UNDERSTANDING THE POLITICAL GEOGRAPHY
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Abstract:

In the context of publishing a monograph on proxenia in the Black Sea area, the author has begun to examine the
dynamic interactions between external cultural influences and local cultural traditions. Throughout almost two centuries
of historiographical debate, a number of solid works and valuable studies have explored this topic, yet none of them
provides a coherent picture on the external relations of the Pontic Greek cities during the Classical, Hellenistic and
Roman times on the basis of proxeny decrees. Starting with a brief introduction on the status quaestionis, this paper
analyses aspects of social, economic, and religious interactions which are connected with the status of foreigners in the
Greek world, and this at various levels: local (between Greeks and non-Greeks), regional (between an individual and a
state in the world of the Pontus Euxinus); and in terms of macrocosms (the evolution of proxeny due to the growth of
business between citizens of different city-states). The discussion is drawing on a systematic analysis of ca. 250
inscriptions, from simple tax exemptions (ateleiai) to complex honorary documents. It focuses especially on the status of
foreigners as proxenoi in the city-states on the Black Sea coast, in contrast to some Pontikoi as representatives of their
communities in other parts of the oikoumene. The objective of this approach is not only to obtain a holistic understanding
of the Black Sea as an ancient region which was well integrated to the Mediterranean world, but also to bring attention
to some modern perceptions of history “that take the nation as timeless, the state as predestined, and the region as
ephemeral” (KING 2004: 239).
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1. RESEARCH PROJECT ON PROXENIA IN THE BLACK SEA AREA

In his letter to Biagio Virgilio from the 1* of March 1970, Louis Robert seemed to be convinced that “( ... ) there
is no place for proxenia other than as a chapter in a handbook on Greek institutions”.! Robert’s impression that “there is
nothing new of interest to discover concerning proxeny” was influenced by an increasing scepticism of earlier scholarship
concerning the functional nature of proxenia. Since the end of the 19* century scholars began to see a contradiction
between the understanding of proxenia as a quasi-contractual office, involving an obligation on the side of the proxenos to
perform particular duties, with the honorific aspect of this status which seemed prominent in the rapidly expanding
epigraphic record of proxeny decrees for the Hellenistic period.? Robert signalled his own rejection of this simplistic
narrative of the post-Classical decline of proxeny and repeatedly rejected the historiographic belief which implied the
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This work was supported by a grant of the Romanian Ministry of Research and Innovation, CCCDI - UEFISCD], project number
,PN-III-P1-1.1-TE-2019-0783". I am very grateful to Dr. Annamdria-Izabella Pazsint, Dr. Ligia Ruscu (Cluj-Napoca), and Prof. Dr. Altay
Coskun (Waterloo, Ontario) for proofreading the article; all remaining shortcomings are of course my own.

! See the full letter translated by MACK 2015: 4: “The study? If I am not mistaken there is nothing new of interest to discover
concerning proxeny. It is a question which has been solved and, thank goodness, we know what it is, we can explain it to novices. If Monceaux’s
monograph is out of print it can be reprinted lithographically. In my opinion there is no place for proxenia other than a chapter in a handbook
on Greek institutions”.

2 Cf. MACK 2015: 5-8.
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‘death’ of the post-Chaironeian polis.* But his distrust of Virgilio’s planned and then abandoned project of a corpus with an
introductory study of all extant proxeny decrees did not help overcome this historiographical aporia.

However, since Robert’s dismissive statement and to this day, there has been a continuous stream of publications
on proxenia; the subject being tackled both in more general terms, and through case studies.* Of particular interest in this
regard are the contributions of F. Gschnitzer,> Chr. Marek,® Ph. Gauthier,” D. Knoepfler,® and more recently the
outstanding book by W. Mack.’

For my own project on proxenia in the Black Sea area,'® I analysed social, economic, and religious aspects
connected with the status of foreigners in the Greek world, and this at various levels: local (between Greeks and non-
Greeks),"! regional (between an individual and a state in the world of the Pontus Euxinus);'? and in terms of macrocosms
(the evolution of proxeny due to the growth of business between citizens of different city-states).!* The objective of this
approach was to obtain a holistic understanding of the Black Sea as an ancient region in its own right, on the one hand, but
also as a region integrated into the Mediterranean world on the other hand. First of all, my research is based on an
exhaustive catalogue of 178" ateleia, proxenia and politeia decrees, as evidence for the evolution of the proxeny in the Black
Sea area.

These decrees range from simple tax exemptions (ateleiai) to complex honorary documents, they reflect the
relations of the Pontic Greeks between each other and with other regions of the Greek and Roman world. Among the
more than 5600 stone inscriptions from the Black Sea region that have been published previously, the 178 grants of ateleia,
proxenia and politeia constitute less than 3% (Tab. I), but it is beyond doubt that they convey a much higher proportion
of the information relevant for the external contacts of the Ancient Black Sea area. Despite the risks inherent to statistical
analysis, I will allow myself to make a few observations on the distribution of documents among the city-states. At present
Iam aware of the attestation of 2 documents from Apollonia, 24 from the Bosporan Kingdom,'* 4 from Byzantium, 4 from
Chalcedon, 15 from Callatis, 40 from Chersonesus, 5 from Dionysopolis, 14 from Histria, 12 from Mesambria, 7 from
Odessus, 41 from Olbia, S from Sinope, 2 each from Tomis' and Tyras,'” and 1 from Tios.

3 See, for example, ROBERT 1984: 273: “Dans I'étude de I'histoire sociale de I'époque hellénistique et romaine existent au moins
deux fables convenues, deux mystifications. La premiére est la mort de la cité grecque a Chéronée et, désormais, le réle exclusif des rois”.

* For a more comprehensive survey, with a focus on the proxenia in the Black Sea area, see now COJOCARU 2016A: 26-49.

$ GSCHNITZER 1973.

¢ MAREK 1984.

7 Especially GAUTHIER 1972; 1985.

8 KNOEPFLER 2001.

? MACK 2015; cf. COJOCARU 2016B.

10 COJOCARU 2016A.

! See, for example, the treaty of alliance between Sadalas and the Mesambrians, which was preceded by the grant of politeia, proxenia
and proedria to the Thracian dynast and his descendants — IGBulg I* 307 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 149, nr. 66).

12 This is the case for most of the proxeny decrees. As a typical example, I quote IGDOP 20 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 73, nr. 40):
Ayabittoynt. | ONpromodra E8wkav | Toig Ocompdmov manoty |* Oeopdver kol Apioti | Hpardedrratg, abrols | kai ékyévors mpoke|viav, molrreiav,
[® arélerary maviwv | xprudtwy GV dv abrol | eiodywor § ¢d|ywow, §j Bepamovreg, | kal elomovv kal | éxmhovy kal éu mo[Mépwt kai év eipvn |
4ovhel kal Gomovdel.

13 COJOCARU 2016A (passim), especially 180-193.

14To the 174 documents catalogued in COJOCARU 2016A: 50-152 is to be added IGBulg V 5094 (a decree from Mesambria): [—
——ITI[-——] | [-——]INOQ[-—-] | [-——] . INAITE[-——] |*[- ——] owrwvi[a(?) ———] | [SeSoxBar tait fovhar kai t@]t Sqpwt . . . INT[—
——] | [= = —]oig moepovor TIO[———] | [8e8600a1 8¢ abravr k]ai é<k>ybvorg mpokeviav, nf o] |*[Arreiav, mavrwy xpnuldtwv iolo]téetav kai
elo]| [mhovv kal éxmhovy o [Népov kai elpdvag dovlel | [kal domovSei kai époSov] émitarv Bovddy ke Tov 8| [ pov mpdrors peta ériepd], Tov 88 Tapiav
dvarypé|*[Yavra 1o Yaiopa Tobto] €lg Tehap@va Aevkod A[{][Bov dvabépey €ig to iep]ov tod Sapdmog. I am grateful to Thibaut Castelli for
drawing my attention to this document. The first proxeny decree from Tyras was published by IVANTCHIK 2017: 968-970. For two other
recently published documents, see the note below.

15 20 stone inscriptions + two attestation of ateleia by Isoc. 17.57 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 91, nr. 70) and Dem. 20.31 (cf.
COJOCARU 2016A: 91-92, nr. 71). In addition to the 20 stone inscriptions catalogued by COJOCARU 2016A: 92-100, nr. 72-91, we can
now add two fragmentary decrees published by SHELOV-KOVEDYAEV 2018.

16 One stone inscription + one attestation of immunitas (= ateleia) by Ov. Pont. 4.9.101-103 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 104, nr. 98).

17 IVANTCHIK 2017: 968-970 + Ovinius Tertullus’ letter to the magistrates, boule and demos of Tyras (IOSPE I* 4, cf.
COJOCARU 2016A: 105-106, nr. 100), with mention of tax exemption (immunitas = ateleia) and the right of citizenship.
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City Proxeny decrees (ateleia, proxenia, politeia) Total (estimated) of the stone inscriptions
Apollonia 2 ca. 100
Bosporan Kingdom 24 ca. 1600
(cities of)
Byzantium 4 ca. 400
Chalcedon 4 ca. 150
Callatis 15 ca. 270
Chersonesus 40 ca. 600
Dionysopolis 5 ca. 80
Histria 14 ca. 500
Mesambria 12 ca. 50
QOdessus 7 ca. 300
Olbia 41 ca. 600
Sinope 5 ca. 230
Tios 1 ca. 100
Tomis 2 ca. 600
Tyras 2 ca.70
Tab. L. Proxeny decrees (ateleia, proxenia, politeia) in the Black Sea region. Statistics.'®
City|Apollonia |Bosporan  |Dionysopolis |Histria Odessus Olbia Sinope Tios Tomis |Tyras
Kingdom
Century
50 BC Athens Heraclea, Sinope
40 BC Amisus - Odessus uncertain-1 Athens, Callatis
Piraeus Byzantium Kos
Apollonia?-2 Chalcedon, uncertain-2
Athens Chersonesus
Chalcedon Heraclea, Heraclea ?
Chios? Histria,
Kromna (in Mesambria
Paphlagonia) Miletus
Mytilene Orchomenus (in
uncertain-12 Arcadia)
Sinope/ Heraclea ?
Thesalia ?
uncertain-8
394BC  |uncertain - |Histria? Callatis Apollonia-2  |Chersonesus |Byzantium ? Kos uncertain-1
1 Callatis, uncertain-3  |Callatis, Histria
Chios Rhodes-2
uncertain-3 uncertain-8
2dBC Mesambria Callatis Antiohia Amisus Tyras
uncertain-1 Samothrace |Callatis Chersonesus
Tomis Smyma
uncertain-3 Tomis, Tyras
1tBC Tarsos uncertain-1 Heraion
Teichos
1stAD uncertain-2 Ovid
2d AD Prousa ad Hypium Chersonesus

Tab. II. Proxenoi in the Ionian city-states on the Black Sea coas

18 Revised version of COJOCARU 2016A: 155, Tab. L.
19 Revised version of COJOCARU 2016A: 234, Tab. VIIL
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City | Byzantium Chalcedon Callatis Chersonesus Mesambria
Century
4hBC uncertain-1 uncertain-1?
34BC Apollonia Olbia Apollonia
Chersonesus-2 Rhodes Callatis
Dionysopolis uncertain-1 Neapolis
Elea, Mytilene Sadalas
Paros, Tyras Thessalia
uncertain-3 uncertain-3
2MdBC Miletus Byzantium uncertain-1 Amisus Del- - -], son of
Seleukeia Seleukeia (Cilicia) Sinope Dezas, ast
(Cilicia) uncertain-1
18t BC Heraclea?
uncertain-2
Hellen. time Olbia? uncertain-1 uncertain-1
uncertain-1
1stAD Olbia uncertain-1 Heraclea
uncertain-1
2rd AD Amastris-2
Amastris?
Heraclea-3
Sinope-3
T. Aurelius
Calpurnianus
Aurelia Paulina
uncertain-11
Roman time uncertain-7

Tab. III. Proxenoi in the Dorian city-states on the Black Sea coast.*

This division by itself seems to underline the outstanding role of Olbia as the most important trading centre of
the region from the Archaic to the Hellenistic age.>' In contrast, the status of Tomis appears to have been insignificant in
the pre-Roman period. Actually, it was still an emporion depending on Histria and Callatis up to the middle of the 3%
century BC.?2 As the metropolis of the western Pontus (pntpémohig Tod Edwvipov ITévrov*), the city reached its historical
heyday and became a popular residence choice for many foreigners only in the first century AD. Nevertheless, the
Tomitans — as well as other Greek communities of the western and southern Black Sea coast under Roman rule - stopped
awarding proxeny by that time. On the northern Black Sea coast, the lack of evidence from Tyras** indicates quite clearly,
in my opinion, that this settlement functioned mainly as a transit centre for trade with other Pontic and non-Pontic poleis,>
thus acting just as a ‘rest stop’ for ‘les étrangers de passage’. In fact, for the pre-Roman period we do not have more than
three honorary decrees from this polis.*®

Furthermore, one might mention the absence of documentary evidence from Heraclea and the insignificant
number of items from Byzantium, Chalcedon and Sinope. However, many of their own citizens were honoured as
proxenoi abroad (Tab.IV-V). Asfor the other city-states on the Black Sea coast — whether Ionian, such as Olbia and Histria,
or Dorian, such as Callatis and Chersonesus — their situation is quite different. Since these emerged due to trade routes on

20 Revised version of COJOCARU 2016A: 235, Tab. IX.

21 Relevant in this respect seems to be the testimony of Herodotus, who sees the city as ‘the centre of Scythia’ (Hdt. 4.17): énd Tod
Bopuabeveitéwv éymopiov (todo yip mapabadacoiwv peoaitarsy éotimdons Tig Zkvbing) (...). Thave pointed out the outstanding role of Olbia
as the most important trading centre of the region elsewhere, see COJOCARU 2013: 94-95, with n. 35.

22 Regarding the status of emporion of Tomis, see esp. ROBU 2014, with references to primary sources and scholarship.

2 So, for example, ISM 1192, 1. 9-12 (ca. 222-235 AD): (...) foudd] 8fjpog Tijg hay|mpotémng pntpomédews | kai a' Tod Evwvopov
I6vrov |2 Tépews. CL ISM II 54 (ca. 139-144 AD), ISM 11 70 (ca. 161-169 AD), ISM 1I 82 (under Septimius Severus), ISM II 97 (the
Severan era).

2 Ovinius Tertullus’ letter from AD 201 (cf. above n. 18) is only an indirect piece of evidence for the previous functioning of the
proxeny.

2 Interesting to note that Nilos from Tyras, honoured as proxenos at Tomis (ISM I S, cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 103-104, Nr. 97) is
mentioned as a contact person between Tomitai and Olbiopolitai and not between Tomitai and Tyritai.

26 SEG 49, 1051 and BE 1964, 309 (cf. COJOCARU 2013: 110, Nr. 24 and 25). To this we now add IVANTCHIK 2017.
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the fringes of the Mediterranean, they benefited extensively from the institution of proxeny when establishing commerecial,
political, cultural and religious relations with other poleis in the Black Sea region, with other non-Pontic Greek
communities, as well as with the ‘barbarians’ from the hinterland (Tab. II-III).

Besides the statistical data, the existing database allowed me to elaborate a more or less extensive commentary,
structured according to several categories: the concept of proxenos and proxenia,”” proxeny decrees as a source type and

research task,?® methodological problems,” history of research,*® evolution of formulas,

2

issuing authorities for the
proxeny decrees, recipients (proxenoi),*> awarded privileges** places where the decrees where pronounced and
exhibited,® and lastly the geographical distribution of the proxenoi based on ethnics.* A separate chapter is dedicated to
the foreigners of Pontic origin as proxenoi in other regions of the oikoumene.>” Given the limits of this paper, in the following
section I confine myself to the status of foreigners as proxenoi in the Pontic city-states, comparing the evidence with some

Pontikoi as representatives of their communities in other parts of the oikoumene.

2. BIFOCAL PERSPECTIVE: PROXENOI IN THE PONTUS EUXINUS
VERSUS PONTIKOI AS PROXENOI ABROAD

Proposals for grants of ateleia and later of proxenia were the most common means through which the civic
community collectively expressed links with the outside world. Such customs should be seen more broadly in the context
of a typically Greek desire of networking and building ties with other poleis.*® Athens’ trade and diplomatic network in the
Black Sea area in the 6% century BC* was seminal for the export of the proxeny institution. From then on, its further
development depended on the complexity of the external relations of each polis.

The early documentary evidence, the so-called ateleia decrees from Olbia, seems to reveal that the institution was
initially rooted exclusively in trade connections. The trade-community of Borysthenes was interested in having strong
business partners in other important centres, such as with Ietrokles, son of Hekataios, from Sinope,*® or someone from
Heraclea Pontica.*' Protecting people and goods was of high importance since the Archaic period.*” The next stage
involved entire communities, for grants such as the right of sailing in and out of the harbour without threat of seizure (and
without the need for a treaty, both in war and peace time) required legislation binding the whole polis.**

On the northern Black Sea coast, only the Bosporan Kingdom seems to have enjoyed a similar importance as
Olbia as of the 4" century BC, especially for the south-Pontic and non-Pontic poleis. Hence, a relatively high number of

*” COJOCARU 2016A: 16-21.

2 COJOCARU 2016A: 21-23.

* COJOCARU 2016A: 23-25.

3 COJOCARU 2016A: 26-49.

31 COJOCARU 2016A: 158-169.

32 COJOCARU 2016A: 169-180.

33 COJOCARU 2016A: 180-193.

3 COJOCARU 2016A: 194-223.

35 COJOCARU 2016A: 224-230.

3 COJOCARU 2016A: 231-235.

37 COJOCARU 2016A: 236-248.

3 Cf. MACK 2015: 207.

% PANITSCHEK 1988 (with bibliography). Cf. BRASHINSKIY 1963; 1967; BOUZEK 1989.

©IGDOP 1 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 66, Nr. 29).

' NO 2 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 67-68, Nr. 30).

# As evidenced very clearly by an inscription on lead, mentioning Achillodoros, around 550-500 BC (IGDOP 23): “Protagoras,
your father sends instructions to you. He is being wronged by Matasys, for he is enslaving him and has deprived him of his cargo-carrier [or: of
the shipment]. Go to Anaxagoras and tell him the story, for he [Matasys] asserts that he [Achillodoros] is the slave of Anaxagoras, claiming:
‘Anaxagoras has my property, slaves, both female and male, and houses.’ But he [Achillodoros] disputes it and denies that there is anything
between him and Matasys and says that he is free and that there is nothing between him and Matasys. But what there is between him and
Anaxagoras, they alone know. Tell this to Anaxagoras and the (his?) wife. Beside, he sends you these other instructions: take the (your?) mother
and the (your?) brothers, who are among the Arbinatai, to the city. The ship-guard himself, having come to him, will go directly down [or:
down to Thyora]” (transl. by CECCARELLI 2013: 335-336).

* For example, see above, n. 13.
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ateleia and proxenia grants have been found — at least 22 documents have survived. The king with his sons is always named
as the issuing authority.** The low level of autonomy among the Bosporan cities prevented them from developing external
relations through proxeny grants. Yet, at least one of these cities seems to have enjoyed, for a short period, real autonomy,
as seems to be reflected in an undated fragment of a citizenship grant: “The Council and the People of Phanagoria included
soldiers from abroad in the lists of citizens, because they had been campaigning for a long time with citizens”.*
Interestingly, this politeia decree ends somewhat abruptly with a formula which seems to be borrowed from the earlier
ateleia documents — “they shall have the right to exit and enter (the port)”.* This may imply the lack of a proxeny tradition
in an important Bosporan city such as Phanagoria.

During the first stage of existence of the proxeny institution, Olbia, Dionysopolis and the Bosporan dynasts
granted privileges and warranties to foreigners who were useful as reliable partners in brokering imports and exports
on their domestic markets. But already the grant from Sinope to Kallipidas, son of Emmenidas, from Cos,*” or to
Sat[yros, son of such], from Callatis,* shows that some poleis in the area of Pontus Euxinus in the early fourth century
became interested in configuring proxenoi networks to support their commercial interests (not only) in their home
cities. It is true that a motivation like “[he] is full of zeal towards the (our) city / the people of Sinope™ does not tell
us yet much about the service provided, but it shows the full maturity of an institution which worked for more than six
hundred years in the Pontic world. In the 34— 2" centuries BC, a proxenos is defined most often as a well-disposed and
zealous man towards the polis issuing the proxeny decree and providing services to those of the citizens who come to
him whether on private or public business.®® After the prescript and enactment formula, but before the award of
proxenia and various honours, most typical documents comprise a vague clause indicating the reasons for which a
specific motion was proposed. According to W. Mack, this paradigmatic language “reflected and reinforced citizens’
expectations of their city’s proxenoi, but it also shaped their understanding of the relationship they had with any cities
which had named them proxenoi and, indeed, informed them of the attitude and actions appropriate if they had any
ambitions to become proxenoi of another community”.%!

On the northern shore of the Black Sea, at Olbia and especially at Chersonesus, citizenship on the basis of
proxenia along with other privileges, including the right of sailing in and out of the harbour without threat of seizure and
without the need for a treaty, both in war and peace time, was still granted in the 2™ century AD. Evidence for the survival
of this institution attests, at the same time, the continuing autonomy of these poleis as regards their external relations. If we
adopt a diachronic perspective, the first document — an ateleia grant from Olbia for a Sinopean®” — dates to the second
quarter of the S* century BC. The later documents include the proxeny decrees from Chersonesus, dated to AD 174, for
T. Aurelius Calpurnianus Apollonides, financial procurator of Moesia Inferior, and for his wife Aurelia Paulina.>* On this
basis, one may well assume a large degree of continuity over seven centuries of the proxeny practice, as a special institution

#E. g CIRB 1 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 95, Nr. 78) 1. 2-9: ITaupiod8ng kol maride[g — — — wi] | Atovuoiov Ietpaci kai [éxydvorg] |*
8ooav mpokeviav k[ al drélet] [av Tavrwy xpnpdrw(v &v mav] |1t Boomdpwy, avrois kall Bepdmov|ot]v toig Tobrwy Kai e[ lomhovy |* kai €]kmhovy kai
oM [ pov kai i| privng] dovdel kali domovei].

* SEG 41, 625 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 100, Nr. 91) 1. 2-4: (...) @avayoprr@v 1} fovd] kai & Sfjpog Todg émd E€jvng orparmicrag
émohrroypagnoay Sid to ¢k Xpd| vwv ikaviy cuvotpatedoacar (...).

% Ibidem, 1. 11-12: ( ... ) #otw 8¢ avroig &kp[Novg] | kai glomovs.

#1.Sinope S (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 101, Nr. 94).

#1.Sinope 3 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 101, Nr. 95).

# TIp6Bupdg éotimept Ty M (LSinope S, 1. 4-5) /1dv Svwméwy Sfpov (LSinope 3,1.4-5).

50 See, for example, IGBulg I* 13 ter (Dionysopolis), 1. 3-10: (...) [#ne1]8%) Awvoaiog Ao|*[voaiov K]aXhatiavdg tivou[s | dv kal
7p6]Ovpog Statedel | [kowijL Te] T@L St kai i8[i|ar Toig év]rvyxdvovor @v |* [mohrdv e]Uypnotov tavtdv | [&v mavti kat]pdt
mapaockeu[d|ler (...).

ST MACK 2015: 29. Cf. 36-37: ,,Utility was central to the proxenos-paradigm, and this aspect was stressed when, as frequently,
recipients of proxenia were described as chrésimos or euchreéstos, or, indeed, more commonly, as prothumos — which was roughly equivalent,
meaning ‘eager to perform services for the polis’, as we can see in the ways in which it was sometimes expanded with the infinitive and used in
relation to the other terms”.

52 See above n. 41.

% SEG 45, 985 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 139-142, nr. 49-50). Cf, e.g, VINOGRADOV 1996; HAENSCH 2005; 2009; PUECH
2012, esp. 211. Cf. JAJLENKO 2017, with a reprint of the document and an extended commentary.
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of interstate-relations in the Black Sea region. And while its origin®* is to be sought in the Greek mainland, hundreds of
documents from the Pontic Greek cities contributed to the long-term existence of the proxeny in all its complexity at the
periphery of the oikoumene.

Towards the end of my paper, I would like to say a few words on the ethnika of the foreign proxenoi in the Pontic
city-states (Tab. IV-V), in contrast to other Pontikoi as representatives of their communities in other parts of the oikoumene
(Tab. ILIII).

City | Amisus Apollonia Bosporan Olbia Sinope
Century Kingdom
4hBC Athens Athens Chios
Chios Kos
34BC Oropos Delos Delos Delphi Delphi-2, Histiaia
Delphi Kletor (in Arcadia)
Kolophon
Oropos, Thermos
204 BC Knosos Delos-2

Tab. IV. Citizens of Ionian Pontic communities attested as proxenoi outside the Pontus Euxinus
(cf. COJOCARU 2016A, 246 Tab. X).

The earliest attestations point to the existence of trade links between Olbia and Sinope and Heraclea, and
between the Bosporan Kingdom and Athens respectively.>® With the 4" century BC, the contacts became more intense
and varied. The network actually involved all of the first-tier poleis in the Black Sea area. In addition, it comprised centres
from outside the Pontus Euxinus, such as Athens, Chios, Cos, Miletus, Mytilene, Orchomenus in Arcadia, Rhodes,
Samothrace, Smyrna, Tarsus, Thasos, possibly also Antioch and Heraion Teichos.*® However, we must bear in mind that
in many cases the fragmentary nature of the epigraphic sources diminishes our certainty regarding the place of origin of

proxenoi.
City | Byzantium Chalcedon Callatis Chersonesus Heraclea Mesambria
Century
5hBC Athens
4hBC Athens-2, Chios
Delos, Delphi Carthaea Athens-3
Heraion (island (island Cea)
Samos), Kos
Oenoe (island
Icaria), Theba
34BC Athens, Carthaea Athens Delphi-2 Delphi Delphi Oropos
(island Cea) Delos Eresos (island Heraion (island
Delos-4, Delphi-4 Histiaia (island Lesbos) Samos)
Eresos (island Euboea) Oropos-2 Histiaia (island
Lesbos) Samothrace Euboea) ?
Oropos-3 Thermos Oropos-2
Tenos (island) (Aetolia) Thermos (Aetolia)
Termos
20dBC Delos Lindos Delphi Delos
Mylasa Maronea
24 AD Delphi
Tab. V. Citizens of Dorian Pontic communities attested as proxenoi outside the Pontus Euxinus
(cf. COJOCARU 2016A, 247 Tab. XII).
5% Cf. already Hom. II. 6.212-231, with a commentary of this passage by MITCHELL 1997: 12-13 and SANTIAGO ALVAREZ
2013: 34.

55 The earliest evidence consists of two literary festimonia, see above n. 16.

56 The latter two cities are mentioned as the place of origin of two councillors of the dynasts Sadalas and Kanitas — IGBulg I* 307 and
41 (cf. COJOCARU 2016A: 173-174, nr. 66 and 63, nr. 26).
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In the case of the Dorian city-states (Tab. V), aside from Byzantium and Chalcedon (where the institution is
known only through a few late inscriptions), we see that Callatis, Chersonesus, and Mesambria appear, almost exclusively,
as the ‘adoptive homeland’ of citizens from other Pontic city-states. There is a greater openness of Mesambria to the
Thracian hinterland, and one may also mention the intense and long-lasting relations maintained by Chersonesus with
the south-Pontic poleis, especially the metropolis Heraclea. Only Callatis seems to have extended its network beyond the
Pontus Euxinus. Thus, in the 3" century BC, the city had some interest at least in Elea, Mytilene and Paros. The pre-
eminent position that the city held in the Hellenistic period is confirmed by the presence of Callatians as proxenoi in the
most important poleis of the Black Sea area — Chersonesus, Dionysopolis, Histria, Mesambria, Odessus, Olbia, Sinope
(Tab. II-TID).

Regarding the citizens of Pontic communities attested as proxenoi outside the Pontus Euxinus (Tab. IV-V), we
encountered almost exclusively natives of Byzantium, Chalcedon, Heraclea, and Sinope until the 4% century BC. In the
34- 2% centuries, the list of endorsements is completed by some Callatians, Chersonesitans, Mesambrians and Olbians,
but actually only at Delos, Delphi and Oropos (as evidence for cultic ties).

The status of the Pontikoi attested as proxenoi in other parts of the oikoumene could be the matter of another
research. On this occasion, I only recall the well-known story of Lykon, a citizen of Heraclea, as attested in Apollodorus’
speech against the proxenos Kallippos: ,No sooner had Lykon set out, and was sailing around the Argolian gulf, than his
ship was captured by pirate vessels and his goods taken to Argos, while he himself was shot down by an arrow, and met his
death. Immediately after this mischance this man Kallippos came to the bank, and asked whether they knew Lykon, the
Herakleian. Phormion, who is here present, answered that they knew him. «Was he a customer of yours?>» Phormion
replied that he was, «but why do you ask?>» «Why? I will tell you. He is dead and, as it happens, I am proxenos of the
Herakleiotai. I demand therefore that you show me your books, that I may know whether he has left any money; for I must
of necessity look after the affairs of all the men of Herakleia.»”.5®

In contrast with all this evidence, we have no information on who managed the business of men from Athens at
Heraclea. One of the most important trade centres of the Classical and Hellenistic world has so far remained without any
documented proxeny decree. Bitter irony, indeed.

7 Cf. COJOCARU 2016C.

38 Dem. 52.5: T0xng 8¢ ovpPdong Totavtg @ Avkwvi oty dote £00D¢ EkmAéovTa abTdv TEpL TOV ApYOAkdY KOATTOV D0 ANoTpidwy
ve@v Td Te Xpripara katayOivar eig Apyog kai attov Tofevdévra dmoBavely, Epxetat émi Ty Tpdnelav Kd\hurmog obtoot e00dg épwtdv, Avkwva
Hparxhedv el yryvookotey. dmokpwvapévov §& Qopyiwvog Tovtovi dttyryviokotey, ‘@pa kai éxpijto Opiv’; Epn 6 Goppiwv: ‘@NAX Tpdg T £pwTas’;
‘Tpdg Tl En: “Eyd co ép@. ExeTvog ptv etedebKev, £yd 88 mpokevay Toyydvw T@v Hparhewtdv. 4o 81 oe Setfa pou tar ypappora, b’ eldd et
katohéhourev dpydptov: € dvdykng ydp poi éoty amdviwv Hparxhewt@v émpeheiodar’ (Trans. by Norman W. & J. DeWitt, adapted). For a
recent discussion of this passage, see MACK 2015: 77-81.
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