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ABSTRACT 

Recent archaeological and epigraphical surveys in the territory known as Aegean 

Thrace have brought to light new findings enhancing our knowledge in this area. New 

corpora of inscriptions, as well as prosopographical and onomastic studies, have been 

published in about the last 20 years. These contributions have boosted linguistic 

research on the different processes of language contact and acculturation that took place 

in this region. Additionally, further studies concerning Greek dialectology and the 

Thracian language have completed our previous understanding of the linguistic 

landscape of Aegean Thrace, but they have also challenged older tenets. Thus, this work 

attempts to provide an overall picture of the newly appeared linguistic evidence and an 

account of the linguistic approaches that this material has given rise to in modern 

scholarship.    

KEY WORDS: Aegean Thrace, Thracian language, language contact, onomastics, 

Greek dialects, koineization. 

Due to increasing scholarly interest in exploring the northernmost borders of Greece, 

bibliography concerning recent archaeological work, new historical and epigraphic 

publications, as well as linguistic and onomastic studies, has proliferated exponentially 

in the last decades1. This contribution operates in the framework of previous works that 

have addressed the need of gathering dispersed information about archaeological, 

historical or epigraphical aspects of the south-eastern part of the Thracian territories2. 

This is why an up-to-date revision of the main works that have contributed to defining 

1 In this respect, I only refer, by way of example, to the most recent monographic publications such as 

Zannis’ (2014) on a general historical overview of the region, Andrianou’s (2017) on funerary 

monuments, or Vlachopoulos, Tsiafaki’s (2017) archaeological description of Macedonia and Thrace. I 

thank Elena Martín González for some of these references. My thanks are also due to Petros 

Tsagkaropoulos for correcting the English version of this paper. 
2 In addition to the proceedings of the different congresses of Thracology, see, for instance, Paliga’s 

(2016) discussion on the methodological and terminological aspects concerning Thracian (Thracology vs. 

«Thracomania») and Dacian studies over the last decade. See also Muller (2010) on the interaction 

between Thracians and Greeks in Thasos; Fournier, Parissaki (2018) on the north-Aegean communities; 

Chryssanthaki-Nagle (2010) on recent archaeological research; Fournier, Hamon, Parissaki’s (2015) up-

dating of epigraphic evidence or Dana’s (2015) and Sharankov’s (2011) account of the epigraphic 

material dating to the pre-Roman period and Roman periods respectively. 
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the linguistic situation of these northern Greek areas seems imperative within the 

description of Greek dialects and language contact in this area3.  

The aim of this study therefore consists of the collection, classification and analysis of 

the linguistic publications related to north Greece and, more precisely, the northern 

coast of the Aegean Sea, in the last twenty years4. Since a holistic examination of this 

vast area exceeds the limits of this study 5, I have mainly focused on the so-called 

Aegean Thrace, including the Greek colonies situated on the northern Aegean coast. 

Overall, I have included in this account recent publications that have advanced our 

linguistic knowledge of these border areas or propose contrasting or new hypotheses as 

compared to earlier ones. Indeed, there remain numerous difficulties in determining 

some extra-linguistic issues which naturally determine linguistic approaches, such as  

the origin of the first Greek settlers, the relationship between metropoleis and colonies, 

the interaction between Greek and non-Greek populations, and the origins and later 

development of Macedonia. These questions also provide glimpses into the linguistic 

richness of this area.  

Owing to space limitations, I shall not dwell on an account of the epigraphic novelties 

concerning the area in question. References to epigraphical publications will be made 

where clarification is needed.  

1. General linguistic studies on ancient northern Greece 

Few general studies have dealt with the linguistic description of the northern border area 

of Greece in a broad sense6. After the early basic survey of Katičić 1976, Ancient 

                                                            
3 This paper is part of the research HERA-project Dialect contacts and Dialect Levelling in Ancient 

Northern Greece (MuMIL-EU Madrid Research Unit). This project has received funding from the 

European Union's Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under the grant agreement No 

649307. One of its main purposes is to study phenomena of multilingualism in linguistic contacts in the 

northern borders of Ancient Greece by focusing on poorly documented minority languages and exploring 

different types of language contact. 
4 Because of space limitations, I do not include in this work bibliography prior to the year 2000. Earlier 

relevant works may occasionally be quoted when necessary.  
5 With regard to the linguistic description of the Greek colonies in Bulgaria, see mainly Slavova (2004) 

and the contributions by Slavova, Bechet and Tokhasiev in Vottéro (ed.) (2009) for the situation in the 

Greek colonies in the north-western coast of the Black Sea. More recently, del Barrio Vega (2018b) has 

also analysed dialect contacts between Megarian and Ionian colonies and linguistic influence of non-

Greek languages in onomastics.  
6 The notion of Northern Greece is also a difficult one. In this connection, see Katičić’s chapter «The 

Northern Border Area» in his influential essay Ancient Languages in the Balkans (1976, 98-127): «The 

border area in question belongs neither entirely to the Aegean nor to the northern continental world, but 

constitutes a transitional region with marked features of both. Politically it was organized, mostly under 

the rule of kings, into three more or less centralized confederations of tribes: Epirus, Macedonia and 

Paeonia» (ib.1976, 99).  



Languages in the Balkans, studies can be grouped into two categories: those interested 

in non-Greek languages and those primarily devoted to Greek and its dialects7. This 

distinction also applies for the differentiation between Thracian-based or Greek-based 

approaches. For the sake of clarity, this study preserves this bipartite classification.  

This peripheral zone of Greece, north of the Aegean Sea, has thus remained largely 

unexplored8. Despite previous epigraphic and linguistic research carried out on south-

eastern Thrace and the northern Aegean islands, such as Thasos and Samothracia9, 

access to their epigraphical inland material has been quite difficult for a long time. This 

is largely due to the modern division of ancient Thrace into different countries, since the 

publication of the regional epigraphic corpora mainly depends on the internal policies of 

the present-day countries (Greece, Bulgaria, Rumania and Turkey) that formerly 

belonged to Thrace, as well as on extra-linguistic factors10. Ancient Thrace was 

conventionally divided into four minor regions: inland Thrace, Aegean Thrace, 

Propontic Thrace and Asia Minor Thrace (Mysia-Bithynia)11. The so-called Aegean 

Thrace traditionally refers to the area between the Rhodope Mountains in the north and 

the Aegean Sea in the south, and from the western border with Macedonia (using the 

river Strymon as a natural boundary) to the river Hebros in the east12. Nevertheless, it 

must be kept in mind that frontiers were rather vague and depended on historical, 

political and cultural circumstances, especially in this part of Greece. Linguistic analysis 

should therefore be understood in terms of the existence of a linguistic continuum where 

interlinguistic (and cultural) contacts could also have taken place13. Despite evidence of 

multicultural phenomena of contact in such a vast region, no sociolinguistic research 

has been put forward yet. Significantly, the label northern Greece was not included in 

the important analysis of Bubenik 1989, although some limited reference was made in 

                                                            
7 Giannakis (2018, 1-2). 
8 See the claims of Loukopoulou (1989, 25-27) at the end of the 80’s with respect to the scattering of 

archaeological and epigraphic materials and the lack of systematic archaeological activity. 
9 Despite the importance of Thassos, we still lack a comprehensive and in-depth account of the Thassian 

dialect after Pouilloux’ (1954) and Dunant, Pouilloux’ (1958).studies. 
10 See, for instance, Panayotou (2007, 738); Dana (2014, xli). 
11 For further references, see Hansen and Nielsen (edd.) (2004, 810-923); and Bouzek and Graninger 

(2015, 12-15) and Dana (2014, lxiii-lxv) for onomastic regional divisions. 
12 A further internal (and artificial) division differentiates three areas within Aegean Thrace: (a) the 

regions between the Axios and Strymon rivers, common both to Macedonia and Thrace (cfr. Flensted-

Jensen 2004), (b) between the Strymon and Nestos rivers, where most of the first Thassian emporia and 

colonies were founded (cfr. Loukopoulou 2004a, 584), and (c) between Nestos and Hebros (cfr. 

Loukopolou 2014b). This latter traditional division is preserved, for instance, in I. Aeg. Thrac. or in 

Zannis 2014. See also Brixhe, Panayotou (1997, 183-184). 
13 See Slavova (2017). 



his study of language contact in «Greek and other Palaeobalkan Languages» in the Brill 

Encyclopaedia of Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics (Bubenik 2014). With 

respect to the existence of an ancient Sprachbund in the Balkans14, Pompeo’s updating 

and reviewing (2014) of previous seminal works devoted to the Balkan Sprachbund 

should be quoted. Even though her interest lies in the role of Greek within this linguistic 

area, she mainly focuses on Medieval and Modern Greek linguistic evidence. The next 

step in this journey is Joseph’s attempt (2018) to determine a plausible dialectological 

link between Albanian and Greek, a much debated issue. On the basis of a comparative 

approach that could reveal some structural and syntactic correlations, Joseph brings to 

light new linguistic matchings between Greek and Albanian. They can be classified as 

retentions from IE, borrowings or even innovations, although among the latter there 

would be only one certain case of a shared innovation (based on the linguistic treatment 

of IE *āmar ‘day’)15. Joseph finds no definitive arguments to refuse linguistic contact in 

prehistoric times so that he does not exclude further dialectological links between both 

languages. As a matter of fact, an ancient Sprachbund cannot be ruled out on condition 

that these linguistic matchings could be proved to be the result of language contact. But 

for the moment, being deprived of positive evidence, nothing more can be said with 

certainty16. 

2. The Greek language in the northern coastal colonies of Aegean Thrace 

The thorough linguistic description and definition of the northern Greek dialects 

primarily started with the study of north-western dialects17 and Macedonian18. In 1994 

Panayotou published an article with the broad title Ancient Greek Dialects in Northern 

                                                            
14 For an overall picture of the linguistic grounds for the existence of a Sprachbund in the Balkans see 

Joseph (2007; 2010); for further references, see Tomić (2006); Friedman (2011); Friedman, Joseph 

(2018); and Krapova, Joseph (2019). Ancient languages (Thracian or Ancient Greek) are only included in 

these studies from a diachronic perspective.  
15 Apart from archaisms inherited from IE, there seem to exist some shared structural features between 

Greek and Albanian regarding (a) syntax (cfr. IE negator *meH1 > Gr. μή and Alb. (*mekwid >) mos, for 

introducing “tentative main-clause questions”), (b) verbal structure (the use of active endings in the past 

simple tenses of the passive voice), (c) prepositional usage of me meaning ‘with’ (cfr. Gr. με, Alb. me), 

(d) some other isoglosses (cfr. the prothetic vowel in Gr. ἀνήρ and Alb. ayr from *H2ner- ‘man’) and, 

finally, (e) a common share innovation based on the existence of IE *āmar ‘day’ in Gr. σήμερον ‘today’ 

and σῆτες ‘year’ (where ḱjāmer- > sāmer- took place) and Alb. sot ‘today’ and sonte ‘tonight’. As in 

Greek, Albanian forms had a first element so- followed by ditë ‘day’ –a more recent form for ‘day’– and 

natë (< *nokwt) ‘night’. This conclusion is based on the reanalysis of *ḱj-āmer- into *ḱjā-mer-. For more 

details, see Joseph (2018, 203-209) together with Veksina’s critical remarks (2018). 
16 See Hajnal (2003) on the methodological aspects of this kind of linguistic research, and Paliga (2016, 

142-145) on the analysis of the term Balkansprachbund. 
17 Most fully depicted by Méndez Dosuna (1985; 2014a); see also Bile (2006). 
18 On the Doric character of Macedonian, cfr. Méndez Dosuna (2012, 2014b). 

(2012, 2014b); Hatzopoulos (2007, 2018) and Crespo (2018); still questioned by Joseph (2018, 199). 



Greece, although it only referred to Macedonian. As a matter of fact, it seems that 

before the publication of the monograph Studies in ancient Greek dialects: from Central 

Greece to the Black Sea edited in 2018 by Giannakis, Crespo and Filos, there did not 

exist a specific work on northern Greece as a whole, from Epirus until the Black Sea. 

This collaborative book is the result of various past research meetings and includes an 

enriched (English) version of papers gathered in a previous collective volume edited by 

Giannakis in 2015, entitled O γλωσσικός χάρτης της κεντρικής και βόρειας Ελλάδας κατά 

την αρχαιότητα19. Concerning the northern borders of Ancient Greece, here one can find 

overview studies on specific dialects, such as Hatzopoulos and Crespo’s on 

Macedonian, del Barrio Vega’s on the Ionic of the north Aegean -to be complemented 

by Alonso Déniz’s on the Ionic of Paros and Thasos-, and on the Greek linguistic 

varieties displayed by the colonies in the Black Sea. Others are devoted to particular 

areas, such as Filos’s on Epirus and Tselikas’ and Méndez Dosuna’s on the Dodona 

tablets. Also of interest are Striano’s and Bubenik’s studies on koineization.  

As far as Ionic is concerned, before the contribution of del Barrio Vega 2018a, there 

existed no holistic analysis of the Ionic dialect(s) employed in Aegean Thrace, where 

coastal Greek colonies were founded by the Ionians. Thus, within the general 

classifications of Ionic (West, Central and East), there was no reference to the variety 

extant in the local inscriptions from the north Aegean20. Previously, material from the 

colony of Maroneia was incorporated into Mihailov’s monograph of 1943, La langue 

des inscriptions grecques en Bulgarie (phonétique et morphologie), although the data 

derives from outside modern Bulgaria and lacks new, important epigraphical findings21. 

Del Barrio’s work (2018a) was facilitated to a large extent by the publication in 2005 of 

the inscriptions of Aegean Thrace (I. Aeg. Thrac.)22. Even though the volume only 

covers the coastal region between the Nestos and Hebros rivers, it came to complement 

earlier epigraphic publications of inscriptions from other parts of Ancient Thrace 

                                                            
19 It must be noted that in Giannakis, Crespo, Filos’ volume (edd.) (2018) there is a number of 

contributions related to more general dialect issues, exceeding the geographical criteria expected from the 

title. For a review, see Veksina (2019). 
20 del Barrio Vega (2014). 
21 Following Mihailov, in 2004 Slavova took up again the analysis of Greek inscriptions found in present-

day Bulgaria (dated between 6th c. BC and 4th c. AD), but exclusively from a phonological perspective. 

She focuses mainly on the spoken language, gathering principally «orthographical deviations» and taking 

into account sociolinguistic explanations for misspellings. 
22 Apart from the introductory chapters to each colony (and broader regions) in I. Aeg. Thrac., further up-

dated studies on Greek colonization in this area can be found in Loukopoulou (2004a, 2004b); Tréziny 

(2010, 201-276); Zannis (2014); Vlachopoulos, Tsiafaki (2017, 474-559) and Parissaki (2018).  



originating from present-day Bulgaria, Romania and European Turkey23. With the aim 

of examining the Ionic dialect of the Greek colonies found between the rivers Strymon 

and Nestos, del Barrio Vega (2018a) analysed the whole corpus of I. Aeg. Thrac. and 

updated it with lacking material from Thassos, Samothracia and their respective 

colonies. In addition to a fresh account of much-debated issues or epigraphic material24, 

the author’s main concern is to isolate local dialect features in each region and establish 

a chronology for the appearance of the earliest and latest traces of epichoric traits in the 

inscriptions. Epigraphic evidence from the Thassian colony of Stryme-Molyvoti only is 

numerous enough to yield an important amount of Thassian features25. Ionic features 

attested in Abdera and Maroneia seem to correspond to the dialect of their respective 

metropoleis, Teos26 and Chios27. Much attention is paid to the Thassian psilosis: the 

dialect was psilotic since its earliest attestations, unlike that of its metropolis Paros28.  

Moving on to Samothracia, only a scarce number of texts from Zone, its colony, are 

early enough (5th - 4th c. BC) to contain any dialectal features29. Unfortunately, available 

linguistic features from the Samothracian inland colonies, different from onomastic 

material, are limited to the use of genitives in -εος in the s-stem declension (although 

there exist early contracted forms)30. Regarding the origin of the first Samothracian 

settlers, no consensus has yet been reached by scholars. Despite the discovery of a new 

                                                            
23 Cfr. the corpus of Greek and Latin inscriptions from Bulgaria (IGBulg I-V; Beševliev (1964) and 

ILBulg), whose latest volume, IGBulg IV, is expected to be published by Sharankov -see notice in Dana 

(2015, 263)-; from Scythia Minor (IScM I-V) and from the European Turkish part of ancient Thrace 

(Taşlıklıoğlu 1961-1971). It also seems that Domaradzka (notice in Dana 2015, 263) is in charge of the 

publication of Greek graffiti from Thrace from the Classical and Hellenistic periods. For an accurate 

description of the epigraphic material, cfr. n. 2. 
24 Topics such as the relationship among these colonies or between colonies and their metropoleis, 

discussions of new inscriptions or on previously published inscriptions, (i.e., discussion of the Pistiros 

inscription, of epichoric alphabet traditions…), etc. 
25 Apart from psilosis, Thassian features listed by del Barrio Vega (2018a, 484-486) are the following: no 

reversion of /æː/ after /r, i, e/, no third compensatory lengthening, no contraction of εο and εω, exchange 

of αο, εο and αυ, ευ spellings, preservation of -ηιο-, ἱερ-/ἱρ-, γίνομαι, analogies among genitives in –εω of 

masculine ā-stem declension and (-εος >) -ευς of s-tems genitives, dat. pl. -η(ι)σι(ν); ἥμυσυ and ἐοντ-

forms from εἰμί.  
26 No reversion of /æː/ preceded by /r/, /i/ nor /e/, no third compensatory lengthening, non-contracted -εο- 

nor -εω-, ιρο- and ἰστ- forms, ā-stems masculine genitives in –εω (seldom contracted in –ω) when 

preceded by a consonant (cfr. Μεγάδω), -εος genitives in s-stems and τεσσερ- forms (v. del Barrio Vega 

2018a, 500). On problematic forms like <ΠΡΟΤΙΩ> and <ΗΤΑΙΡΟΙ> in I. Aeg. Thrac. 30, mid-6th BC, 

see del Barrio Vega (2018a, 501-505) and Alonso Déniz (2018, 549-550). 
27 Non-contracted -εο- nor -εω-, except when preceded by a vowel (cfr. Νεομηνίου); preservation of -ηιο- 

cluster, -εω singular genitives and -εων plural genitives in ā-stems alongside with -εος in s-stems and -ιος 

in i-stems. See del Barrio Vega (2018a, 503). 
28 V. del Barrio Vega (2018a, 478-484). Alonso Déniz (2018) reaches the same conclusion but on 

different grounds. 
29 Del Barrio Vega (2018a, 498-199). 
30 Πολυχάρεος (I. Aeg. Thrac. 414, Zone, ca. 400-350 BC), Πολυκράτεος (I. Aeg. Thrac. 450, Zone mid-

4th BC), but Θεογένōς (I. Aeg. Thrac. 409, Zone, ca. 500-450 BC); see del Barrio Vega (2018a, 498-499). 



archaic inscription (Dimitrova, Klinton 2003, 236, fig. 1, end of the 6th c. BC)31, there 

are no new conclusive proofs of the Samian (Ionic) origin of the first colonists, so that 

the debate still revolves around traditional arguments. One of them concerns the 

genitive τᾶς and the dative ἐόντεσσι attested in a decree of the mid-4th c. BC 

(Samothrace 2.1., no. 1, plate I, fig. 1), which has been used to argue for the Aeolian 

origin of the first Greek settlers. According to del Barrio Vega (2018a, 494-496), these 

forms could originate from an original Aeolian document, later reproduced in 

Samothrace, or rather explained inasmuch as Aeolicisms are present in Ionian coastal 

cities of Asia Minor too32. Moreover, the Ionic influence on the existence of the 

Maimkaterion month in the Samothracian calendar can alternatively be explained as 

Athenian influence. As a matter of fact, Athens, where this month was also attested, 

dominated this area from the 5th c. onwards.  

However, the publication epigraphic evidence from the area located between Strymon 

and Nestos rivers is still missing. A partial solution for the linguistic examination of this 

non-covered area can be found in del Barrio Vega’s 2018b, where she collects data from 

Thassian inland colonies (Galepsus, Berge, Oisyme, Neapolis…)33. In addition, the 

study of lexicon is a pending task. It has partially been examined by Slavova (2016) and 

with regard to Greek rare terms found in inscriptions from Bulgaria34. Finally, there is 

still insufficient available evidence of the process of koineization that took place in the 

Aegean Thrace. As a matter of fact, this region acted like a hinge between continental 

Greece and Asia Minor from the period of the Ionic revolts and the Greco-Persian wars 

and later expansion of the Macedonian Empire. Thereafter, it should be interesting to 

delve into the process of adoption and diffusion of Attic-Ionic koine in Aegean Thrace 

and to compare it with similar processes in neighbouring regions, such as Macedonia, 

inland Bulgaria or the Black Sea35.  

3. Thracian in Aegean Thrace 

                                                            
31 Its text is fragmentary: ΚΑΙΔ? | ONHΣ-. The form ONHΣ- instead of Ὀνασ- and its alphabet have been 

interpreted as markers of an Ionian origin, but they can also be assigned to a foreigner speaker as well, 

since the precise origin of the inscription is not clear; v. del Barrio Vega (2018a, 493-494). 
32 Nevertheless, the author admits that -εσσι datives are not attested in Ionian Asia Minor cities. It should 

be noted that other Attic / koine forms appear in the text (gen. Ἐπικλέους, αὐτούς). 
33 See del Barrio’s (2018a, 474) criticism on this scholarly gap and Thonemann’s book review of 2006. 
34 Slavova 2016, 488: «Although the Greek inscriptions form Bulgarian lands found until 1989 are 

published by G. Mihailov […] their vocabulary has not yet received its due place in the lexicographical 

reference books and dictionaries».  
35 In this respect, see Panayotou (1998) for Macedonia; Slavova (2009), Bechet (2009) and Tokhasiev 

(2009) for the Greek colonies on the west coast of the Black Sea and Slavova (2004) on Bulgaria (a 

summary can be found in pages 127-136). 



Parallel with linguistic research on ancient Greek dialects runs the examination of the 

non-Greek languages attested in this vast area. Conventionally, Thracians are thought to 

have lived side by side with Greek speakers in the northern border of Ancient Greece. 

That said, the interpretation of the data is continuously hindered by particular 

methodological concerns that have influenced research activity from its beginnings36. 

On the one hand, this non-Greek language is usually presented within the conglomerate 

of fragmentary Indo-European languages (together with Illyrian, Phrygian(-Brygian), 

Venetic, Messapic, Lusitanian, Sicel, Elymian, Raetic, Lemnian and Macedonian). 

Nevertheless, there are unresolved questions concerning the linkage of Thracian to other 

Indo-European languages (as an independent branch or within a wider linguistic group) 

and further intra-linguistic/dialectal divisions, especially with regards to Dacian37. The 

answer to this question relies mainly on the evolution of PIE voiced aspirate stops (*bh, 

*dh, *gh), on the satem character of the language and on the Lautverschiebung of 

voiced into unvoiced stops (*d > t). Generally speaking, current Indo-European 

scholarship remains cautious at the time of establishing genetic linkages in connection 

with Thracian38. Indeed, their language remains undeciphered. Consequently, due to 

insufficient evidence, it is in effect impossible to make internal linguistic 

differentiations among those autochthonous inhabitants and their tribes (if not different 

populations)39. Likewise, it is generally assumed that Thracian falls under the broader 

label of Sprachreste such as Illyrian, or Paeonian further north. On the other hand, it 

should be noted as a caveat that the term ‘Thracian’ is arbitrary, since it is used as an 

‘umbrella’ term for all the local non-Greek populations and their language(s). These 

languages, unknown to us, are directly tied with the label Thracian by default40. In 

                                                            
36 As far as Thracian studies are regarded, access to Bulgarian scientific production is still difficult to 

follow since most of its publications are written in Bulgarian (occasionally with English abstracts) and/or 

in Bulgarian journals with relatively limited diffusion. 
37 For an extremely cautious view, see Fortson (2010, 464): «all attempts to relate Thracian to Phrygian, 

Illyrian, or Dacian (…) are likewise purely speculative. The notion of a ‘Thraco-Phrygian’ branch of IE 

had currency for some time but has fallen out of favour. Our knowledge of these languages is simply too 

limited for claims of this kind; even the notion that what the ancients called ‘Thracian’ was a single entity 

is unproven». 
38 Cfr. Woodward (2004, 9-15); Fortson (2010, 459-471); Mallory, Adams (2006, 36-37); and Klein, 

Joseph, Fritz M. (edd.) (2018, 1816-1872). They are also mentioned as Paleobalkan languages, see Blažek 

(2005). Under the auspices of the international AELAW research Project (Ancient European Languages 

and Writings http://aelaw.unizar.es/) and the Prensas de la Universidad de Zaragoza a new collection of 

monographs dedicated to these traditional Restsprachen is being published. 
39 Yanakieva (2016b; 2017a); Brixhe (2018, 1852); and Paliga (2018). See infra. 
40 Dana (2015, 244); Hălmagi (2015, 260). 

http://aelaw.unizar.es/


addition, when classifying a term as Greek or Thracian, it is not clear whether deals 

with Greek cognates of Thracian words or Thracian borrowings into Greek41.  

In essence, modern studies attempt to provide new methodological approaches, 

distanced from the disparaged etymological method42, based rather on onomastics or 

comprehensive and comparative analyses. Recent up-to-date descriptions of the research 

status of Thracian have been carried out by linguists, such as Panayotou (2007), 

Tzitzilis (2014), Dana (2014, xliv-cxix) and Brixhe (2018)43. As a result, old -and 

disproportionate- theories, such as the existence of Thracian names in Linear B tablets, 

have been revised and dismissed44. Besides, scholars have isolated and scrutinised main 

linguistic evidence for the Thracian language from literary testimonies, mainly 

glosses,45 and inscriptions46. Additionally, Tzitzilis (2014) has also explored possible 

connections between alleged Thracian words and Modern Greek dialects.  

Apart from that, two milestones have determined the current development of linguistic 

approaches based on epigraphic surveys: further research on onomastics and the 

publication of new texts from Zone.   

3. 1. Recent epigraphic discoveries and their alleged Thracian character 

In 1998 a collection of ca. 300 inscribed texts dating from the 6th to the 4th c. BC and 

written in Greek alphabet was discovered in a sanctuary of Apollo located in the ancient 

city of Zone, a Samothracian colony in the Aegean coast. Despite the importance of the 

discovery, the whole collection of texts was only published in 2015, in the first volume 

of Ἀρχαία Ζώνη47, although Brixhe had previously examined the most significant items 

                                                            
41 See, for instance, Slavova (2005; 2006). 
42 Cfr. Tzitzilis (2014, 89). According to Fortson (2010, 459), this outdated analysis process consists in an 

attempt to «trying to etymologize the linguistic remains that we have in light of known forms in other 

languages»; still, see Hălmagi (2015, 266). 
43 These contributions are largely dependent on earlier works, mainly on Katičić (1976, 137-153) and 

Brixhe, Panayotou (1997). Due to the limits of this study, I do not discuss here these linguistic features 

assigned to Thracian; see mainly Panayotou 2007 and Tzitzilis 2014.  
44 Panayotou (2007, 739-740). A general account of the evolution of the so-called Thracology can be 

found in Dana (2014, xii-xli), but see Hălmagi’s criticism (2015 passim) of his excessive disregard to 

Bulgarian and Romanian scholarship, and Paliga (2016). 
45 Cfr. Tzitzilis (2014) with earlier bibliography (mainly Velkova 1986). The author separates (a) those 

terms that are recognised as be Thracian (ἄλοχον, πέλεκυς, πέλτη) from (b) those that can be explained in 

different ways (ῥομφαία, σκάλμη, σάρπος), (c) those used by Greeks to refer to Thracians and probably 

unknown to the latter (καπρῶντες, ἀστραλίαν, καπνοβάτης) or (d) terms used within the area of Thrace 

(γαγίλα, μανδάκης). 
46 See Dimitrov (2009) with caution; see infra. 
47 The other three volumes concentrate on different aspects of the archaeological remains: the fortification 

(Ἀρχαία Ζώνη ΙI), the cemetery (Ἀρχαία Ζώνη ΙIIa) and the local minting (Ἀρχαία Ζώνη ΙVa). 



in 200648. More precisely, the collection consists of 291 graffiti on vases (6th – 5th c. 

BC) and 9 inscribed stones (the 4th c. BC), one of them a bilingual public decree (nº IV 

ΑΓΚ 640 + 6143, late 5th – early 4th?)49. Almost 220 of them are written in a non-Greek 

language which the author identifies with Thracian dedications. According to Brixhe 

(2006a, 2008), this «epigraphical treasure»50 shed some light on the description of the 

Thracian language, particularly if taken together with other dedications from 

Samothracia in an unknown language which Lehmann (1960, 8-19) previously called 

«the Samothracian language». It comprises 75 graffiti on vases (6th-5th c. BC), one 

inscription on stone (5th -4th c. BC) from the sanctuary of the Great Gods51 and 3 more 

graffiti from the sanctuary of Bendis, a Thracian deity52. Brixhe bases his research on 

the comparison between the dedicatory structure of these votive texts, found in 

sanctuaries, and their Greek cognates (name of the honoured deity and epithet, 

worshipper’s name and verb of the dedication), searching for recognizable terms such as 

theonyms like Βενδι ~ Βενζι or Αβολο for Ἀπόλλων or Βένδις or anthroponyms like 

Απολλοδορε or Πιλαyε for Greek Ἀπολλόδωρος and Φιλαῖος. Thus, he identifies the 

rest of the words with no direct equivalent with other predictable elements, such as the 

epithet υνεσο(y), which occurs next to the theonyms Bendis or Apollo, or a verb 

κα(ι)ε53. 

As a result of this analysis, he reconsiders ancient theories based on the satem character 

of Thracian, on the existence of consonant changes (*d > t) and on the question of the 

evolution of Indo-European voiced aspirated stops. As far as the consonants are 

concerned, forms like the dative Αβολο (cfr. gr. Ἀπόλλων) may indicate that other pairs 
                                                            
48 This latter publication had previously been announced in several of his works; see Brixhe (2006a, 121-

122; 2008, 216; 2018, 1852-1853). It is striking that in his last work on Thracian language (Brixhe 2018), 

the author does not include a single reference to the publication of this epigraphic corpus, intended to be 

his prime epigraphic publication. This is even more stunning in view of earlier Brixhe’s statements: «Je 

me suis engagé à ne pas déflorer ce corpus avant sa publication, qui interviendra dans un ouvrage collectif 

sur les résultats des fouilles, sous la direction de Mme Tsatsopoulou. Je me contenterai d’utiliser ici les 

seuls documents ‘tombés dans le domaine public’ sous la forme d’une photographie donnée par celle-ci 

en 1989, 1997 ou 2001» (Brixhe 2006a, 124). 
49 The designation is misleading: we cannot establish that it is a bi-version of the same text. The 

monument is quite fragmentary, but according to Brixhe-Zournatzi (Brixhe 2015, 266) both texts might 

have been written by the same hand. In the Greek part one can read [ἀ]συλίαν, but there is no piece of 

further information regarding the Thracian part.  
50 The whole section is entitled «ένας επιγραφικός θησαυρός» by the editors (2015, 209). The same 

analysis is presented in both versions, French and Greek (on the description of the corpus, see pp. 211-

306 and 307-384 respectively) and Greek (ib., 307-412).  
51 Already published in Lehmann 1960, 45sgg.,  nr. 1-75 (= Brixhe 2006, 125, nr. 1 and 4). 
52 First published in 2004 by Matsas. Images and linguistic interpretation are also available in Brixhe 

(2006, 124-125, 138), who gained access to the autopsy of the texts in 2005. 
53 The whole argumentation in Brixhe (2006a; partly in 2006b; 2008; 2015, 282-306 [French], 385-415 

[Greek]; 2018, 1852-1853). 



like Σατοκος ~ Σαδοκος do not correspond to a consonant shift but to the voicing of 

voiceless stops in intervocalic position54. This would mean that the Thracian language –

at least this regional variant from the Samothracia-Zone area of influence– did not 

systematically change voiced stops into voiceless55. Instead, this change would be 

conditioned by the phonetic context. Furthermore, the pair Βενδι/Βενζι suggests that the 

graphic differentiation between -δ- and -ζ- (previously detected in anthroponyms built 

with a second element -ζενις equivalent to Greek -γένης and in different glosses)56 also 

indicates a context-conditioned spirantization in the presence of a palatal vowel57. At 

this point, Brixhe also diverges from the traditional acceptance of the satem character of 

the Thracian language. Incidentally he also can align easily Thracian with Greek and 

Phrygian, considered centum languages58. With respect to the traditional hypothesis 

about the voiced outcome of the Indo-European aspirated plosives, the intended 

connection of Πιλαyε with a Greek anthroponym Φιλαῖος may point to borrowing from 

Greek, where *bh > ph. In light of this, the rendering of Πιλαyε, along with the absence 

of aspirate consonants (θ, φ, χ), leads Brixhe (2006, 129, 137) to assume that Thracian 

lacks this sound59. In addition, this latter form also points to the loss of final consonants 

in Thracian, since it should be interpreted as the nominative form of the worshiper’s 

name. Regarding vocalism, pairs like Πιλαyε - Φιλαῖος, Απολοδορε ~ Ἀπολλόδωρος 

also suggest the reduction of final unaccented /o/ rendered as <E> (/o/ > [ə]), This 

phenomenon seems to be attested in a geographical area extending from Thessaly and 

Macedonia to Thassos60. In Brixhe’s opinion, there would be a raising of mid-vowels in 

view of a possible connection between an epithet υνεσο(y) and a non-attested Greek 

form *ὀνήσῳ, equivalent to ὀνησίμῳ, but his interpretation is not certain. Another local 

trait would be the tendency to eliminate the second element of i-diphthongs, as in καιε - 

                                                            
54 Brixhe (2006, 131) explains the dative Αβολο by ways of morphological reduction in the light of forms 

like ac. Ἀπόλλω/Ἀπέλλω (cfr. LSJ s.v.) and pairs like Ποσειδῶνα ~ Ποσειδῶ. For the state of play of old 

and modern views on this issue, see Yanakieva (2016a, 512). 
55 According to Yanakieva’s surveys on onomastics (2012) and on glosses (2016a), the fluctuation 

between t and d is to be taken as graphic variations used to render foreign sound not previously existent in 

the Greek (or in Latin) phonetic repertoire. 
56 The most important examples are collected in Katičić (1976, 143-144). 
57 Brixhe (2006a, 139). The problem is more complex than presented by Brixhe because, according to the 

testimonies of the accepted Thracian glosses, the palatalization of velar stops could also apply to original 

labiovelars (although there is no consensus on this point), see Katičić (1976, 143-144). 
58 For Phrygian, see Lugorio, Libotsky (2018, 1824). 
59 Already noted by Brixhe, Panayotou (1997, 199). According to Yanakieva (2016a, 516), the variation 

between τ/θ, κ/χ, π/φ in Thracian may be due to an intermediate articulation between voiceless and of 

voiced plosives. 
60 For the whole discussion, see Brixhe (2006, 133-134; 2008). Contrast with Méndez Dosuna (2012, 140-

141), who criticises Brixhe’s attempt to connect the areal phenomenon /o/ > [ə] with the existence of a 

non-final strong accent. 



καε, υνεσοy ~ υνεσο61. Morphologically, there would not be verbal augment in light of 

forms like καιε ~ καε, which, in accordance with his comparative method, should 

correspond to the verb in these dedicatory inscriptions (related to *kau-i̭o̭ː)62.  

In short, the linguistic traits figuring in this new collection of epigraphic texts, 

especially the non-satem character of Thracian, leads Brixhe to conclude on the 

primitive existence of a linguistic community of the ancestors of Greeks, Phrygians and 

Thracians which was not linguistically differentiated63. Thus, Brixhe’s hypothesis of a 

«linguistic conglomerate», though based on new linguistic data from Zone and 

Samothrace, revive the old idea of a common linguistic branch of Thracians and 

Phrygians previously put forward by Kretschmer (1896). 

3.2. Thracian onomastic studies 

The publication of the fourth volume of the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names IV 

(LGPN) in 2005, which included names from Macedonia, Thrace and the Northern 

Regions of the Black Sea, came to fill an important gap in Greek and Thracian 

onomastics64. As a result of this, Parissaki’s prosopographic study on Aegean Thrace 

saw the light in 200765. In essence, she followed the same principles and methodology 

previously established by Loukopoulou (1989, 223-406), in her repertoire of 

anthroponyms from Propontic Thrace. Nonetheless, the issuing of D. Dana’s 

Onomasticon Thracicum in 2014, a compendium of more than 1500 Thracian personal 

names attested in epigraphic and literary sources, marked a turning point66. It constitutes 

the accomplishment of a long-standing desideratum among Thracian scholars, namely, 

the updating of Detschew’s (1957) study on Thracian names, now obsolete67. Since 

                                                            
61 On a review of i-digraphs in Thracian, see Slavova (2005; 2015). 
62 Brixhe (2006a, 135-136, 141). 
63 More precisely, Brixhe connects Phrygian and Thracian by means of the lack of voiceless aspirates in 

both languages and by the use of a letter in Zone and Samothrace with y value, as in Paleo-Phrygian (v. 

Brixhe 2004).  
64 See Dana’s critical review (2006c) of the LGPN IV. 
65 See reviews by Dana (2009) and Solin (2010). Tataki’s (2018) observations on Thracian anthroponyms 

directly derives from the LGPN IV. 
66 His Onomasticon Thracicum is the result of previous works mostly devoted to the study of Thracian 

soldiers in Egypt (Dana 2013), the identification of Dacian names (Dana 2001-2003; 2003a; 2003b; 2004; 

2006a; ib. 2014) and the influence of Latin on Thracian onomastics (Dana 2011b). Additionally, 

according to the announcement in the ANHIMA website, two further monographs are being prepared 

within Dana’s framework: Les Thraces dans l’Égypte hellénistique (papyrus, inscriptions, graffiti, 

sources littéraires and Les Thraces dans le monde hellénistique 

(http://www.anhima.fr/spip.php?article2148&lang=fr). 
67 Detschew’s Die thrakischen Sprachreste (1957) collects the main literary, lexicographic and epigraphic 

testimonies associated with the Thracian language (to which later works have to be added, such as Vlahov 

[1963] and Velkova [1974]). However, it has become outdated not only because of the appearance of new 

http://www.anhima.fr/spip.php?article2148&lang=fr


Dana’s Onomasticon belongs to an ongoing project under the auspices of the French 

academy, this work, together with its updated appendix of 201868, aims at 

supplementing and even superseding the data earlier collected by the LGPN. Despite not 

being presented as a grammar, the first part of Dana’s book (pp. lxiii-cxii), which 

includes a critical revision of the discipline of Thracology, acts as a linguistic study 

which grows out of the comprehensive analysis of the names collected in the following 

part (pp. 1-422). The onomastic repertoire of names arranged by lemmas constitutes his 

main contribution69.  

New epigraphic evidence together with analyses on the distribution of personal names 

have revived older debates about internal linguistic differentiation within speech 

communities settled in the south-eastern part of the Balkans (see supra §3). Previous 

approaches to this issue, mainly those by Georgiev (1957), tried to demonstrate the 

existence of a linguistic variety north of the Danube, called Dacian, different from 

Thracian proper, which was located south of this river. In broad lines, the main 

argument for this linguistic division was not only based on the etymological analyses of 

the glosses, but also on the distribution of second compound toponymical suffixes: 

while -bria, -para (‘town’) and –diza (‘fortress’) predominate in Thrace, -dava and -

deva (‘town’) appear more frequently in the northern regions of the Danube River70. D. 

Dana’s onomastic project (2014, p. LXVI) supports the idea of internal differentiation, 

validating the aforementioned toponymic distribution, now based on anthroponyms. 

Thus, four main groups could be distinguished: Thracian, West Thracian, Dacian (or 

Daco-Moesian) and Bithynian71. Nevertheless, when deciding whether this 

differentiation is to be considered dialectal or linguistic (i.e., if Dacian and Thracian are 

different dialects or languages), Dana limits himself to talking about a certain degree of 

internal differentiation72. Similarly, Yanakieva (2014) further claims an internal 

                                                                                                                                                                              
epigraphic onomastic evidence but also because of the misunderstandings and corrections in many alleged 

Thracian forms. Many of Dana’s new interpretations are based on the revision of the linguistic tenets 

formulated by Bulgarian or Romanian scholars. 
68 It is a compendium of corrections, additions and emendations to the version of 2014, published online 

since the end of 2018 in the ANHIMA official website 

(http://www.anhima.fr/spip.php?article1078&lang=fr). 
69 For critical reviews of Dana’s Onomasticon Thracicum, see primarily Hălmagi (2015).  
70 Further arguments concern the distribution and chronology of some phenomena. According to 

Georgiev (1977), other differentiating traits should be the preservation of stopped consonants vs. 

consonant shifts, as well as a u-development of Indo-European sonants vs. ouctomes in ri/ir or a. 
71 V. Dana (2011a) as well.  
72 «Sans aller si loin que certains linguistes, qui parlent avec la plus grande assurance, et sur des bases 

linguistiques souvent mal choisies, d’une langue différente, le ‘daco-mésien’, une diversité au moins 

http://www.anhima.fr/spip.php?article1078&lang=fr


dialectal division based on onomastic material (anthroponyms, theonyms, hydronyms, 

toponyms and ethnonyms). The author (2016b, 2017a) also rejects the linguistic 

differentiation between Thracian and Dacian, according to graphic variants and the 

rendering of (supposedly) similar proper names (2014), as well as the existence of an 

independent Getic language (2017b)73. Furthermore, Yanakieva’s study (2009) on 

Thracian hydronyms constitutes an important milestone for Thracian diachronic 

linguistics74. Her work must be completed with the contributions of Serafimov (2007) 

and Paliga (2018). In essence, their analyses attempt to establish a connection between 

Thracian and other languages. Thus, the former holds the view that Slavs were an 

indigenous population in Thracia. The latter suggests that, according to the evidence of 

place names, Illyrian and Thracian should be close related, possibly in a «quite clear 

relation» with Balto(-Slavic) and Indo(-Iranic) linguistic groups. 

Also exploring graphic variation in Thracian onomastics, Slavova (2005, 2006, 2015) 

addresses several methodological concerns when analyzing anthroponyms. Contrary to 

the comprehensive repertoire of Dana, her contributions remain crucial for the 

diachronic interpretation of Thracian anthroponomy75. 

Besides Dana’s contributions to this field, overview studies of Graeco-Thracian 

anthroponyms can be found in del Barrio Vega (2018a, 503-506), who attempts to 

isolate specific linguistic features that characterize Greek and Thracian names. More 

specific studies, arranged following the geographical criteria of «Black Sea and 

Thrace», can be found in Catling and Marchand’s publication of Onomatologos in 

201076. Similarly, Thracian and North Aegean onomastics occupy some space in a 

recent reference publication on anthroponymy in which Dana (2018, 203-208) deals 

with the categorization of linguistic mechanisms for the hellenization of non-Greek 

names through the use of Greek suffixes (among them, Thracian names as well). Other 

works have tried to developed further connections between anthroponyms and the motif 

                                                                                                                                                                              
dialectale à l’intérieur du complexe thrace est désormais prouvée par l’anthroponymie (en plus des 

toponymes et des gloses» (Dana 2011a, 226). 
73 See also Paliga (2015).  The issue of the identity of Thracians (and Getae) is a much debate one. There 

are many further references that exceed the limits of this work; as an example of this, see the numerous 

contributions (Yanakieva) dedicated to this issue in Vagalinski, Raycheva, Boteva and Sharankov (eds.) 

(2018, 131-268), as well as other quoted works (Janouchová 2018). 
74 See Slavova’s review (2011). 
75 It is important to note that she never quotes Dana’s earlier work. For anthroponyms in Latin 

inscriptions from Bulgaria, see Minkova (2000).  
76 Most of them are related to the Black Sea; see especially Dana’s and Dubois’ contributions.  



of the Thracian rider as an approach to examine the processes of Hellenization and/or 

Romanization, such as this of Boteva (2007)77. 

3.3. Other important contributions 

Other contributions deserve some attention, although their linguistic impact has not 

been as significant as that of the aforementioned works. In the first place, Dimitrov’s 

publication from 2009 has made available the epigraphic texts found in present-day 

Bulgaria and traditionally considered as Thracian. Nonetheless, his alleged 

interpretation of some of these texts, together with his phonological and linguistic 

descriptions, go beyond the possibilities of interpretation that the epigraphic material at 

our disposal provides78. Specific linguistic studies have also been carried out in recent 

years, but only a few focus on particular phonological issues.  

As far as bilingualism (or trilingualism) in Thracia is concerned, the field remains 

insufficiently studied79. Sharankov (2011), Dana (2015), Yanakieva (2018) and Camia 

(2019) have mainly contributed to our knowledge on language contact, by analysing 

epigraphic evidence80. However, their works are not specifically linguistic, since they 

delve into more cultural questions, such as literacy, ethnicity or acculturation processes. 

It seems that, on the one hand, Thracian was confined to an oral use, due to the absence 

of inscriptions written in Thracian language, especially from the 3th c. BC onwards. 

Also, epigraphic evidence may point to the existence of semiliterate Thracians before 46 

AD81. Nevertheless, according to Yanakieva (2018), Thracian did not die out during the 

Roman period; conversely, it was preserved as a sign of «ethnic identity». On the other 

hand, Greek emerges as the main vehicle of communication, as a lingua franca, also 

during the Roman Imperial period. Even after the creation of the Roman province of 

Thrace in 46 AD, the region remained an «overwhelmingly Greek-writing area» (Dana 

2015, 244), contrary to the Graeco-Latin bilingualism observed in other Thracian 

                                                            
77 On the motif of the Thracian rider, see Andrianou (2017), where we can find some new epigraphic 

evidence that enriches I. Aeg. Thrac. 
78 The main criticism comes from Dana (2012); see for instance the divergent readings of the sequence 

<ΓΟΝΙΜΑΣΗΖΗΣΕΥΘΥΓΥΝΗ>: where Dimitrov (2009, 17-18) sees a bilingual text (in which ΓΟΝΙ 

ΜΑ ΣΗΖΗ has to be interpreted as the Thracian counterpart of Σευθ<ο>υ γυνή under very hypothetical 

assumptions), Dana (2014, s.v. Κοζιμασης; 2015, 246) reads a feminine noun with a verb (Γονιμαση ζῇ) 

following some other parallels of Γονιμα-names. 
79 Yanakieva (2018, 133). 
80 See Dana (2015) on pre-Roman Thrace; Sharankov (2011), Camia (2018) and Yanakieva (2018) for 

Roman Thrace (Yanakieva 2018 also for Late Antiquity). See also Janouchová (2018) and all the 

available (epigraphic) material available at the website https://osf.io/fjnw5/ created by Janouchová within 

the framework of the Hellenization of Ancient Thrace Project. 
81 Sharankov (2011, 137-138). 

https://osf.io/fjnw5/


regions, mainly in Lower Moesia82. Tellingly, indigenous language(s) used Greek 

alphabet(s) since the very first texts were written83. Linguistic contact must have existed 

even in inner Thrace as a result of undeniable cultural contact which also supports the 

diffusion of the epigraphical habit and literacy among local populations. The 

preservation, for instance, of Ionian forms in a series of graffiti from Vetren point to this 

direction, as do other epigraphical and archaeological finds in Seuthopolis, Kabyle, 

Alexandrovo or Rogozen84. As far as Latin is concerned, according to Sharankov (2011, 

145), «there are almost 20 times more Greek than Latin texts» and the extant evidence 

shows that Latin «was used mainly by those who were obliged to speak it due to their 

position and/or social status», such as Roman officials or soldiers85.  

Finally, I complete this section with a brief reference to the current lines of research. As 

seen during the last 13th International Congress of Thracology held in 201786, papers 

were consecrated to develop the proposed topic of the congress: «Ancient Thrace: Myth 

and Reality». In this sense, ancient issues were revisited, such as Yanakieva’s revision 

of the history of the so-called Thracian linguistics or, more precisely, Paliga’s 

contribution provided further discussion on the degree of relatedness between Thracian 

and Dacian, Falileyev’s on toponymy or Mircheva and Mihaylova’s studies of Thracian 

glosses87. Solely, Slavova’s paper, «On the Thracian Syllable» seems to look towards 

new horizons. 

4. Conclusions 

As we have tried to show along these lines, our knowledge on Ancient Thrace has 

advanced by leaps and bounds in the last two decades. Gone are the days when 

Thracology was born and when research was chiefly carried out by Bulgarian and 

Rumanian scholars that provided the basis for future advances. Steadily, corpora see the 

                                                            
82 Sharankov (2011, 139-145); Dana (2018, 244).  
83 According to Dana’s account (2018, 245, with earlier bibliography), four different alphabetic varieties 

can be isolated, two in Bulgaria (at Kjolmen and in the area of Ezevoro-Duvanlij) and two in the area of 

Zone-Samothrace-Maronea (apart from those already mentioned as new texts from Zone, another variant 

consisting of a single inscription from Samothracia).  
84 Dana (2018, 247-251). 
85 See also Camia (2018, 2- 6) for the influence of Latin on Maroneia, Perinthos and Philippopolis. 
86 Dimitrov (2017), «The Thracian language and the epigraphical evidence». This congress, the last in a 

series of major international congresses devoted to the so-called Thracology discipline, took place in 

Kazanlak, Bulgaria in 2017; more information in http://www.thracology2017.com/en/. 
87 Yanakieva «Myth and Reality in Thracian Linguistics», Paliga «Thracian v. Dacian (Daco-Moesian). 

How many ‘Thracian languages’ were there spoken in the Antiquity?», Mircheva, Mihaylova «On the 

Etymology of some Thracian Glosses», and Falileyev «On the linguistic attribution of some geographical 

names in Thrace». The proceedings have not been published yet.  

http://www.thracology2017.com/en/


light and further linguistic studies generate from them. They try to be less reliant on 

etymology and more prone innovate in their methodologies. Nonetheless, there is still 

much work to be done regarding the topic at hand: epigraphic collections are lacking, 

numismatic material should be up-dated and reconsidered within the linguistic analysis 

and comparative studies focused on linguistic contact and on the presence of Greek 

dialects among neighbouring areas in these less-known areas of Greece are still to be 

done.  
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