Introduction

This volume of the Lexicon, for reasons explained in
the Introduction to IIL.A, forms the second part of a
divided volume 1II, and contains the onomastic mate-
rial from E. and W. Locris, Phocis, Doris, Boeotia with
Megara, and Thessaly, which we have collectively called
Central Greece. Each region of Greece presents its own
special features, and in our Introductions we attempt to
set those features within the context of the Lexicon; in this
volume the overriding challenge has been how to handle
the North-West Greek and Aeolic dialects.

1 Cross-references

In the Introduction to I11.A, we expressed the hope that it
would prove possible to introduce in I11.B cross-references
between standard Attic and dialect forms. We signalled
that such an exercise is not without its hazards, and hav-
ing now devised and implemented such a system, we can
confirm that it is indeed full of pitfalls, both for those
attempting to create it, and for the unguarded user. We
offer, therefore, some explanation of what is, inevitably, a
somewhat improvised system.

First, its general purpose is to enable the reader to find
dialect and standard versions of a name; it is not to provide
an etymological analysis of names, even less an etymo-
logical analysis of all the names. More specifically, the
cross-references are intended as a guide to the use of this
wvolume. That is to say, connections are made only where
the dialect forms exist in this volume, and no attempt is
made to cover names from previous volumes. Nor do we
flag the alternations of Attic-Ionic n with the long « of all
other dialects (Mntpddwpos Matpddwpos, Aloyivms Alayivas
etc.), which are found in every volume,

The cross-references are reciprocal (i.e. standard —
dialect, and dialect — standard), and usually have the
function of headings. Thus, ‘Zrpar- see also Zrpor-’
and ‘Zrpor- see also Zrpar-' will usually cover Zrpdrurmos,
Zrpatiwy etc., for which there may or may not be exact par-
allels in Zrpor- in every case. The cross reference is usually
limited to the stem of a simple name, or the first element
of a compound name, and does not cover terminations,
which are readily accessible through the Reverse Index.
However, in difficult cases we have taken as much of the
name as is needed to avoid ambiguity, and have not been
bound by specific elements. Sometimes, perhaps most
conspicuously in names in Aoxdaw-, dwovvo- and "OAvur-,
the many dialectal variations affecting the medial element
are recorded. Complete names are given very occasionally,
where necessary to avoid the suggestion that the range of
the cross-reference is wider than in fact it is. We have
usually refrained from supplying a cross-reference where
dialect and standard forms stand side by side on the page,
or where doubt exists whether two forms are related.

The Lexicon practice is to give names in the form in
which they occur on home territory, and to restore them,
where appropriate, to their dialect form if they occur ex-
ternally, whether in texts from another city (in a different
dialect or in koine) or in literature; in such cases, the
attested form is recorded in the final brackets, The ap-
plication of this rule to Boeotian and Thessalian material,
however, is delicate since such retroversion involves com-
plex topographical and chronological factors; the impact of
the adoption of the Tonic alphabet and the spread of koine
was uneven. In Boeotia, Oropos and Plataia near the Attic
border were never heavily dialectal, and the same is true
of some regions of Thessaly, for example Magnesia.

There is also the risk of oversimplifying a complex
situation. Spellings which are dialect in one area may be
orthographic variants in another, or indeed in the same
area at a later date. An additional factor is the ortho-
graphic inconsistency of the Greeks themselves: even when
dialect is involved, one text can produce two versions of a
name (thus, the Thessalian recorded as both Z¥paufos and
ZelpapBos in BGU 1274); and similarly at Delphi it is not
uncommon to find the same individual recorded in two
variant spellings (e.g. KaAlikpdrewa (6); compare Meoarebs
(1), a bouleute of the early hellenistic period, whose name
occurs in two genitive forms).

2 Dialect forms

The following brief notes serve as an aide-memoire to the
main dialect features found in the cross-references, with
reference to Boeotian and Thessalian. They are not ex-
haustive, and further variations, and fuller explanations,
should be sought in the handbooks on Greek dialects.
Changes in spelling, most striking in vowels although con-
sonants were also affected, reflected changes in pronunci-
ation; as noted above, these did not occur uniformly and
consistently.

2.1 Boeotian

i. earlier v — ae or later (after the introduction of the
Attic alphabet) g

(ABaisdwpos —> APaeddwpos, ABnddwpos; Alaxivas —
"Hoylvas)
H,oee — ¢
(Apelviyos — Apdviyos)
iii. diphthong o1 — o€ or v
(Koipavos — Koépavos; Golvapyos — OQdvapyos)
iv. early é — e (Attic )

(Ay€als — Ayewais, Attic ‘Hynols; cf. Eipddoros, Attic
‘Hpédoros)
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v. archaic v (long or short) can be expressed with o, but
the normal spelling, after the adoption of the Attic
alphabet, was ov; after 8, 0, A, v, -wov- is often found.
(Apdvras — Apdvras, Apoivras; cf.  Odmepperidas;
Aovioos — dwoviodowos; Edfidapos — Ebfoidapas;
Avalas —r Awvaias; Tiywr — Tiwodywr)

vi. € before a or o tends to be replaced by «

(Pedyyeros— Ouayyelos; Oeoyelrwr — Guoyitwv)

vii. Initial 4 and medial 36 may correspond to Attic Z, {
(debdéimmos = Zedéummos; Hodiddados = TModb{nAos)

viii. labials =, 8, ¢ may correspond to Attic dentals 7, 8, 0
(Medéuayos = TnAéuayos; Beddis = deddls; Perradis =
BerTados)

2.2 Thessalian

i. archaic 6 — ov (Attic and Boeotian w)
Eévar — Eévowv, Attic and Boeotian Edvaw)

ii. archaic € — e (Attic 5); cf. iv above
(Ayérap — Ayeirovp, Attic Hyyrwp)

iii. € before o — ¢; cf. vi above

(BedloTos — Owlotos; Beddwpos — Buddovpos)

iv. the combination consonant + ¢ + vowel tends to as-
similate the -~ to the preceding consonant; but -c- is
sometimes retained with gemination of the consonant

(Mvyolas — Mvdgoas; Havoavias — Taveavvias)

v. labials 7, B, ¢ may correspond to Attic dentals 7, 8,
#; cf. viii above

({Terfards = Oerralds; Pidddepos = Prébnpos)

Thessalian and Boeotian, like Lesbian, may use the
patronymic adjective in place of the standard patronymic
genitive. These adjectives mainly end in -ws in Bocotian
and -ewos in Thessalian (Apiaroddpios, Apiotoddpetos, ‘son of
Apiorédapos’; Aovadwos, Aovooiveos, ‘son of Adowr’), ex-
cept for those with a termination in -as, which make -atog
in Thessalian, -7os in Boeotian (Aigyivaios, Haywios ‘son
of Aloyivas’). In the text of the Lexicon, the main name
form is extrapolated from the adjective, and the adjectival
form recorded in the final brackets.

3 The Regions
3.1 'The Megarid

The only strictly Dorian community to appear in this vol-
ume, Megara is also the smallest both in size and in the
number of entries (1,631). This once powerful city has
left few traces of itself either on the ground or in the form
of inscriptions. Indeed, the northern Megarian colonies,
which will appear in volume IV, are in many ways more
fertile onomastically than the mother city, The single rich-
est source of names of Megarians, providing approximately
one fifth of the total of Megarians known, comes from out-
side Megara, from the list of Megarian dikastai arranged
by Dorian tribes, which was erected at Epidauros (IG 1v
(1)? 71).

3.2 Boeotia

The cities and territory of Boeotia have been excavated
and surveyed over many generations, and the onomastic
vield is correspondingly large (16,793 entries, almost half
from Thespiai and Thebes), the largest, indeed, Attica ex-
cepted, that we and our readers are likely to encounter.
In preparing our onomasticon, therefore, we have had to
contend, alongside problems of dialect, with the sheer bulk
and complexity of the material. We have built on the work
of predecessors and contemporaries, above all Lolling, Dit-
tenberger, Keramopoullos and Roesch; Denis Knoepfler,
amicus curiae, has given freely of his advice, especially
on chronological matters, and Dr B. Petrakos generously
provided us with the onomastic material of Oropos, long
before the publication of his splendid Emiypades Toi QRpew-
mob. But Boeotian studies are an ever-open field in which
scarcely a year passes without the appearance of new finds,
and corrections to existing material. We have done our
best to take all this material into account, although we
are aware that there are collections of Boeotian (and also
Thessalian) material which we have not been able to study.

FFor the third and second centuries BcC, the chrono-
logical framework adopted is that established by R. Etienne
and D. Knoepfler in Hyettos de Béotie, and in articles by
the latter in Chiron. In order to limit the bulk of the
entries, we have cited these works only under the epony-
mous magistrate, whether federal or local archon or, at
Oropos, the priest of Amphiaraos, and have not repeated
it for every individual named in the relevant documents.

For the coins of Boeotia we have had the expert help of
Jennifer Cargill Thompson (who also dealt with Megarian
coinage), and through her that of Robert Hepworth for
the chronology of the fourth-century Boeotian stater series.
We thank her for her long and valued collaboration.

3.3 Phocis and E. Locris

Our first duty here is to put on record our debt to Dr
K. Hallof, Director of Inscriptiones Graecae, for giving us
access to the manuscript of the late Gunther Klaffenbach,
due to be incorporated in the relevant fascicule of /G 1x
(1)?, which will replace that of Dittenberger (18¢97). This
manuscript marks the consummation of the life-work of
one of the leading figures in epigraphical studies in the
century now past. The corrections made by Klaffenbach
to texts previously published in /G 1x (1) and elsewhere are
indicated in the final brackets by e.g. ‘reading — G. KI.",
whereas wholly unpublished material is cited as ‘Unp. (G.
Kl., IG arch.)’. We should also thank Professor P. Siewert
and Dr R. C. S. Felsch for sending us unpublished names
from the excavations at Kalopodi (E. Locris).

For Delphi, as stated in the Acknowledgments to I11.A,
we owe to D. Mulliez new readings resulting from his
revision of the manumission texts previously published in
SGDI, Fouilles de Delphes and elsewhere, and to J. Oulhen
new readings from his revised text of the ‘List of The-
orodokoi’ originally published by A. Plassart in BCH 45
(1921). We take this opportunity to repeat our appreciation
of the generosity of these two scholars. In addition it was
of great interest to us to see, through the good offices of



Dr K. Hallof, the Delphian notebooks of T, Pomtow, now
in the archives of Inscriptiones Graecae in Berlin,

Delphi (7,180 entries) presents particular problems
which we have had to resolve in preparing the onomas-
ticon.
G. Daux’s Chronologie Delphigue, now more than forty-
five years old, remains fundamental, but his dates have

Prime among them are questions of chronology.

been modified over the years in the light of specialised
studies. The evidence from Delphi has ramifications far
beyond its own borders, and while re-interpretations of
evidence at Delphi can affect the dating of individuals
throughout the Greek world, its own chronological frame-
work is in its turn adjusted in the light of prosopographical
and other studies carried out in relation to other regions.
Advances achieved by these methods affect particularly
the third-century chronology, and will be incorporated
by I. Leféevre in his edition of the third-century de-
crees to be published as Corpus des inscriptions de Delphes
1v. Lefévre’s summary presentation of results as far as
the Amphictyonic decrees are concerned was published in
BCH 119 (1995) pp. 161 ff. (see also Topoi 8 (1998)),
where the opening pages set out the limitations and dif-
ficulties of the enterprise, and the collaborative nature of
the elucidation of the chronology (p. 161 n. 1).

It is regrettable that we must go to press before the
new chronologies are fully published: the fourth century
is already covered by CID 11 and has been taken fully
into account, but the chronology of the third century is, as
stated, in preparation by I, Lefévre, and that of the second
by D. Mulliez for CID v. Consequently, unless Daux’s
date has been positively disproved, we have retained it
alongside any proposed new dates which have been pub-
lished. The adjustments often involve a shift of only a year
or two (Delphic dates tend to be of the ‘?261 or 259 BC’
variety); sometimes they are certain, but often they remain
conjectural and mutually dependent. We were not able to
take advantage of the concordance published by Lefévre to
provide references to CID 1v ahead of publication, except
under the archons.

Another distinctive feature of the Delphic evidence is
the large number of references which may be attached to
a single individual. In most other regions, an individual
attested thirty times or more would probably have mer-
ited an entry in a general reference work such as RE, but
at Delphi this is not so. A striking feature of this vol-
ume, consequently, i1s the presentation of long strings of
references attached to single names (see under “ABpduayos
and AfapBos). The retention of all the references seemed
the only unambiguous (if burdensome) way to present the
material, and a service to readers who may wish to pursue
their own path through this complex evidence.

The identification of homonyms is particularly difficult
at Delphi, especially in the second century B¢, when names
may recur repeatedly, most commonly as manumittors or
witnesses in the manumission texts. An extreme example
is Méms, which occurs more than 100 times in the second
century, 37 times in the 160’s alone, Some attempt can
be made at the identification of individuals (for example,
when the name recurs in the same group of manumittors
or witnesses), but such an exercise belongs properly to
Delphic specialists, not the compilers of a general onomas-
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ticon, and we have tended to refrain from making identifi-
cations. }

The foundations of our work on Delphi were laid many
years ago, when Dr R. E. Allen compiled a concordance,
on the basis of which Dr Audrey Griffin, with meticulous
care, compiled the Delphic file, which was the basis of our
work for this volume. We wish to express our recognition
of their valuable work.

3.4 Thessaly

IFor this formidable terrain (13,155 entries), we have had
the privilege of assistance from the C.N.R.S. team at the
Institut Fernand-Courby in Lyon, whose work, under the
leadership of B. Helly, has created a new approach to
Thessalian topography and epigraphy. Members of the
team, from whom we must single out the exceptional help
and advice provided by ]J.-Cl. Decourt on epigraphical
matters and on political geography, have always responded
to requests for information, and have made unpublished
material and papers available. G. Lucas made available his
unpublished thesis on the inscriptions from the cities of
the upper Titaresios valley.

We owe to their deep knowledge of the landscape of
Thessaly the possibility of giving more exact references
to the find-spots of inscriptions in terms of modern topo-
graphy and possible identifications with ancient sites, In
Thessaly, more than in most regions, uncertainties remain
about the location of some ancient cities, or the correct
attribution of inscriptions from a particular site. In such
cases, we have given the modern find-spot of the inscrip-
tion, either in association with the likely ancient city (e.g.
Phalanna? (Damasi (mod.)), or on its own if the identifi-
cation is too uncertain. For Meliboia, for example, whose
ancient location is contested among several modern sites,
we have given only the modern find-spot of each inscrip-
tion, reserving ‘Meliboia’ for instances where the ancient
cthnic is attested.

New epigraphical discoveries are constantly adding to
the stock of Thessalian names. It is a matter for real re-
gret that, due to the pressures of our own publication pro-
gramme, we were unable to take advantage of the generous
offer of J.-Cl. Decourt, made with the agreement of A,
Tziafalias, to make available to us names from the many
unpublished inscriptions from Atrax, a city which is prov-
ing a rich source of rare names.

Fortunately we were able to include the names from
what we have come to call the ‘Menandridai inscription’
(cited as ‘Unp. (Stihlin ect.)’). This text from Kran-
non lists more than z50 people, almost half of them in
the form of patronymic adjectives, under the headings
‘Menandridai’, ‘Olympiadai’ etc. We first examined it
when Dr K. Hallof put at our disposal a squeeze taken by
I'r. Stihlin, together with a transcription of the squeeze
made by Professor C. Habicht in 1966. Professor Habicht
also studied the inscription in Larisa Museum in 1967,
when he took a squeeze of an additional list on the side of
the stone, which was not included on Stiihlin’s squeeze; we
are indebted to him for making these, and his additional
notes and observations, available to us. More recently,
J.-Cl. Decourt made available his new edition of the text,
which he will publish in the near future. We are extremely
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grateful to all these scholars for enabling us to include this
rich onomastic treasure, which brings new names to the
onomasticon of Thessaly.

M.-E. Zachou-Kontogianni generously provided a copy
of her improved edition of manumission texts from Larisa
from her unpublished doctoral dissertation; and A. Konto-
giannis provided new readings from his edition of particu-
lar inscriptions from towns in the Spercheios valley.

Finally, it has become customary for us to reveal a few
statistics about each volume: this one contains 43,454 indi-

viduals (38,749 male, 4,620 female, and 85 indeterminate),
and 9,602 primary names. Together with the 43,261 in-
dividuals recorded in ITILA (36,848 male, 6,335 female,
78 indeterminate), they bring to over 215,000 the total of
individuals covered so far by the published Lexicon. Many
more such statistics elicited from the database which lies
behind the volumes, including distribution by location and
a searchable amalgamated index of names, may be found
at http://www.lgpn.ox.ac.uk.

P. M. I.
E. M.
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