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ABSTRACT 

This paper discusses the theoretical problem of the mediation between macro 

and micro scales of analysis in Global History, centered on the analysis of the 

temple of Mithridates dedicated by a certain Helianax in 102/1 BC in the 

Samothrakeion of Delos. After describing the available archaeological and 

epigraphical evidence, the paper discusses the concepts of (urban) insularity, 

world/global city, and integration fields, in order to explore their explanatory 

power for the analysis of the integration fields and modes of integration 

visible in Helianax’s dedication. 
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1. Introduction 

The emergence of Global History as a distinct field in the last decades has attracted 

the attention of many historians who have been, in their respective fields, engaged in the 

critique of eurocentrism and methodological internalism2. Ancient historians were no 

exception. Struggling against the role eurocentrism played in its constitution since, at 

leats, the 1980’s, the field of Ancient History recently saw the profusion of works 

promoting a dialogue with the field of Global History regarding either the 

macrocomparison between cultures or empires3, or the study of ancient ‘globalizations’, 

networks, circulations, world-systems, and connections4. As expected, many critical 

questions made against Global History (Drayton & Motadel, 2018) were received by 

global-inspired Ancient Historians: do global approaches suppress local specificity, short-

term processes, political frontiers, and individual agencies? Are global histories limited 

to ‘globalized’ social elites or exceptionally ‘global’ individuals? Do meanings and 

symbols play a role in Global History? These questions, which in a sense reflect the 

anxiety of cultural and social historians towards a supposed resurgence of the twentieth 

century, political/economic-oriented, and macro-scaled World History (inspired by either 

Braudel or McNeill, despite the deep differences; see (Mazlish, 1998), have fomented the 

construction of a very diversified set of approaches and models, both in Global History 

and in global-inspired Ancient History. This paper intends to contribute to this debate by 

exploring the mediations between micro and macro scales of analysis. Here, the micro 

scale is constituted by the analysis of a tiny building dedicated in a tiny sanctuary located 

on a tiny island, active for little more than a decade – the temple5 of Mithridates of Pontus 

in the Delian Samothrakeion, dedicated in 102/1 and abandoned (probably) in 89/886. The 

macro scale, in turn, focuses in the many integration fields (re)produced through that 

building, namely the fields of Athenian cleruchies, Hellenistic euergetism, East 

 

2 Cf. Amin, 2011; Anievas & Matin, 2016; Beckert & Sachsenmaier, 2018; Belich et al., 2016; Conrad, 

2016; Crossley, 2008; Karras et al., 2017; Olstein, 2015; Sachsenmaier, 2011). 
3 Cf. Bang & Bayly, 2011; Hansen, 2000; Hansen et al., 2002; Lloyd et al., 2018; Mutschler & Mittag, 

2008; Scheidel, 2009. 
4 Cf. Constantakopoulou, 2017; Guarinello, 2010; Hodos, 2006; Hodos & Geurds, 2017; Horden & Purcell, 

2000; Knappett, 2011; Knappett & Society for American Archaeology, 2013; LaBianca & Scham, 2014; 

Leidwanger & Knappett, 2018; Pitts & Versluys, 2014; Purcell, 2016; Vlassopoulos, 2013; Wilkinson et 

al., 2011). 
5 The building is often called ‘monument’ or ‘heroon’ of Mithridates (e.g.(Erciyas, 2001; Roller, 2020). 

However, as Bruneau ( 1970, p. 399) pointed, the dedicatory inscription mentions a naos in honor of 

Mithridates Eupator Dionysos. 
6 All dates are B.C., unless otherwise indicated. 
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Mediterranean trade, Greek religion, and West Afro-Eurasian empires, which articulated 

cities from Rome in the west to Nisa in the East (fig. 1). Bearing in mind these two poles, 

the paper discusses one of their mediations, namely, the ‘global city’ mode of integration 

(a concept borrowed and adapted from contemporary Urban studies), built upon the 

particular features of the Delian urban insularity in the Late Hellenistic period. 

Therefore, the paper starts with a description of the building based on its 

archaeological and epigraphical remains. Then, it discusses the concepts of urban 

insularity, global city and integration fields in order to offer a global-inspired theoretical 

framework for the mediations between macro and micro scales. Finally, it articulates 

micro and macro scales, discussing the meaning of the temple both to the history of the 

urban development of Delos and of the Mediterranean integration under Roman rule. 

 

 

Figure 1: Cities mentioned in this paper. 

 

2. The monument of Mithridates in the Delian Samothrakeion 

Located near the narrow watercourse of Inopos, between the Theatre Hill and the 

foot of the Mount Kynthos at Delos (fig. 2), the Delian sanctuary of the Great Gods of 

Samothrace received in 102/1 the addition of a new building. The inscription on its 

architrave reads: 

 

ID 1562: 

l. 1: [ὁ ἱερεὺς Ἡλιάναξ Ἀσκληπιοδ]ώ̣ρου Ἀθηναῖος, ὁ διὰ βίου ἱερεὺς Πο[σειδῶνος Αἰσίου, 

γενόμενο]ς καὶ Θεῶν Με[γάλων Σαμο]θρ̣ά̣κω̣̣ν ̣Δ̣ι̣ο̣σκ̣ο̣ύ̣̣ρω̣ν ̣[Καβείρων] 
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l. 2: [ὑπὲρ τοῦ δήμου τοῦ Ἀθηναίων καὶ τ]οῦ δήμου τοῦ Ῥωμαίων τὸν ναὸν̣ [καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῶι 

ἀγάλματα καὶ τ]ὰ ὅπλα θεοῖς οἷς ἱερά[τευσε καὶ βασιλ]εῖ Μιθραδάτηι Εὐπάτορι Διονύσωι, 

l. 3: [ἐπὶ ἐπιμελητοῦ] τῆς νήσου Θεοδότου τοῦ Διοδώρου Σουνιέως. 

 

The priest Helianax, son of Asklepiodoros, an Athenian, priest for life of Poseidon Aisios, having 

become also the priest of the Great Gods of Samothrace, the Dioskouroi Kabeiroi, / on behalf of the 

demos of the Athenians and the demos of the Romans [dedicated] the temple and the statues in it 

and the weapons to the gods whom he has served, and to the king Mithridates Eupator Dionysos. / 

When Theodotus, son of Diodoros of Sounion, was epimeletes of the island. (trans. by A. M. (Sitz, 

2017, p. 242). 

 

Figure 2: Plan of Delos, from the SIG de Délos (École Française d’Athènes), available at http://www.sig-

delos.efa.gr. 

 

The dedicant, Helianax of Athens, son of Asklepiodoros, is mentioned in only one 

inscription aside from those from the Samothrakeion: he appears as the dedicant of a 

statue for Antiochos VIII of Syria and his wife Kleopatra in the sanctuary of Apollo, dated 

also to 102/1 (ID 1552). There is no consensus about Helianax’s family background, but 

a Delian inscription of 160/159 (ID 1555) may offer a clue: three Rhodian citizens, a 
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certain Agathanax, son of Epigenes, and the brothers Asklepiodoros and Hermogenes, 

sons of Asklepiodoros, made in that year a dedication to Laodike, sister of the king 

Pharnakes II and sister-wife of Mithridates IV of Pontus, in the Delian sanctuary of 

Apollo. Considering that the father of Helianax was one Asklepiodoros, son of 

Asklepiodoros (as indicated by one of the inscriptions inside the temple of Mithridates), 

F. Durrbach suggested that the above-mentioned Asklepiodoros and Hermogenes were 

actually the grandfather and grand-uncle of Helianax (Durrbach, 1921, p. 106). As Roller 

points out, by dedicating a statue of a Pontic queen at Delos (recently turned a free port 

by Rome and put under Athenian administration in 167), the two Rhodian brothers 

connected the Pontic kingdom with the great island powers of the era – Rhodes and Delos 

– as well as with Rome and Athens (Roller, 2020, p. 77). If the hypothesis is correct, 

Helianax came from a Rhodian family with Pontic connections whose members were 

made Athenian citizens around the middle of the second century (Mattingly, 2004, p. 47). 

Thus, the dedications to Mithridates VI added a new step in the Helianax family’s 

established relations with the Pontic kingdom. 

The inscription identifies Helianax as priest of two cults: he was a lifelong priest of 

Poseidon Aisios, and appointed priest of the civic cult of the Samothracian gods in Delos 

for the year 102/1. In the cult of Poseidon Aisios, ‘auspiciousness’ (probably related to 

safe seafaring) is attested only at Delos and in association to Helianax. The lifelong 

duration of its tenure raised controversy on the civic or private, Greek or oriental nature 

of the cult (Bruneau, 1970, p. 265; Parker, 2017, p. 157, n. 19). The history of the 

Samothrakeion and its cults (to the Great Gods of Samothrace, the Cabeiri, and the 

Diouskouri), in turn, is less obscure, although considerably confusing. Discovered in 

1882 by S. Reinach and excavated in 1909 by J. Hatzfeld, the remains of the sanctuary 

were published by F. Chapouthier in 19357. Three building stages are known. The first is 

dated to the middle of the fourth century, when an enclosure was built in the location 

comprising two terraces, the lower one limited by a semi-circular wall and the upper one 

dominated by a marble tetrastyle doric rectangular building, wider than it is deep, with 

the entrance and porch on the longer side. Although identified by Chapouthier as a temple, 

it was later interpreted as a hestiatorion, or dining chamber related to the cult. The second 

phase starts shortly before 131, when the building was extended to the south, receiving a 

 

7 The excavation history and lengthy description of the remains can be found in Chapouthier (1935). 
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niche left to the entrance. The third and final phase started with the construction of the 

the temple of Mithridates in 102/1, annexed perpendicularly to the earlier temple. The 

name Samothrakeion, however, appears only in the second-century inscriptions, 

associating the cult of the Great Gods with the Cabeiri (from Anatolia) and the 

Dioskouroi. A third century inscription mentions a ‘Kabeirion facing [Mount] Kynthos, 

suggesting that the first phase sanctuary was dedicated to the Anatolian chthonic gods 

known as Kabeiroi. While the assimilation of the Kabeiroi and the Great Gods of 

Samothrace is attested in the Classical period (e.g., Herodotus, 2.51), their assimilation 

to the Dioskouroi appears to have occurred only after 167. Bruneau associated it to the 

Samothracian diaspora in the Hellenistic period (Bruneau, 1970, p. 395), Cole interpreted 

it as an Athenian innovation, due to the radical change in the local community of 

worshippers after the expulsion of the Delians in 167 (Cole, 1984, p. 79)8. All the twelve 

known priests of the Great Gods are Athenians, but it is interesting to note that Helianax 

is the only one not identified by his deme (Bruneau, 1970, p. 397). The location of the 

sanctuary, near the watercourse of the Inopos, must have been dictated by cultic needs. 

In the same period and probably in connection to the sanctuary’s building, a reservoir for 

the Inopos’ waters was built a few meters away, thus diminishing the difficulties arising 

from summer droughts. 

The mention of the act ‘on behalf the demos of the Athenians and the demos of the 

Romans’ points to the special relationship between Athens and Rome during the Second 

Athenian Domination. Rome gave the administration of Delos (along with Imbros, 

Lemnos, Skyros, and Haliartus) to Athens in 167/6, acknowledging its support during the 

Third Macedonian War, in contrast to Pergamon and Rhodes, which would be 

increasingly overlooked by the Senate. The Delians were expelled from the island – 

possibly by violence – and settled in the Peloponnese (Gettel, 2018; Habicht, 1997, p. 

216–219). The Athenians sent a group of colonists and established a new government 

 

8 The dating of the first stage in the fourth century was suggested by Chapouthier, following the analysis 

of architectural remains made by R. Vallois – who didn’t define a terminus post quem before the end of the 

Archaic period (quoted in CHAPOUTHIER, 1935, p. 78). Given the scarcity of clear direct links between 

Delos and Samothrace in the classical period (Cole, 1984, p. 77), it is tempting to associate the construction 

of the sanctuary, or at least the association of the Kabeirion to the Great Gods, with the huge building 

program that followed the liberation of Delos from Athenian rule in the late fourth century 

(Constantakopoulou, 2017, p. 57–110; Moretti, 2015), especially considering the importance of the 

Samothracian mysteries to the dynastic identity of the Macedonian kings (Ginouvès, 1993, p. 197–213), 

who at the time were deeply involved in Cycladic geopolitics and were responsible for the funding – if not 

the construction itself – of monumental buildings at Delos between the fourth and third centuries. 
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with an island governor (selected from the group of former Athenian archons) and 

officials in charge of public finances, the port and markets, the temples, and the 

gymnasium and competitions. Throughout the second century, other groups of residents 

were integrated in the government, as seen in the decrees passed by the Athenian cleruchs 

in addition to Romans and other foreigners (Habicht, 1997, p. 248–250). By granting the 

island to Athens, the Roman Senate also turned it into a free port, which, associated with 

the destruction of Corinth in 146, made Delos the most important Eastern Mediterranean 

center of trade of the second half of the second century, especially for the trade of slaves 

(from the Black Sea, Anatolia, and Syria) and oriental-manufactured goods directed to 

Italy (Bruneau et al., 2013; Kay, 2014, p. 197–213; Rauh, 1993, p. 41–68; Zarmakoupi, 

2018b). The foreign colonies at Delos created many associations, but undoubtedly the 

more powerful was the Italian colony, whose power could be seen in in the so-called 

Agora of the Italians, the largest building of the island, constructed just north of the 

Sanctuary of Apollo. 

The inscription then mentions the dedication of a naos, statues and weapons to the 

gods served by Helianax (i.e., Poseidon, the Great Gods, and the Dioskouroi-Kabeiroi) 

and to Mithridates VI Eupator Dionysos, the king of Pontus and the then hegemonic 

power in the central Black Sea (Ballesteros Pastor, 2018a; Christodoulou, 2015; Erciyas, 

2001, 2005; Højte, 2009; McGing, 1997; Roller, 2020). Pontic kings were already 

honored in Delos, both before and after 167 (Habicht, 1997, p. 253), but Mithridates VI 

had no parallel. As Ballesteros Pastor have showed, by having extended the empire over 

central Anatolia and the coasts of the Black Sea, fighting Scythians, inheriting the 

diplomatic relations of his dynasty, and building a cosmopolite court, Mithridates VI 

could represented himself simultaneously as champion of Greek culture and religion, heir 

of the Persian and Anatolian kings, and friend of Rome (Ballesteros Pastor, 1995, 1998, 

p. 59, 2006, 2018a, 2018b). His increasing power over Anatolia, however, would 

eventually lead to a conflict with the neighbor kingdom of Bithynia. The Roman 

intervention in favor of the Bithynian cause pushed Mithridates to declare war against 

Rome, which included the slaughtering of thousands of Italians residing in Asia Minor in 

89. The so-called Mithridatic Wars included two invasions of Delos by Pontic or Pontic-

allied forces, in 89 and 69; though essaying a recovery after the first invasion, Delos 

would have permanently lost its commercial centrality as well its huge population, being 

for the centuries ahead a symbol of solitude (Bruneau, 1968). At 102/1, however, the war 

between Mithridates and Rome was not on the horizon, and joint dedications to both 



Mare Nostrum, ano 2021, v. 12, n. 2 

172 

Mithridates and Rome were not uncommon (Verdejo Manchado & Antela-Bernárdez, 

2015). 

The naos, in turn, built perpendicular to the Samothrakeion’s hestiaterion, was an 

ionic distyle temple in antis, with a slightly rectangular plan of only 4.30 x 3.05 m, with 

an elevation of 4.65 m (fig. 3). In its pediment and in all inner walls stood busts inserted 

in concave shields or medallions (fig. 4), each one with its own inscription: one in the 

pediment, six in the back wall, and three in the each of the side walls (Chapouthier, 1935; 

Erciyas, 2001, p. 104–115; Kreuz, 2009). The inscriptions, in irregular states of 

conservation, identify the honored and repeat Helianax’s dedication formula. The bust in 

the pediment, instead of representing Mithridates himself, represented an (due to the 

inscription’s fragmentary state) unknown citizen of Amisos. The inner shield busts 

represented a curious sample. In the north wall stood the busts of Diophantos, son of 

Mithares, from Gazioura (residence of Pontic kings in northern Anatolia, near Amisos); 

the king Ariarathes VII of Kappadokia, nephew of Mithridates VI of Pontus, whose main 

capital was Mazaca-Eusebeia; the king Antiochos VIII Epiphanes of Seleucid Syria, 

whose capital was Antioch; Asklepiodoros, father of the priest Helianax, from Athens; an 

unidentified person; and an unidentified official of the Parthian court (whose main royal 

urban centers at the time were Nisa, Hecatompylos, Rhagai and Ecbatana). In the east 

wall stood the busts of an unidentified member of the court of Mithridates II of Parthia; 

another unidentified person; and Papias, son of Menophilos, from Amisos, friend and 

physician of Mithridates VI of Pontus. In the west wall stood the busts of Gaios, son of 

Hermaios, from Amisos, member of the court of Pontus; an unidentified secretary of 

Mithridates VI of Pontus; and Dorylaos, son of Philetairos, from Amisos, nephew of 

Dorylaos Taktikos, friend of Mithridates VI of Pontus and supreme commander of the 

Pontic forces. Only one of these portraits survived, though in a very damaged condition, 

which points to a probable damnatio memoriae related to the Mithridatic Wars. The 

places and individuals mentioned point to the extension of Helianax’s network: Athens, 

royal urban centers of Anatolian, Syrian and Iranian kings; royal physicians, military 

commanders, and specific Anatolian cities such as Amisos, a former Milesian colony on 

the south shore of the Black Sea and important trade center for the Pontic kingdom, and 

Gazioura, residence of Pontic Kings in northern Anatolia.  
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Figure 3: Plan of the Samothrakeion in the second century BC (Chapouthier, 1935, p. 85, fig. 107). 

 

 

Figure 4: Reconstruction of the Temple of Mithridates – elevation (Chapouthier, 1935, fig. 56). 

 

Inside the building, a marble bench or continuous statue base of 60 cm high was 

stuck on the walls. In the center of the north segment, on the longer wall, an inscription 

reads:  

 

ID 1563: 

l. 1: [β]ασι̣λέα Μιθραδάτην Εὐπάτορα Δι̣ό̣ν[̣υσο]ν̣ 
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l. 2: τὸν ἐγ βασιλέως Μι[θ]ραδάτ[ο]υ̣ Εὐεργέτου ὁ ἱερ[εὺς] 

l. 3: [Ἡλιάνα]ξ Ἀσκληπιοδώρου [Ἀθηναῖος ἀρετῆ]ς ἕνεκ[εν] 

l. 4: [κα]ὶ εὐνο̣ίας ἧς ἔχων δια[τ]ελ[ε]ῖ ε[ἰς τὸν δῆμον] 

l. 5: [τὸν Ἀθ]η̣ναίων. 

 

[Dedicated to] king Mithridates Eupator Dionysos, son of the king Mithridates Euergetes, by the 

priest Helianax son of Asklepiodoros, from Athens, for his continuous excellence and benevolence 

toward the Athenian people. 

 

Above this inscription probably stood a free-standing statue of Mithridates VI 

himself, though no fragment was unequivocally identified. Pieces of two marble cuirassed 

statues were found near the Samothrakeion, carved with similar features of the 

contemporary statue of C. Bilienus displayed in the Agora of the Italians. However, their 

sizes didn’t match the measures of the naos’ base (Marcade, 1969, p. 331–333). The fact 

that the base is continuous along the three walls could indicate the existence of two other 

statues in the west and east walls, either of Pontic officials or of the Dioskouroi, but no 

additional inscriptions or fragments were found. 

The location of the building, the origins of the individuals mentioned in the 

inscriptions, the offices held and the royal courts involved are revealing about the network 

of a local member of the Delian elite, as well as the ways the island connected itself to 

the wider world. These connections, however, were neither direct or mechanical; they 

were modulated by the particular urban insularity of Delos and its relations to the concrete 

Mediterranean integration processes. In order to support the discussion of the particular 

mediations between the dedication of the temple of Mithridates and its wider contexts, 

the next section will discuss the concepts of (urban) insularity, global city and integration 

fields. 

 

3. Urban insularity, global city, integration fields 

The concept of insularity has a long and complex history in the social sciences 

(Baldacchino, 2004, 2018). It should be noted, however, the tension between the notions 

of isolation and connection, on the one hand, and of natural constraints and social fact on 

the other. From the common topoi of isolation and smallness, based on images of oceanic 

small islands with little if any contact with continental societies, in the last decades Island 
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Studies scholarship moved towards a view of islands as hubs of vibrant networks. The 

natural constraints of islands lost its central explanatory power due to the many ways 

societies manage to surpass and/or manage them (Patton, 2013, p. 33). In this sense, 

‘insularity’ or ‘islandness’ began to be more associated with identity and discursive 

phenomena than to objective, natural factors. As Benoist put it, though insularity did not 

determinate the social development of islanders, they often see themselves as islanders 

(Benoist, 1987). Insularity has been defined as the set of cultural and symbolic features 

that shape insular identities in relation to, but not determined by, natural constraints 

(Constantakopoulou, 2010). Island Archaeology, for instance, shifted from a 

processualist emphasis on biogeographical factors to a post-processualist focus on 

meanings, taking islands and islanding as social and cultural processes (Boomert & 

Bright, 2007; Patton, 2013, p. 17–18). On Cycladic archaeology, the groundbreaking 

study of C. Broodbank explored the many ways Cycladic societies built their cultural and 

social ‘islandscapes’ (a conceptual combination of land and sea) from Late Neolithic to 

Middle Bronze Age, discussing colonization histories, adaptation, demography and 

cultural variability (Broodbank, 2002). Other scholars, such as Chr. Constantakopoulou, 

A. Kouremenos, and others, have analyzed the interaction between culture and geography 

in the shape of particular insularities in the Cyclades from the Archaic to Late Imperial 

period, discussing topics that range from local constructions of the past and insular 

metaphors, to the role of insularity as practice and discourse in the creation of identities 

and religious, political and social networks (Constantakopoulou, 2010, 2017; 

Kouremenos, 2018; Kouremenos & Gordon, 2020). 

Though this cultural turn in Island Studies freed the field from geographic 

determinism and the hegemony of isolated, small oceanic islands as preferred objects, 

only recently scholars have been considering the fact that many big cities, both ancient 

and modern, were/are island cities. New York, Lagos, Amsterdam, Copenhagen, London, 

Paris, Stockholm, Tokyo, Guangzhou, Manila, Jakarta, Hong Kong, Shanghai, Singapore, 

Tianjin, Venice, Bruges, Rotterdam and so on are (or were) based on small river, 

maritime, or estuary islands; even the apparently mainland city of Mexico began as the 

lake archipelago of Tenochtitlan (Grydehøj, 2015). As A. Grydehøj and others have put 

it, ‘strategically located small islands are so disproportionately likely to host major urban 

centers suggests that research into the islandness of such island cities could tell us 

something about cities in a broader sense’ (Grydehoj et al., 2015, p. 9). Reflecting on 

urban formation processes in small islands, A. Grydehoj, for instance, suggests three 
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types of spatial benefits that small, closetocontinent islands provide to cities: the water 

borders facilitate the territorialization and exercise of political authority of elites, which 

explains the great occurrence of island city capitals or island microstates throughout 

history; islands provide good conditions for territorial defense, as seen in the occurrence 

of fortresses in strategically located islands; the proximity to land and sea routes offers 

transport benefits to island cities, whose ports became important for whole mainland and 

archipelagic regions (Grydehøj, 2015). However, it should be noted the restriction, in 

urban island studies, to cases of early modern and modern island cities. Given the huge 

and increasing scholarship on Ancient Mediterranean cities, many of them island cities, 

it is reasonable to sustain that a dialogue between Ancient History and Urban Island 

Studies would be fruitful. 

From the more obvious island urban landscape of Greek and Phoenician cities to 

the conjunctural ‘insularity’ of late fifth century Athens (Constantakopoulou, 2010, p. 

137–175) and the Roman Empire under Tiberius at Capri (Campos, 2013; Houston, 

1985), the interaction between insularity and urbanity played a key role both in urban 

formation processes and the integration of Ancient Mediterranean cities in the wider 

world, especially with the emergence of a ‘connectivity paradigm’ in the study of Ancient 

Mediterranean cities . Based on the critique of primitivist models of isolated and 

autonomies cities, late twentieth century scholars stressed the importance of 

Mediterranean networks and flows to the understanding of cities in their concrete, spatial 

contexts, being taken as places rather than (only) political entities (Morales & Silva, 2020, 

with bibliography). This trend was amplified by the influential The Corrupting Sea by P. 

Horden and N. Purcell, published in 2000, which proposed a historical ecological 

paradigm of Mediterranean history: the extreme microecological fragmentation and 

unpredictability of Mediterranean weather, a constant during the millennia, pushed 

coastal and island societies to build storage institutions and maritime connections in 

different scales and through different modalities, from migration and trade to empire and 

religion (Horden & Purcell, 2000). The critical reception of the book motivated the 

proposition of more nuanced models, from the study of ‘Mediterraneanization’ 

(Guarinello, 2003; Morris, 2003) to multiple ‘globalization/glocalization processes 

(Vlassopoulos, 2013). The category of ‘Ancient [Mediterranean] city’, which Horden and 

Purcell preferred to treat as ‘larger settlements and dispersed territories’ (given the 

mutable nature of cities and their discontinuous economic territories; Horden & Purcell, 

2000, p. 89–122), was nonetheless maintained, though reinterpreted as hubs and nodes of 
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dynamic networks (Osborne & Wallace‐Hadrill, 2013; Woolf, 2020; Zuiderhoek, 2017). 

Island cities, in this context, are particularly rich examples of connectivity and network 

patterns. 

The emphasis on connectivity raises the issue of the relation between Ancient 

Mediterranean island cities and their networks. Here, it is worth considering the 

world/global city debate on contemporary cities, taken here for a comparative purpose. 

The concept of ‘world city’, popularized by the classical study of Peter Hall (Hall, 1966), 

was put in dialogue with world-systems theory in two papers, written by J. Friedmann G. 

Wolff (Friedmann & Wolff, 1982) and J. Friedmann alone (Friedmann, 1986), and have 

since influenced many studies (Derudder et al., 2011; Knox & Taylor, 1995; Taylor, 2003; 

Taylor et al., 2003). The authors argue that, rather than nation-states as territorial entities, 

the world-system was operated by a network of cities which directed the flow of capital 

and power. The world-system, in fact, is seen as a network of city-regions that articulate 

territorial economies with the global system. The centrality of world cities, visible in the 

concentration of multinational corporate headquarters and international financial 

institutions and agencies (Derudder, 2012, p. 73), is the expression of the power of their 

economic territories (Friedmann, 2001). A few years later, S. Sassen would publish her 

influential book The Global City (Sassen, 2001), drawing attention to the networks 

created by advanced services firms in many cities around the world, which enabled 

knowledge and technology to the functioning of the global economy. Those firms, which 

offered services such as international and local legal consulting services, financial 

services, technological support and so on, operated according to volatile rules (when 

compared to traditional multinational companies), working for specific short-term 

demands with global teams of experts with direct access to specialized knowledge. Thus, 

these offices, concentrated in the business districts of cities possessing high-technology 

communicational infra-structure all around the world, produced a myriad of global intra-

firm networks that did not match the neat center/(semi)periphery hierarchies of the world 

system and its world cities (Sassen, 2005). As Derudder summarized it, the Global City, 

whose territorial basis is the cities’ business districts, mainly differs from the World City 

in the defining key agents (advanced service firms x corporations), territorial basis 

(business districts x metropolitan regions), network structure (multiple networks x world-

system hierarchy) and the potential de-territorialization aspect due to the importance of 

intra-firm global networks to its definition (Derudder, 2012). 
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The world/global city concepts, thus, refers more to modes of integration of a city 

in the world than to the nature of that city – despite its many ideological uses, from global 

city rankings to public policies to ‘globalized’ cities, often through varied forms of socio-

spatial segregation (Carvalho, 2000; Ferreira, 2007; Fix, 2007; Ghadge, 2019). A city 

must not be exclusively defined as a ‘world’ or a ‘global’ city, but rather it is integrated 

in the world through the ‘world city’, ‘global city’ and/or other modalities (migration 

networks, tributary systems, touristic and cultural poles and so on). Here, the meaning of 

the world/global city concepts as modes of integration is employed in order to highlight 

the different ways a city – or particular places in a city, with its own consequences to the 

urban landscape – can interact with the wider world(s), whether it is the capitalist 

interstate world-system, the global economy, the global society and culture, etc. The 

world city mode of integration modulates and directs the hierarchies of entire territorial 

economies and its national states, with the long-term accumulation of power and money 

being expressed in the urban space. The global city mode of integration, in turn, inserts a 

city in volatile and rhizomatic networks, being expressed in the urban spaces in high-tech 

districts that sprout up whenever the business environment is favorable and the infra-

structure is available. 

Naturally, in order to be applied to premodern contexts, both concepts should be 

adapted to integration processes that differ from contemporary global capitalism and its 

key agents. The scholarship on ancient integration processes is extremely varied, ranging 

from a single Eurasian world-system (Gills & Frank, 1996) to multiple globalizations 

(Vlassopoulos, 2013), focusing on either trade networks, empires, or cultural 

communities. Here, I take two models I believe are particularly useful. K. Vlassopoulos, 

in his Greeks and Barbarians (2013), proposed the existence of fours ‘worlds’ of 

interaction to explain the multiple relations between Greeks and Barbarians from the 

Archaic to the Hellenistic period: the world of empires, the world of apoikiai, the world 

of networks, and the panhellenic world. In a nutshell, each world was defined by specific 

social actions and actors who (re)produced the flows of movement of people, ideas and 

goods from different ‘currents of globalizations’ which created different symbolic and 

material communities (koinai) through the varied glocalization processes around the 

Mediterranean (Vlassopoulos, 2013). N. Guarinello, in turn, in his Essays on Ancient 

History (2014), focused on the community formation processes through the negotiation 

of external (spatial) and internal (social) frontiers, accumulated over the centuries among 

Mediterranean societies. The Roman empire, for instance, is interpreted both as the result 
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and as vector of a longer history of a Mediterranean integration process, managing 

complex and varied sets of civic, economic, ethnic, and cultural frontiers (Guarinello, 

2010, 2013, 2014). On the one hand, while both authors seek to overcome the Eurocentric 

approach that isolate Greek and Roman societies from their Mediterranean framework, 

Vlassopoulos stresses the astonishing variability of the histories of Mediterranean 

globalization/glocalization processes (well beyond the Hellenicity/Hellenization 

paradigms), whilst Guarinello stresses unequal relations intra- and inter-communities as 

well the historical accumulation that produces social orders and frontiers. 

In order to conjugate the potentiality of both models, it is worth to add a third 

support: Bourdieu’s social fields theory. Though deeply marked by the methodological 

internalism of the twentieth century (Buchholz, 2008, 2016), the concept of fields is both 

elastic enough to deal with multiplicity and scale of Vlassopoulos’ worlds and koinai (a 

field could have the limits of a house, a national state or the world economy; a society is 

crossed and constituted by many fields and subfields) and sufficiently consistent to 

consider the hierarchies of positions and varied capital accumulation forms implicated in 

Guarinello’s frontiers (social agents build the field by competing with each other and 

defining the fields’ rules and correspondent habitus). To highlight the inter-societal 

dimension of the fields which are the focus of this paper, I call them integration fields: 

fields that enable connections between different settlements, promoting synchronization 

processes and extending the localized particular social spaces. Integration fields – as 

social fields in general – do not correspond to functional spheres (economy, politics or 

culture; infra and supra-structures), but derive from structured and coherent social actions 

which form totalities, related to historically specific integration processes. Consequently, 

they must be defined from empirical, localized analysis of social practices facing the 

limits and possibilities of a particular context. 

In the following section, an exercise of integration field analysis applied to Late 

Hellenistic Delos is proposed, discussing the particular mode of integration available to 

its residents and visitors through dedication of the temple of Mithridates in the Delian 

Samothrakeion. The dedication is seen as an example of the ‘global city’ mode of 

integration, based on subtle and volatile networks that unsettle fixed hierarchies in 

different fields. 
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4. The Delian Mithridateion in context 

Delos is traditionally presented as the archetypical commercial city of the 

Hellenistic period, with a cosmopolite population and intense commercial and financial 

activity. Rostovtzeff, for example, stated in 1941 that after the middle of the second 

century, Delos “ceased to be a Greek city-state and became an agglomeration of men 

whose connection with the island was temporary and whose interest lay in their business”, 

and, as consequence, the island was no longer ‘an appendix to the temple’, because then 

‘it was in the harbour that the pulse of the community now beats’ (Rostovtzeff, 1941, p. 

790). Accordingly, the commercial prosperity of Delos has been taken as the key to 

interpret its urban growth. Recent studies on Delian urbanism have focused on the 

building activity related either to commercial activities or to the cosmopolitan community 

installed in the island due to its economic opportunities (Chankowski, 2020; Hasenohr, 

2012; Karvonis, 2008; Karvonis & Malmary, 2018; Trümper, 2008, 2011; Zarmakoupi, 

2015, 2018a); relatively few studies have focused on the relation between spaces and their 

implications for the Delian urbanism (Bruneau, 1968; Fraisse, 1983, 2020; Fraisse & 

Fadin, 2020; Marc, 2000). The image that emerges, however, is that a city whose 

historicity depends on the transformations of the middle of the second century, with little 

to do with the particular insularity built in the relation of Delos and the wider world along 

the previous centuries; buildings such as the temple of Mithridates, in that paradigm, 

appears to add little to the comprehension of the urbanism as a whole. When we consider 

Delos’ insularity and integration fields, however, a new picture emerges. 

The historical and cultural production of Delian insularity from Archaic to Early 

Hellenistic periods was studied by Chr. Constantakopoulou in two outstanding books 

(Constantakopoulou, 2010, 2017). In The dance of the islands, the author relates the 

island’s reduced size and poverty in natural resources, the Aegean navigability facilitated 

by the profusion of islands and the knowledge of maritime currents and winds, the 

Archaic discourse of Delos as Apollo’s birthplace, and the building of an Archaic 

religious network centered on the Delian central sanctuary. From those relations emerged 

images such as a ‘chorus’ of the Cycladic islands around Delos, as well the representation 

of the Delians as ‘parasites of the god’. The Delian religious network, which included 

Ionian and Dorian communities, for Constantakopoulou, had a markedly insular, 

Cycladic character, attracting the attention of competing powers since the sixth century 

(such as Naxos, Samos, and Athens). That Cycladic network would eventually become, 

in the fifth century, the material basis upon which Athens built its empire over south 
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Aegean, in a complex interaction with the Athenian ‘Ionian propaganda’ 

(Constantakopoulou, 2010, p. 61–89). In Aegean interactions (2017), dedicated to 

independent Delos (314-167), Constantakopoulou discussed the variety of strategies 

employed by Delian social groups to interact with the Early Hellenistic networks of social 

interaction (deaing especially with the epigraphic records of the sanctuary and the island’s 

building activity), which operated on a much broader geographical scope than its 

regionally-framed economic networks, encompassing relations well beyond royal 

euergetism (Constantakopoulou, 2017, p. 21). 

This long-term construction of Delian insularity suffered a deep change with the 

establishment of the Athenian cleruchy in 167/6. Athenian administration, , the free port 

status, the consequent commercial decline of Rhodes, and decisively the destruction of 

Corinth (in 146 BC) motivated an impressive urban growth with the establishment of 

trade colonies from all the Mediterranean, especially from Italy, Syria, and Egypt. At that 

point, a new element was added to the long history of Delian insularity construction 

(between religion and empire): the identity of Delos as a trade center, illustrated by a 

proverb quoted by Strabo: ‘Merchant, sail in, unload your ship, everything has been sold’ 

(Strabo, 14.5.2). 

The Mithridatic Wars of the early first century would bring an abrupt end to this 

new amalgam of religious, imperial and commercial insularity: Delos would suffer two 

invasions by Pontic forces, in 89 and 69, virtually succumbing to the second. The abrupt 

demographic decline and the emergence Italian ports such as Puteoli and Ostia as 

Mediterranean trade centers deeply affected the Delian insularity, this time dominated by 

the topos of loneliness – according to Bruneau, due more to the contrast between its tiny 

population and the large number of unused buildings, than to an actual abandonment 

(Bruneau, 1968, p. 691–700). 

The long history of Delian (urban) insularity produced a particular set of integration 

fields, each working according its own logic and exhibiting a particular arrangement of 

positions and frontiers. Here, five integration fields will be traced from the evidence 

available from the dedication of the temple of Mithridates in the Samothrakeion: the polis 

field, the imperial field, the religious field, the euergetic field and the commercial field. 

The first is the polis field, visible both in the qualification of Helianax as Athenian 

and priest and in the mention to the Athenian people as co-dedicant (on the inscribed 

architrave) and as receiver of Mithridates’ excellence and benevolence (on the inscribed 

statue base). The polis field encompassed the institutional relations between Athens and 
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Delos, which regulates the main rules of government, the indication of magistrates, and 

concession of citizenship, as well as generated a peripheral cleruchy sub-field, produced 

by the dispute between magistrates and priests over positions in the island administration. 

Helianax’s citizenship, if the hypothesis of a Rhodian family background is correct, 

illustrates the role played by the Delian cleruchy as a bridge to Athenian citizenship. 

Although previous views about the ephebia as automatically granting citizenship to 

enrolled foreigners has been criticized by recent scholars (Byrne, 2003; Oliver, 2013; 

Perrin-Saminadayar, 2005), it nonetheless facilitated the creation of social networks 

which could have led to the Assembly’s approval for a request of enfranchising (Charade, 

2009). Helianax’s path to citizenship seems to be recent, as indicated both by the absence 

of demotic in the inscription of his father’s portrait or his own demotic been the general 

‘from Athens’, instead of indicating his particular Athenian demos. Although probably 

only recently enfranchised, Helianax was wealthy enough to build the temple and take of 

the cult activities at his own expenses; his wealth combined to a non-Athenian family 

background explains the prestigious, although not central, priesthood of the Great Gods, 

Kabeiroi, and Dioskouroi. The fragmentary inscription in the pediment, in its turn, which 

reveals only the honoree’s ethnic (‘from Amisos’), possibly points to the links between 

Athens and Amisos, where, in the fifth century, an Athenian cleruchy was installed 

(Erciyas, 2001, p. 160), though the lack of evidence prevents further hypotheses about 

possible personal relations between Helianax and the pediment’s honoree. 

The second is the imperial field, visible in the mentions to the Roman people, to 

Mithridates, and other Near Eastern kings and courtiers. Delos, being administered by a 

peripheral state such Athens, with no relevant military forces, had few options to protect 

itself in an increasingly dangerous environment. In the late second century, while the 

Roman republic was the undisputed power of the Mediterranean, Mithridates’ expansion 

over the coasts of the Black Sea and Central Anatolia affected deeply the Near Eastern 

imperial field. By controlling Cappadocia, pressing Bithynia, and assuming the title of 

‘king of the kings’ (at least in the Black Sea), Mithridates paralleled the Parthian emperor 

and accumulated the power which would sustain his wars against Rome, at the moment 

still an ally. The sample of honorees in the temple seems to reflect the political balance 

of the Near East: in the shield portraits, weaker, subordinated kings, such as Ariarathes 

of Cappadocia and Antiochos of Syria, were accompanied by members of Pontic and 

Parthian courts (as well Helianax’s father), whilst Mithridates of Pontus received a free-

standing statue with a cultic dimension. In this sense, it is understandable the absence of 
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Mithridates II of Parthia, who himself could not be demoted to a shield portrait nor 

promoted, there, to a free-standing statue. 

The third is the panhellenic religious field, visible in the associations between 

different cults. Contrarily to the other fields, Delos occupied here a central position 

derived from its centuries-long religious insularity: being the birthplace of Apollo, Delos 

has been the focus of an intense religious network which connected Aegean communities 

from the Archaic period onwards. This centrality was expressed in the central placement 

of the sanctuary of Apollo in the Delian urban fabric (Étienne, 2018, 2019). Conversely, 

the peripheral character of the cult of the Kabeiroi and the Great Gods of Samothrace in 

the Panhellenic religious landscape (Constantakopoulou, 2016) was expressed in its 

marginal placement in Delos, at the foot of mount Kynthos. For the role played by the 

Mithridates’ cult, Ballesteros Pastor suggested a strong religious association between 

Pontic and Delian cults of the Kabeiroi and the Dioskouroi, both linked to the safe 

seafaring, as part of Mithridatic propaganda (Ballesteros Pastor, 2006), while Erciyas 

interprets the temple as a symbol of Mithridates’ ‘prominence in the Aegean among the 

Greeks and the other Hellenistic monarchies’ (Erciyas, 2001, p. 115). However, despite 

being a rising imperial power, Mithridates could not aspire to a shrine near the sanctuary 

of Apollo or a festival in his honor. The only Hellenistic kings or queens worshiped at 

Delos, as noted by Bruneau, were Antigonus and Demetrios of Macedon, Arsinoe 

Philadelphia, and Mithridates; however, none of these cults were instituted by the Delians 

or the Athenian cleruchy: the first was created by the Nesiotic league in the fourth century, 

the second was instituted privately by a nesiarch named Hermias, and the third, as seen, 

by Helianax (Bruneau, 1970, p. 577–578). This contrasts sharply with the public cult of 

Rome, associated with Hestia and the personified Demos, accompanied by the festival of 

Rhomaia, since the beginning of the Athenian cleruchy (Bruneau, 1970, p. 444–446).  

The fourth is the euergetic field, where individuals and communities disputed 

positions as benefactors of Delos. The centrality attributed to Delos in the panhellenic 

religious field transformed the island, early in the Archaic period, in one of the main 

stages for the display of euergetic practices, ranging from dedication of buildings to 

donations of land and mobile offerings of valuables. In exchange, the city honored the 

benefactor in proportional ways, from proclamations and honorific inscriptions to 

festivals and cult, according to the particular features of the Delian field (Tully, 2021). 

As seen above, in the Hellenistic period, only the deified Roman republic received public 

cult, given the benefaction of the island itself to the Athenians. Nonetheless, the euergetic 
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field of Hellenistic Delos was open to multiple forms of competition. Helianax himself 

used two strategies: he dedicated a statue of Mithridates in the sanctuary of Apollo in the 

same year that he dedicated the temple in the Samothrakeion. Through the first strategy, 

he placed himself and Mithridates in the long list of private dedicants and honorees that 

filled virtually any corner of the sanctuary. Through the second one, he detached himself 

and his honoree from the rest, turning the Samothrakeion into an exclusive showcase for 

Mithridatic euergetism. As already noted, Helianax’s choices for the shield portraits 

reveal his own personal connections (Roller, 2020, p. 129), which extended from the 

courts of Pontus and Parthia to the kings of Cappadocia and Syria (the latter was also 

honored by Helianax with a statue in the sanctuary of Apollo). 

The fifth is the commercial field, where Delos gained centrality only in the second 

century, especially after the measures the Roman Senate took against Rhodes, revoking 

its possession over Lycia and Caria in 167, and the destruction of Corinth in 146. As 

Helianax’s own career is not known, it is impossible to map his position in the commercial 

field, though his likely Rhodian family background points to a migration from a declining 

commercial center to a rising one. In the third century, Rhodes and Alexandria created 

the most secure – and most expensive – trade route in the Eastern Mediterranean, which 

enabled the island to become the main entrepôt of the Aegean, fighting piracy and 

developing banking and mass storage facilities (Gabrielsen, 2013). Along the second 

century, while Rhodes maintained a regional importance in the wheat and wine trade, 

Delos economic activity grew related to the slave trade and the commerce of luxury good 

from the East to Italy. The connections of Helianax to the Anatolian, Syrian, and Parthian 

courts could indicate his relation to the slave trade, given the role position of these regions 

as sources of slaves (Rostovtzeff, 1941, p. 771–798; Scheidel, 2011), but it remains 

hypothetical. Nonetheless, the multiple references to safe seafaring in the cult of the Great 

Gods, Kabeiroi and Dioskouroi both in Delos and Pontus (Ballesteros Pastor, 2006) 

suggests a connection of the dedication with maritime trade. 

In sum, in the late second century, on the one hand, Delos conjugated central 

positions in the panhellenic religious field (due to the sanctuary of Apollo), the euergetic 

field (though competing with other center such as Athens and Delphi) and the commercial 

field (as redistribution entrepôt between the East and Italy); on the other hand, Delos was 

peripherally placed in the polis field, centered on Athens, and in the imperial field, 

centered in Rome. The Pontic kingdom under Mithridates VI, in that world, occupied a 

semi-peripheral position in the commercial field (through slave supply), the imperial field 
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(between Rome and Parthia), and the euergetic field (less honored than Rome in euergetic 

centers such as Delos), with no participation in the Delian polis field. The centralities of 

Rome, Athens and Delos in different fields is manifested in the central placement of 

Athenian offices and Roman/Italian cults and buildings (such as the Agora of the Italians). 

The semi-peripherality of Pontus in its respective fields was manifest in the relatively 

marginal position of its temple in the Delian urban fabric. 

Regarding its particular mode of integration, the temple of Mithridates illustrates 

the range of Helianax’s personal network, with ultra-specialized contacts which would 

enable access to four of the main Near Eastern monarchies (Pontus, Parthia, Cappadocia 

and Syria) beyond the hierarchies defined by the imperial and polis fields, using the 

euergetic field in a way similar to that of contemporary global cities’ integration to the 

global economic field. Through his dedication, Helianax, from a (probably) recently 

enfranchised Athenian family and holding a mid-level Delian priesthood, could express 

and reproduce his power derived from diplomatic and euergetic relations with semi-

peripheral imperial powers. The sample of honorees inside and outside the temple 

produced a map of Helianax’s network, and as such indicated possible paths to anyone 

interested in creating bonds with the Black Sea, Central Anatolia and the Near East – a 

feature particularly important for slave traders. Helianax, then, could maximize his power 

combining capitals produced in different fields. Though we have no clue on the likely 

advantages the dedication of the temple gave to Helianax, we can see a parallel in the 

trajectory of Philostratos of Ascalon, who converted power accumulated in the 

commercial field into power reproduced in the polis and euergetic fields by receiving 

Neapolitan citizenship and the dedication of a portico in the Agora of the Italians 

(Hasenohr, 2015; Leiwo, 1989; Trümper, 2011). This ‘global city’ mode of integration, 

thus, is also found in other sites at Delos, such as the seat of the Poseidoniasts of Beirut 

and the Agora of the Italians, and mid-level sanctuaries, such as that of sanctuary of 

Serapis (Verdejo Manchado & Antela-Bernárdez, 2015). This could be contrasted to the 

sanctuary of Apollo, whose mode of integration in the wider world derived from the 

accumulated centrality of Delos in the panhellenic religious field, a central feature of its 

insularity, with its own dense and wealthy religious regional network, through which 

Delos competed with Athens and Delphi, themselves resulting from similar 

accumulations. In that sense, I suggest, the sanctuary of Apollo’s mode of integration was 

closer to that of contemporary ‘world cities’ and their territorial economies. 
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5. Conclusion 

The dedication by the Athenian priest Helianax of a temple to Mithridates VI of 

Pontus at Delos, was interpreted, in this paper, as a social action articulated by a set of 

structured spaces of intersocietal interaction – what have been here called integration 

fields. Rather than a single world-system or multiple globalizations, the integration field 

concept is sufficiently elastic to encompass multiple forms of interaction, and consistent 

enough to indicate the structured nature of particular integration processes. They result 

from complex and non-linear temporal strata and spatial scales. In the case of Delos, its 

particular urban insularity, built along many centuries, faced new challenges with the 

development of a new centrality in one strategic field – the commercial one. The ways 

groups and individuals interact with integration fields depends on their historically 

specific arrangement — integration fields are products as well as vectors of particular 

social actions. In the case of Helianax, the centralities of Delos in the commercial, 

panhellenic religious and euergetic fields, conjugated with the conjunctural rise of the 

Pontic kingdom in the Aegean subsystem of the imperial field, enabled the construction 

of a rhizomatic network that linked Delos to Anatolian, Syrian, and Parthian cities. 

Rostovtzeff, quoted above, interpreted the history of Delos in the late second 

century as the passage from the temple to the port as the main social institution, replacing 

the polis by the cosmopolite agglomeration of mobile traders. As the discussion above 

showed, Delos remained a polis while incorporated the pressure generated by its new 

status as commercial center. Rather than a passage from the polis (temple) to the urban 

agglomeration (port), the process could be explained as a tension between the ‘world city’ 

(centered on the sanctuary and in the panhellenic religious field) and the ‘global city’ 

(spread over many places, with interactions primarily in the imperial and commercial 

fields) as modes of integration. This tension, in turn, reproduced and modulated the 

opposition between the traditional Attic aristocracy, which held the central offices in the 

polis field, and a new trading Delian elite, which explored the possibilities of the global 

city networks available at Delos (Antela-Bernárdez, 2009, 2015; Verdejo Manchado & 

Antela-Bernárdez, 2015). The influence of multidirectional imperial expansion in the 

Mediterranean and the Near East in the late second century generated a profound social 

change in both macro-regions, with many extremely violent episodes in some strategic 

nodes, such as Athens and Delos. Thus, an integrated history of Delos, inspired in the 

recent debates on Global History, must be written – not least because we are struggling 

to understanding parallel processes in our own world. 
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MITRIDATES, HELIANAX E DELOS NO PERÍODO HELENÍSTICO COMO 

CIDADE GLOBAL: INSULARIDADE URBANA E CAMPOS DE INTEGRAÇÃO 

 

Fábio Augusto Morales 

 

RESUMO 

Este artigo discute o problema da mediação entre as escalas macro e micro na 

História Global, centrando-se na análise da dedicação do templo de Mitridates 

por um certo Helianax, no ano de 102/1 a.C., no santuário dos deuses da 

Samotrácia em Delos. Após descrever os vestígios arqueológicos e 

epigráficos, o artigo discute os conceitos de insularidade urbana, cidade 

mundial/global e campos de integração, para então explorar sua capacidade 

explicativa na análise dos campos de integração e modos particulares de 

integração visíveis na dedicação de Helianax. 
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