has traditionally sparked strong criticism of the poetic skills of 

the author of the epigram in the Xanthos Pillar (Bousquet 1992: 165), on the basis 

of the irregularity of its metric composition (a mix of hexameters, pentameters and 

elegiac distiches), the alleged patchwork of literary formulas, and the syntactic 

error that the exact reproduction of the Simonidean incipit creates in relation to the 

particle τε. However, after a detailed analysis, Ceccarelli (1996) has convincingly 

shown that the Xanthos Greek epigram is a notable, conscientious creation, where 

the syntactic error is seen as an express desire to make the Simonidean incipit iden-

tifiable for the public, while at the same time aiming to compete with it.10  

 

9. E.g., the alleged reference to the Twelve Gods seen in Lycian maha͂naha tusñti (TL 44a 12, 

Laroche 1974: 146, fn.41, Bousquet 1975: 140 fn.7) in light of the Greek epigram (v.3 [δ]ώδεκα 

θεοῖς) cannot be sustained on the grounds of Lycian internal evidence. The form tusñti responds to an 

iterative form of v. tuwe- ‘to place’ (Melchert DLL 74). The identification in Lycian hbãti: CII (44a 

49) of the hoplite soldiers mentioned in the Greek (v.10) epigram has also been discussed (Martínez-

Rodríguez 2021 w/reff.). 

10. Nonetheless, and in spite of this poet’s wish to make Simonides’ quotation identifiable, note 

that without the τε particle the number of feet of the hexameter verse would simply not have worked. 

I refer the reader to Ceccarelli’s study for a literary analysis of the poem (pp. 51–54) and for a further 
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Most interesting for the purpose of this article is to contextualize the Xanthos 

Greek epigram (CEG 177) and the Simonidean parallel (FGE XLV) in the frame-

work of their epigraphic genre, and to place it in the historical context that su-

rrounds the narration in the Lycian version of the Xanthos Pillar.  

The Simonidean epigram, in which the Greek passage of the Xanthos Pillar is 

allegedly inspired, commemorates the military victories of Eurymedon (468 BC) 

and Salamis (449/8 BC) and pays homage to the soldiers fallen in these battles. 

This genre, referred to as war-memorial, is closely related to that of the public fu-

nerary epitaphs located in the place of a battle (e.g., the epigram for the Spartans 

fallen in the Thermopylae, only indirectly attested, Hdt. 7.228). These were inten-

ded to mark the place of communal tombs, which receive the denomination 

πολυανδρεῖον. For the sake of being honoured in their homelands, the sepulchral 

inscription of a πολυανδρεῖον might have a reproduction in the respective pólis, 

which on some occasions was accompanied by an epigram contextualizing the 

epitaph and honouring the dead in battle. This is important in order to understand 

that, in the military context, the limits between these categories (epitaph for a 

πολυανδρεῖον, its replica with an epigram, war-memorial, or even a cenotaph) 

might appear rather blurred, for they accept a number of variants and combina-

tions.11  

In turn, it is commonly believed that the Xanthos Pillar, besides exalting the fi-

gure of the ruler Xeriga and the Harpagid dynasty, conveys the turbulent times 

around the defection of the Lycians from the Delian League, for which reason the 

monument is held to display a double function and its epigraphic genre normally 

referred to as that of funerary laudatio and triumphal accounts. The second cate-

gory involves a major part of the Xanthos Pillar composition, of which the so-

called ha͂tahe-narration is representative. In my view, the topic that the ha͂tahe pas-

sage conveys, that is, a series of military encounters in Lycia and Caria, is to be 

understood in the context that the epigraphic genre of the Greek epigram encom-

passes, that is, in relation to the sites of battles and the communal tombs of the 

fallen. A meaning similar to that of a πολυανδρεῖον is not only plausible in terms 

of the derivation from ha͂ta- ‘deceased’, but also fits the contexts of the various 

attestations: 1) toponyms + ha͂tahe, “in the X-place [v. a.42 Zagaba, Lower 

 

compilation of rare metrical compositions, accounting for the validity of the Greek epigram of 

Xanthos (pp. 55–61).  

11. I refer the reader to the commentaries on Simonides by Page (1981: 186–302). The 

distinction is further complicated by the fact that several of these epitaphs or war-memorial epigrams 

have only endured in secondary or even tertiary sources. 
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Tymnessos, v. a.43 Patara, v. a.53 Chersonesos], in the communal tomb”, 2) v. 

a.45–46 izredi ehbijedi + ha͂tahe “by/with his hands, in the communal tomb”, 3) v. 

a.47 erbbedi + ha͂tahe “with battle/defeat in the communal tomb”, 4) v. a.50, a.55 

terñ + ha͂tahe “the army [DO] in the communal tomb”; 5) b.55 urublije͂ + ha͂tahe “a 

monument [DO] in the communal tomb”. 

The final issue to consider in this debate is how the semantics of ha͂tahe would 

respond in view of a possible correspondence with the concept of a πολυανδρεῖον, 

and from the perspective of linguistic contact. In this regard, the option of a calque 

from Greek into Lycian is limited because its base meanings do not correlate 

exactly (Gr. ἀνήρ ‘men’, Lyc. ha͂ta- ‘deceased, corpse’) – only through establishing 

further semantic transfers to force the lexical equivalence (Gr. ‘men’, Lyc. ‘corpse’ 

→ body). In spite of this, the role of the epigraphic genre cannot be dismissed. 

While funerary inscriptions bear a strong Lycian identity, note that it is precisely in 

the Xanthos Pillar where we find the use of the Greek loanword sttala- (Neumann 

2007: 333),12 which is particularly surprising for a culture with a particularly rich 

terminology to refer to their epigraphic monuments, either funerary or commemo-

rative. The context that further explains the presence of military lexical borro-

wings, such as the trireme (Lyc. trijere 44b 22 and 23, cf. Gr. τριήρης), and in 

which the use of ha͂tahe as an equivalent word for πολυανδρεῖον might have arisen, 

is to be understood in the deep involvement of the Lycians in the events of the At-

henian power in coastal Asia Minor (Thonemann 2009). In other words, the epi-

graphic genre to which the Greek epigram belongs, together with the military inter-

actions between Lycia and Athens, provides indirect evidence for understanding 

the possible meaning of ha͂tahe. 

 

§ 4. Conclusions 

 

Earlier proposals regarding the origin and meaning of the Xanthos Pillar lem-

ma ha͂tahe can be divided into two main groups: the ones that defend the lack of a 

relation to ha͂ta- and the ones that maintain the hypothesis of a derivation from it. 

The first are either based on the phonetic diachronic proximity with the Luwian 

theonym Sanda, which would find its Lycian continuation in Ha͂ta (Melchert 2002, 

Sasseville 2021b), or account for a contextually inferred meaning related to victory 

(‘victorious’ or ‘of the victory’, Oreshko 2021). The second rely on establishing 

 

12. Besides the Xanthos Pillar (TL 44a 1*, 44c 5, 7), it is only attested in two further dynastic 

inscriptions (45B 8 and N320 23, 33–34). 
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several semantic transfers between ha͂ta- and ha͂tahe in order to arrive at a meaning 

that suits the context of the passage (‘victory (in combat), Eichner 2005), or modi-

fies the meaning of the base of its derivation (‘lordly’, Schürr 2009). All the expla-

nations try to navigate the problem that the genitival adjective ending /-ahe/ posits 

in relation to the syntax of the ha͂tahe-passage, which constitutes the crux of the 

debate.  

In this study, I have given priority to a solution that is consistent with the Lyci-

an internal comparative evidence, and secondarily, I have explored its suitability 

inside the context of the narration, using both semantic parallels and interference 

phenomena in order to account for its origin. The present proposal is based on two 

Lycian common derivations: the creation of a genitival adjective from ha͂ta-        

(→ adj. *ha͂taha/i-) and the lexicalization of its resulting adjective into a common 

noun (→ *ha͂tahi-). In maintaining the semantic literality of this derivation (ha͂ta- 

‘deceased’ → *ha͂tahi- ‘related to the deceased’), I infer a meaning ‘cemetery, 

burial ground’ or ‘communal tomb’, which has the advantage of reducing the se-

quence of semantic developments between ha͂ta- and *ha͂tahi, while maintaining 

the base meaning of ha- ‘to release’ that is consistent with the etymological and 

internal analysis. The semantic transfer into a sense ‘cemetery, burial ground’, 

though lacking Anatolian comparanda, is typologically likely and finds semantic 

parallels in different Indo-European languages. I have also compared the Greek 

epigram of the Xanthos Pillar (CEG 177) and the epigraphic genre that encompass 

the historical events of the Lycian text in order to explore a more specific term, i.e., 

‘communal tomb’, that may have arisen via the contact between Athenian and Ly-

cian powers in a military context, thus responding to the Greek concept of the 

πολυανδρεῖον, but also through interference due to the epigraphic genre, that is, the 

close relation between war-memorial epigrams and public epitaphs in communal 

tombs. This hypothesis does not intend to explain Lyc. *ha͂tahi- as a Greek calque 

per se, but to understand it, historically and philologically, from the interconnec-

tions with the Greek culture. 

A final note regarding the methodological approach in fragmentary languages 

is to stress the importance of maintaining inductive reasoning and of incorporating 

the philological perspective that may lead to a consideration of historic-cultural 

contacts and linguistic contact as a further source of evidence. 
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