Summary 

Friederike Fless

The subject of the conference “The Meetings of cultures in the Black Sea Region: between conflict and coexistence” was discussed in the single papers on the basis of different objects of material culture and concerning regions with differing types of landscape as well as structured differently politically. The papers offered the possibility to enter into different discourses and to take part of different points of view - they integrated different perspectives and deconstructed long existing paradigms and constructed new models.

Let us start with the lecture given by Pia Guldager Bilde, also for thanking her and the members of the Black Sea Center organizing this fantastic conference and formulating the scientific question for the conference. Without such a question you will not get the same quality of results. 

She introduced into the discussion the model of the Diaspora. We have discussed the possibilities and the value of using this model for describing the situations in the colonies and their Hinterland. An important result was that the model is able not only to describe the situation of the contact between two opponents, colony and indigenous tribes in the hinterland, but also to introduce - a little bit - a psychological aspect into the discussion of material culture. What happens when someone live in a house in a foreign country. Does a situation exist, where people feel anxious or afraid, not secure? Do they therefore need and choose special forms in cult practice and religious belief? Do they compensate a traumatic experience of strangeness? 

We know on one hand about the limits to answer such questions, to give the archaeological material a biography. On the other hand we notice that there exist special forms in Olbian religious practice and eschatological system. And it is necessary to ask these questions. We have to ask if there is a possibility to understand some very special phenomena in the colonies of Magna Graecia and the Black Sea region as a result of the special experience living in such a situation. Would the situation strengthen a special habit like that one described by Dion from Prusa. He describes the Olbiopolitai as the outpost and the refuge of Homeric tradition in ancient society. 

We have learned to perceive the situation in different ways. David Braund and Robin Osborne both used both the Skyles episode of Herodotus in their argumentation. They showed both that the story itself includes different perspectives. You can read it as a Scythian, Olbian or Herodotean tale. And you can introduce it in a wider cultural context. 

Robin Osborne reminded us to see the polis Olbia as part of a discourse inside the Greek world. They practice Greek cult, but also develop in there formulas in official inscriptions in dependence on the formulas in other Greek poleis special conditions to facilitate trade. 

David Braund has shown us the way tales about origins are introduced to explain special historical and social situations in colonies. But he also led us into a world of Greek mentality, into the world of thoughts that understand exchange like other categories as dangerous and corrosive. And he also reminds us that we are able to recognize only the elite discourses and not the lower discourses of ancient societies. Both lectures allow us to take the Greek perspective that has also been explained to be an important perspective in the paper about the colonies in Thrace. But I will return to this later. 

The “inscriptions speak loudly in Olbia”, people use special cult objects with inscriptions and produce a lot of other inscriptions. Robine Osborne and Askold Ivančik informed us about the medium of the inscriptions, their formula and contexts and their prosopographical dimension. In Olbia we can see the results of a long history of the colony, where many families with non-Greek names became members of the polis administration. The former foreigners in Olbia, named in the inscriptions, really live and practice the Greek polis, they are permanent participants of the agorazein, not only guests like Skyles. 

A couple of important lectures regarded the organization of landscape and also the problem how to connect the archaeological information’s with the anthropological dimension of conflict or coexistence. We learned about the special situation in the hinterland of Sybaris, which Peter Attema spoke about, and in the Thracian region as shown by Alexandre Baralis and Atila Riapov. We see that we have not only one model – the Metapont-model –, but we have a variety of models. We have poleis without an extended chora like in some parts of Thrace, where we have colonies and indigenous settlements close to each other, almost like neighbours. 

A comparable situation is visible in the necropolis of Pichvnari as shown by Michael Vickers and Amiran Kakhidze. In one part of the necropolis we have graves with a strong Greek influence on the level of material culture but Kolchian burial rites, in the other part of the necropolis we find Greek graves and Greek burial custom. For Pichvnary Michael Vickers discussed the character of such a Kolchian settlement without significant Greek structures but Greek graves. 

In Sybaris on the other hand we have a situation, that at the foothills in distance to the colony live indigenous tribes. For Sybaris it seams difficult to interpret the quality of interaction between both. But we get a very precise picture of the variety of situations and their forms. Also we learned that we have to integrate in our argumentation, that there are problems among the Greek cities – conflicts and wars between Greek cities are important factors of acting and reacting. But we have also to introduce into the discussion the possibility that the same could be normal for the indigenous tribes. Not all traces of destruction are results of a conflict between Greek and non-Greek societies. David Braund has shown that we have to remember, when interpreting such situations, that we have to think about the usefulness of situations for the local tribes. Also this factor can stimulate to coexist.

But we also heard about other perspectives trying to understand the situation of the Greek colonization and the people planning settlements abroad. Jakob Munk Højte deconstructed many standard arguments and models by asking why colonization occasionally fails. What are the reasons for becoming a loser among the colonists? It is the question also about the way using and marking the landscape via settlements: sometimes it works but sometimes they gave up or never try to build a colony. Such questions are actually part of an international scientific discussion. It‘s the discussion under the term “the spatial turn”. It means to understand space as determinant and product of cultural and historical processes. 

The Roman occupation of the Black Sea Region was discussed by Emzar Kakhidze concerning the Castle Apsaros in southern Georgia. In comparison to the northwestern provinces it seems astonishing that in the Black Sea Region Roman fortresses are orientated to the sea. They not only mark the boarders of the Imperium Romanum. 

Space stands also in the centre of another lecture, deconstructing an old paradigm. Are the Sarmatians a group living in a defined territory around the Volgograd region, once starting travelling west and destroying the Scythian culture there? Valentina Mordvintseva explained the construction and development of the Sarmatian paradigm, the consequences for the dating and interpreting of material culture and about the problems, that it is not possible to verify this paradigm securely on the basis of the archaeological material. 

Archaeological cultures can be described and the situation under the influence of different cultures can be explained, like Nadja Gavvriljuk showed for the Greek pottery in Scythian graves. It’s not material of great value by itself but it is of value too fullfill special functions in the Scythian burial customs. This is a really important result. Another is that we can recognize a specific choice of ceramic types. Scythian women liked kantharoi. We have learned also about the choice of ceramic types in the Bosporan kingdom, differing between cities but consisting mostly of symposium vessels. This differentiation was one subject of Katherine Morgan’s paper about the Ionian Influence in cities of the later Bosporan territory. 

The intensity and dynamics of distribution also played an important role in the paper given by Latife Summerer. She showed the reception and transformation of roof tiles and their ornamentation between the South Coast of the Black Sea (Sinope, Amisos) and the Hinterland. The roof tiles allow us to understand not only the Greek influence but also influences of Anatolian Cultures.

The example of the Scythian, Sarmatian and also Cappadocian cultures shows that there are special patterns of foreign cultures that are able to fulfil a special function in non-Greek societies. To understand the modes and intensity of integrating foreign objects into a culture is important not only to reconstruct the material culture, but also to understand the context and system of material culture of the indigenous tribes as part of social and symbolic practice. 
We had a similar discussion about the important finds in the hilltop sanctuary near Gurzuf in the Mountain Crimea. Natalia Novicenkova showed us objects of Mediterranean and Bosporan types as part of ritual activity in a sanctuary lacking a sophisticated architectural structure. The main point of discussion was to define the character of the objects. Are they of Roman type or of Roman origin? Where were they produced and how did these objects become part of the local culture? Is it a result of a direct Roman presence? And if so – of which Romans? Roman legionaries or Roman auxiliaries? Was the Bosporan nobility the mediator between Mediterranean culture and the Taurian tribes? And last but not least are those objects prestige objects of an exotic character or part of a culture influenced by the Mediterranean culture since centuries?
Jurij Vinogradov in his lecture allowed us to have a look on the history of the northern Black Sea region especially of the Bosporan Kingdom in a long time perspective. The subject of the discussion was the influence of migration for the cultural transformation. Migrations are something like a daily phenomenon also in antiquity. We have the exchange of people and goods. But when the phenomenon converts into a critical status things change. Is the migration the main reason for a transformation of complex cultural systems?

To understand the transformation of complex societies in the situation of cultural contact was the main point of our interests in the last days. We try to understand the material culture as result of contact and as a source for the reconstruction of coexistence. 

Here I like to quote the lecture given by Katherine Morgan: she also reminded us in which way we are preoccupied by special models, for example about Ionian influence, but one can also quotes the paradigm of the Sarmatians. We have to understand the internal dynamics and processes to make the situation clear and we try to understand the modes of organizing and using landscape in a situation of founding settlements, living in conflict or coexistence. 

The final discussion gave us a perspective for further archaeological and historical research. On one hand, the participants refer to the necessity to understand the processes in a broad comparative perspective. On the other hand, the necessity for local and regional research to understand the variability of phenomena was mentioned. Robin Osborn was fascinated by the phenomenon that some societies seem to have a thick and others a thin coherence. Therefore, the possibility for and the dynamic of transformation seems to be different too. 
