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Variation in Representation through Architectural Benefaction under Roman Rule:
Five Cases from the Province of Asia c. 40 B.C. — A.D. 68.

Abstract

This thesis explores a new approach to understanding the influence that Rome had on
its provinces through a study of architectural benefactors and their buildings. It moves
away from the process-centric approach which has been prevalent in scholarship since
the mid nineteenth century. Instead, it focuses on individual architectural benefactors,
those who would have been directly affected by Roman rule, and how they construct
and inscribe public monuments to represent the relationships between themselves,
their home town and to the wider Roman world. This approach is more nuanced than
earlier approaches, allowing for a more accurate picture of how provincial citizens
responded to Roman rule and how they represented how Roman rule influenced their
lives. The thesis examines the epigraphic and architectural evidence for two
individual, two pairs, and four families of architectural benefactors, active in
Aphrodisias, Ephesus and Miletus from c. 40 B.C. to c. A.D. 68. Where applicable,
honorific texts and other literary evidence for the benefactor’s lives and works in their
home towns and further afield were included. It has found that in a very small sample
of architectural benefactors there was scope for variation in how they represented their
relationship to Rome and their city. Such a variety of responses in very small
geographical and chronological contexts suggests that across the span of the Roman
empire homogeneity in responses to Roman rule did not exist and should not be
searched for. Such findings have many implications for how scholars understand, and
study, the influence of Rome on its provinces. It advocates a move away from models
that aim to find a standardised process for examining the impact of Roman rule
towards one that focuses more on how individuals and smaller groups of people were
affected by, and responded to, Roman rule in the provinces.
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1

Introduction

This thesis aims to understand the variations seen in architectural benefaction, and
benefactors, in early Roman Asia, and how these variations can be used to understand
the influence of Rome on its provinces. For this thesis, architectural benefaction is
defined as a contribution towards the construction of the whole, or part, of a public
building. The analysis is set within three distinct contexts. The first is the concept of
euergetism, or reciprocal generosity motivated by prestige and honour. Most scholars
who have included architectural benefaction in their discussions of euergetism see
architectural benefaction as a part of it; however, this thesis treats architectural
benefaction as a related, but separate process, on a scale far grander, motivated by
other factors, and involving a greater level of commitment than other forms of
euergetism. Additionally, it will argue that architectural benefactions were influenced
by both the social position of their benefactors and their unique physical and socio-

historical contexts.

The second context is geographical, focussing on three cities within the province of
Asia. Bequeathed to Rome in 133 B.C. upon the death of Attalus I11, the province had
experienced Roman migration and interactions prior to its annexation. Annexation,
and Augustus’ reforms of provincial administration in 27 B.C., increased Roman
influence and presence in the area, and as a result, interactions between Romans and
locals. The role of these interactions in shaping the architectural benefactions of the

ethnically diverse province of Asia will be reiterated throughout this thesis.

The third context is the debates surrounding the results of cultural interactions between
Romans and non-Romans, and the outcomes of this process. The focus of the
discussion will centre on the Eastern provinces, rather than the more often discussed
Western provinces. Debates on ‘Romanisation’ have been refined since they were first
outlined in the nineteenth century into less top-down or homogeneous approaches,
focusing instead on the involvement of individual indigenous residents and local
cultures in shaping Roman identity. This thesis explores how interactions between
local elites and the Roman Imperial system impacted upon architectural benefactions.

It will focus on how each benefactor’s relationship and interactions with Rome
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affected the way that they were represented through their monuments. It aims to find
an effective approach which allows for variations in architectural benefaction. With
these variations in mind, it will argue that the way that individual architectural
benefactors’ responses to Rome’s influence were represented can be used to construct
an innovative approach to consider its impact on its provinces. The people who
experienced Roman rule and influence and the way their public architectural
benefactions were used to represent their responses to it will not be fitted into an over-
arching, processual concept. Rather, these responses by individual people will be used
as evidence to show how Roman influence impacted differently on people, in similar

and differing spatial and chronological contexts.

1.1. Architectural Benefaction in the Context of Euergetism

Architectural benefaction has been considered by Arjan Zuiderhoek to be the largest
and most expensive form of ancient benefaction, undertaken by only the wealthiest of
elites.t Architectural benefaction was a complex process, with a number of motivating
factors: necessity; imperial preference; love of one’s home town; career obligation;
ambition for advancement; desire for commemoration are just some.? Whilst
architectural benefaction was an exclusive practice, deserving of special consideration
and treatment, it must be placed within the wider context of euergetism, and the term’s
proliferation throughout modern scholarship. Paul Veyne’s Le pain et le cirque,

published in 1976, defines euergetism, as:

“L'évergétisme est le fait que les collectivités (cités, colleges...) attendait des
riches qu'ils contribuassent de leurs deniers aux dépenses publiques, et que leur
attente n'était pas vaine: les riches y contribuaient spontanément ou de bon

gré 293

He later adds further clarification:

“...nous avons vu que I'évergétisme était trés différent du don comme premiere

forme de I'echange; il ne permet pas de se procurer des biens et des services

1 Zuiderhoek 2009, 23.

2 Ng 2015, 120.

3 Veyne 1976, 20. Trans. Pearce 1990, 10: “Euergetism means the fact that communities (cities,
collegia) expected the rich to contribute from the wealth to the public expenses, and that this expectation

was not disappointed: the rich contributed indeed, spontaneously or willingly.”
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par un échange informel. Il appartient a une autre espéce, celle de dons
politiques...qui se rapportent d'une certaine maniére aux rapports d'autorité (et
I'on n'oubliera pas que ces rapports son en méme temps relations de prestige);

qui dit don politique dit don symbolique.”

Seven years prior to his magnum opus, Veyne published Panem et Circenses:

I'évergétisme devant les sciences humaines. It opens with the following definition:

“Panem et circenses: chacun sait la place énorme qu'occupe le don dans la vie
collective a I'époque hellénistique et romaine. Tout membre de l'aristocratie
gouvernante de chaque cité est tenu, par une sorte de morale de classe, de faire
a ses compatriotes des libéralités et de donner des plaisirs au peuple, et, de leur
coté, le peuple et la citée attendent cela de lui. C'est ce qu'on appelle

1'évergétisme.”

Veyne’s definitions of euergetism focus upon the resultant prestige and honour as
motivating factors for undertaking such work. In other words, benefactors undertook
their work in order to receive commemoration in one form or another. A factor
highlighted in current scholarship on architectural benefaction which differentiates it
from other forms of gift exchange in the ancient world is that constructing all or part
of a public monument was only partially driven by the desire for personal
commemoration.® Diana Ng has shown in her study of the use of both buildings and
spectacles as means of elite commemoration that despite the scale and physical

presence of a public monument, a recurring spectacle had greater commemorative

4 Veyne 1976, 185. Trans. Pearce 1990, 70: «...euergetism was very different from the gift as primary
form of exchange. It does not enable a person to obtain goods and services through an informal
exchange. It belongs to a different species, political gifts, which are bound up in a certain way...with
relations of authority (and it is not to be forgotten that these are also relations of prestige). A political
gift is a symbolic gift.”

5 Veyne 1969, 785; “Bread and Circuses: everyone knows the enormous place occupied by the gift in
the collective life at the Hellenistic and Roman period. Every member of the governing aristocracy of
each city is bound by a sort of morale of class to give liberalities to their compatriots and to give
pleasures to their people, and the people and the city are expecting this of them. It is what we call
euergetism.”

® Ng 2015, 101.
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power.” Public buildings, she argues, often remained unfinished by the original
benefactor, resulting in other benefactors needing to step in or the work remaining
incomplete. They were also subject to neglect and decay and affected by natural
disasters and inevitable ageing. The completion of, or repairs to, such monuments
allowed others to use the monument to commemorate their work. The monument no
longer served solely to commemorate the original benefactor.® This thesis will
acknowledge the role played by public buildings in the commemoration of their
benefactors, but this will not be its primary focus. Instead, it will acknowledge, and
develop, another role played by public monuments that Ng discusses. She states that
public monuments acted as a means of communication between local notables and the
emperor and provided a physical and social environment in which to situate such
interactions.® This thesis will argue that public monuments acted as a visual
representation of the relationship between local elites and both Rome and their local
city, and what these relationships can tell us about the influence of Rome on its

provincial cities.

Discussions of a concept involving a process of formally exchanging goods and
services associated with the motives of prestige and authority pre-date Paul Veyne’s
definitions. Its earliest use appears to be in André Boulanger’s 1923 work Aelius
Aristide et la sophistique dans la province d’Asie. Here, Boulanger refers in passing
to how we know from inscriptions that “‘euergetism’”’, very much in inverted commas,
was “a tradition” amongst a “great number of families.”!° This comment follows notes
on how rich families in Asia in the first two centuries A.D. had realised that they could
work for the good of the people without neglecting the need to sustain their own
prestige and glory. This work, Boulanger continues, took the form of holding public
offices, bearing the brunt of liturgies, and taking charge of embassies from other cities.
Despite listing these examples, which all can be considered acts of ‘euergetism,’
Boulanger is allusive in his usage of the term, citing examples of euergetic acts rather

than defining exactly what he means by ‘euergetism,” which he throws into the

"Ng 2015, 121.
& Ng 2015, 120.
® Ng 2015, 101.
10 Boulanger 1923, 25: “...et les inscriptions nous font connaitre un grand nombre de familles oU

I’“évergétisme’ était une tradition.”
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discussion in a somewhat loose manner. He does not include financing public
buildings as an act of euergetism, but does indicate that the main evidence for
euergetism are honorific inscriptions,'! evidence which became the foundation for
most later work. Aside from this, Boulanger’s under-developed remarks concerning
“euergetism” offer very little to the discussion of the usage and development of the

term in scholarship, other than that it was in use in the 1920s.

A generation later, Henri-Irénée Marrou’s work Histoire de [’éducation dans
[’Antiquité discusses the term in more detail. Like Boulanger, Marrou’s work focusses
on the epigraphic evidence for euergetism, and almost all the examples of euergetism
he provides come from honorific inscriptions.!? In the context of problems faced by
the Hellenistic education system he argues that a solution was to appeal to the
generosity of individuals for financial support. He states that this was an appeal to the
benefactor, or Evepyétng. Evepyéng, he suggests, was a title of renown; was much
sought after; and granted through honorific decrees. The desire for this title led to the
emergence of a system known as euergetism, in which an individual provided the city
with sufficient capital to improve, or at least maintain, a particular service, something
that continued throughout the Hellenistic and into the Roman periods.™® Marrou’s
discussion of euergetism, and how a benefactor gained the title edepyéng, is shaped
by his focus on the Hellenistic education system, so architectural benefactions are not
discussed as being part of euergetism. Instead, his focus is on monetary donations.
Marrou’s brief discussion has more to offer than Boulanger’s. He interprets Ebepyétng
as a desirable title, whose prestige encouraged others to act in a similar manner.
Marrou does not say that those Evepyéton would have called what they were doing
‘euergetism’, but he does suggest that competition for an obtainable honour was the
motivating factor behind a process which arose out a period of crisis in the Hellenistic

period.

When Marrou was taking a linguistic approach to gift giving and beginning to define

the modern concept of euergetism, Marcel Mauss took an anthropological approach.

11 Boulanger 1923, 25-6.
2 Domingo Gygax 2016, 3.
13 Marrou 1950, 160.
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Studying those whom he considers “primitive tribes”,** he argues that there is no such
thing as a “free gift,” and that a gift that does nothing to enhance solidarity between
the giver and the receiver is a contradiction.'® He discusses the concept of potlatch,
where each gift is part of a system of reciprocity that engages the honour of both giver
and receiver. The main rule is that every gift must be exchanged in a way that sets up
a continual cycle of exchanges within and between generations.'® Within this system
gifts and good works must be rewarded in accordance with how generous, or on what
scale, the original gift or work was. If a giver is not rewarded accordingly, they will
not give again in the future.!” Furthermore, gifts must be returned because any
unreciprocated gifts make the person who has accepted it inferior to the giver,
particularity when they have accepted the gift with no thought of returning it.*® The
system of potlatch, despite its “primitive” origins in the culture of the Native
Americans shares many characteristics with the modern concept of euergetism. Gifts
must be reciprocated, and the giving and receiving of gifts are inextricably linked to
the concept of honour within the respective societies. In the context of the Greco-
Roman worlds, this process of gift giving, and exchange is most akin to the practices
seen amongst the Homeric rulers. At that time, Hans van Wees argues, there were no
gifts given without proper recompense.’® This gift exchange, whether through the
provision of feasts, distribution of booty or the construction of monuments, has been
considered a forerunner of the later process known as euergetism, but not euergetism
itself. The system of potlatch is too primitive a system to apply to the complex nature
of Roman architectural benefaction, but Mauss’ study still has its worth in this context.
By taking an anthropological approach to gift giving, rather than relying on textual
evidence, Mauss importantly differentiates between the language associated with the

practice and the practice itself: “Men had learnt how to pledge their honour and their

14 Mauss 1950, 48.

15 Douglas 1990, ix-x.
16 Douglas 1990, xi.
17 Mauss 1950, 99.

18 Mauss 1950, 83.

¥ Finlay 1977; van Wees 1992, 222.
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name long before they knew how to sign the latter.”?° This can be applied to and used
to critique many modern scholars’ approaches towards benefaction. Though he
discusses historical societies more generally, Mauss’ observation implies that
practices are often far older than the language used to the describe them. The presence
or absence of specific terminology in the written record or the written record itself is
not a definitive indicator of whether a practice occurred; complex social dynamics,
customs and exchanges were established long before written communication.
Although most of the evidence for benefaction in Greek and Roman society comes
from written sources, they should not be used to define categorically what ‘euergetism’

is and when the practice began.

In Anglophone scholarship, euergetism is discussed in several articles from the late
1950s onwards. In his 1958 article A. F. Norman, in relation to elites becoming more

involved in administration under Valentinian, states:

“...in the emergence of the principales the survival of the Hellenic conception
of the euergetes (is seen). If so, it was self-interested euergetism on the part of
both government and principalis; for the government seems to have found it a
more congenial and convenient method of local administration, and the

principalis made the most of his opportunities in order to secure still more.”?

Norman'’s use of the word euergetism, without definition, implies that it was a familiar
concept in scholarship eighteen years prior to the publication of Le pain et le cirque.
The concept of being an euergete is an ancient one, and whilst it is unspecified, the
separation of being an euergete and self-interested euergetism suggests that Norman
considers the latter as a neologism rather than an ancient concept. Norman’s
application of the modern term euergetism to the fourth century by referring to the
continuation of the concept of the Hellenistic euergetes shows that, in the mindset of
scholars pre-Veyne, euergetism was not tied to a specific area or period. The idea,
although now being challenged, that euergetism only existed between c. 300 B.C. and
A.D. 300 has its origins in, and was a result of, Le pain et le cirque. Furthermore, to a

greater extent than Boulanger and Marrou, Norman stresses the fact that elite

20 Mauss 1950, 48.

21 Norman 1958, 83.
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participation in public giving occurred with their own interests in mind, and what they

could gain from it.

Five years prior to the publication of Le pain et le cirque A.B. Breebaart in his article

Plutarch and the Political Development of Pericles makes the following observation:

“In chapter nine he (Plutarch) closely follows Aristotle in making Pericles’
moves in democratic radicalism a response to Cimon’s euergetism and ensuing

popularity.”??

This statement, in the same way as Norman’s, confirms that elite participation in
public life and good works were undertaken with what the benefactor could gain in
mind. Yet, despite the prevalence of civic benefaction when Plutarch was writing and
Breebaart’s observation, there is no mention of euergetic language when describing

the works that both Cimon and Pericles performed:

“In the beginning...pitted as he was against the reputation of Cimon, he tried
to ingratiate himself with the people. And since he was the inferior in wealth
and property, by means of which Cimon would win over the poor, - furnishing
a dinner every day to any Athenian who wanted it, bestowing raiment on the
elderly men, and removing the fences from his estates that whosoever wished
might pluck the fruit, - Pericles, outdone in popular arts of this sort, had

recourse to the distribution of the people’s own wealth.”?

There are two different types of benefaction occurring here, both of which had the
same aim, to win over the Athenians. Cimon used his own wealth, while Pericles
distributed public money, with the latter gaining more favour from the demos for his
actions.* Whilst Pericles’ actions ultimately gained him the prestige and favour he
desired, it is Cimon’s actions not his that would have most associated with the civic
euergetism of the second century A.D. Cimon’s generosity, and the motivations
behind it, is a clear example of what modern scholars would consider to be euergetism,
as Breebaart did. These two early Anglophone discussions of euergetism indicate how

the process was far from static, varied over time, and its occurrence should not be

22 Breebaart 1971, 264.
23 plut. Per. 9.2.
24 Stadter 1989, 112.
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determined by the presence of language to describe it. Cimon’s good works in fifth
century Athens and the involvement of the notables in administration under
Valentinian were both acts of giving which resulted in increased power and influence
for both parties. Therefore, throughout antiquity there was no such thing as a free gift,
and political gifts were always tied into a formal process of exchange and reciprocity;

euergetism.

Breebaart’s article, perhaps inadvertently, questions the origins of euergetism; a theme

which has become prevalent in modern studies of the concept:

“Plutarch viewed Pericles’ building program in light of civic euergetism
characteristic of his own days. Plutarch is so carried away by his enthusiasm
for the Periclean monuments that from a ‘demagogue’ Pericles becomes the

great benefactor of the community.”?

Breebaart criticises Plutarch’s interpretation of Pericles’ building activities, and in
doing so, questions whether euergetism, particularly one must note, architectural
euergetism, occurred as early as the fifth century B.C. Plutarch, writing in the first and
second centuries A.D., Breebaart suggests, applies a familiar concept to activities
which would have been designated as euergetic in his own time, but may not have
been in the fifth century. However, as Mauss suggests, the presence or absence of
language to describe a practice does not indicate the presence or absence of the
practice. Whilst Pericles’ building projects may not have been designed as great acts
of public generosity, they were not solely aggrandising. They would have strengthened
Athens’ position in addition to emphasising Pericles’ influence in the city. Five years
prior to the publication of Le pain et le cirque, the definition and development of

euergetism were themes already present in Anglophone scholarship.

Veyne’s definition of euergetism implies a straightforward process, reciprocal
generosity aimed at promoting one’s status or influence. Its name is derived from the
presence in the epigraphic record of derivatives of the words gvepyéng, benefactor,
gvepyeTém, to be a benefactor, and gvepyétnua, a benefaction. The chronological time

frame Veyne ascribes to the occurrence of euergetism, between c¢. 300 B.C. and c.

%5 Breebaart 1971, 269.
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A.D. 300,% coincides with the time when fellow citizens honoured their civic
benefactors. Most scholars follow Veyne’s dating.?” Within the parameters of his
definition, Veyne defines three different types of euergetism: free euergetism or
patronage; euergetism ob honorem, that which is associated directly with the public
office which the benefactor held; and funerary euergetism.?® Within these sub-types,
many different types of gift can be placed. Examples of “euergetism” include but are
not exclusive to monetary donations; building or repairing public monuments; and the
provision of food or games. Furthermore, these gifts can either be one-off donations,
recurring, say annual, donations for the duration of the benefactor’s lifetime, or
tangible gifts, such as a public monument or other construction project. The primary
condition for euergetism to occur, Veyne states, is the establishment of a regime of
notables who saw public office as their responsibility, and as part of the regime, gave
pledges or paid the price for it.2° Although Veyne recognises that the exchange of gifts
and honours occurred in ancient societies, he maintains that no exchange between the
giver and the demos could explain the causes of cuergetism. In Veyne’s view,
euergetism is not a consequence of an exchange of gifts for power.%® When discussing
the role of euergetism in ancient society, Veyne stresses that the driving factor behind
it was not simply a class distinction, the rich giving to the poor to symbolise their
authority and prestige, but what he calls “social distance”.! This concept, fundamental
for his argument,®? not only encompasses the gap between rich and poor, but also other
divisions in societal relations: foreigner and local; ruler and subject, regardless of
wealth. Despite not discussing the linguistics of the word, * Veyne argues that the term
euergetism does not originate in antiquity.® Regarding chronology, Veyne maintains
that the process known as euergetism cannot be extended back to the Classical period,

as at that time, the main reason for an individual’s act of generosity was their

26 \eyne 1976, 209.

27 Domingo Gygax 2016, 3.

28 \/eyne 1976, 209.

29 VVeyne 1976, 256.

30 Domingo Gygax 2016, 4.

31 Veyne 1976, 47.

32 Andreau, Schmitt and Schnapp 1978, 316.
33 Andreau, Schmitt and Schnapp 1978, 310.
3 \Veyne 1976, 20.
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obligation to their city. What led to euergetism was the establishment of a political
regime centred around the city’s ‘notables,” and, after the establishment of the
Hellenistic kingships, the decline of the city as a player on the international stage. This
meant that officials worked at a more local level than previously, so such acts of
generosity also became more focused on a local level.*® The consequent increases in
‘social distance’ between various groups of people within society resulted in the need
for public generosity. However, as will be discussed in more detail below, the process

now known as euergetism pre-dates the fourth century B.C.

Whilst Veyne’s study looks at euergetism in both the Hellenistic and Imperial period,
he states at the outset his intention to ignore the benefactions of Roman notables,
focusing instead on a comparison between the work of Hellenistic notables and those
of the emperor.®® Unlike Veyne’s work, this thesis bridges the gap between the
Hellenistic and Roman periods by engaging with the architectural benefactions of elite
members of both late-Hellenistic and early-Roman provincial cities. Throughout his
study, Veyne focuses on the relationships fostered between giver and receiver, and
benefits that each party received from the exchanges involved in euergetism. Le pain
et le cirque focuses to a far lesser extent on different types of benefaction and the
meaning of different gifts; Veyne places next to no emphasis on architectural
benefaction as a form of exchange of goods and services in exchange for prestige and
honour. A public monument would have been a gift of great value to the recipient city,
but its neglect in the twentieth century’s fundamental work on benefaction highlights
the differences between it and other forms of benefaction and warrants a study of

architectural benefaction as a separate entity.

Since Le pain et le cirque was published, Veyne’s definition of euergetism has been
addressed by several scholars. In his review of the work, Fergus Millar simply
translates euergetism as “public philanthropy,”®” and in theirs’, Jean Andreau, Pauline
Schmitt and Alain Schnapp maintained that unless a gift was directed towards the

whole of the city, there was no euergetism.®® They continue by stating that,

35 Domingo Gygax 1994, 121 in reference to Veyne 1976, 256-8 ; 271.
3%6Veyne 1976, 1.
8" Millar 1978, 365.

3 Andreau, Schmitt and Schnapp 1978, 309 referring to Veyne 1976, 190.
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linguistically, there was no separation, either by Greek or Latin authors, of public and
private donations, implying that all giving, regardless of motivation or reward, was
considered in the same terms.®® In his review Chevallier defines euergetism as “the
antithesis of the gift as primitive form of exchange.”* In other words, for a gift
exchange to be considered an act of euergetism it must be part of a formalised process,
with rules that must be followed, and reciprocated accordingly. Furthermore,
particularly pertinent for this thesis, Chevallier also states that euergetism carried out
by Greeks and Romans was different, the latter’s motivations being not only an
expression of superiority and gaining from performing civic duties, but also a desire
to rule in good conscience.*! These observations emphasise that euergetism was not
only a formal process of giving by an individual to a wider group, in exchange for
reward, but also that it was motivated by a desire to do good. Although such a desire
would have been a motivation to give benefactions, there are far more which must be

considered, as will be discussed below.

Philippe Gauthier, in his seminal work, Les cités grecques et leurs bienfaiteurs,
considers euergetism differently from Veyne, describing it as action, influence and
prestige of the leaders, citizens and foreigners in the cities.*? Within his work, he
studies the phenomenon of benefaction over the period from about 400-100 B.C., with
particular focus on change and continuity across the whole period, rather than from
the Classical to the Hellenistic periods, and from the high, and low, Hellenistic
periods.*® Unlike Veyne, Gauthier does not stress the need for reciprocity in the
process; though he goes on to say that the eponymous Greek terms are found generally
in the context of recognising or affirming the outstanding services of a person towards
a city.* Rather, he seems to consider it a phenomenon characterised by the granting
of honours. Focussing, like his scholarly predecessors, on honorific inscriptions, his

study pays more attention to the honours received than to how, and why, benefactions

39 Andreau, Schmitt and Schnapp 1978, 310.

40 Chevallier 1978, 226.

41 Chevallier 1978, 229.

42 Gauthier 1985, 1 ; “I’action, I’influence et le prestige des notables, citoyens et étrangers, au sein des
cites.”

43 Rousset 2014, xx.

44 Gauthier 1985, 7.
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were made to the city.*® This approach has been met with criticism, particularly by
Guy Rogers. Gauthier, he argues, analyses euergetism, including the foundation of
festivals such as that of Demosthenes at Oenoanda, almost purely from an institutional
point of view. However, the lack of independent information about many institutions
that influenced euergetism exposes the dangers of Gauthier’s approach. Gauthier also
loses track of a question that Rogers considers critical for interpreting a benefactor’s
motivations, that of whether they were citizens or foreigners.*® This is a crucial
oversight, as the motivations to give to one’s own city, and to another city could have

been very different.

Erich Gruen remarks how Gauthier tries to explain away the epigraphic references to
citizen euergetai, referring to such instances as either unofficial designations, a
different type of institution, or the result of “particular circumstances.”*” This, Gruen
adds, “borders on special pleading.”*® A further criticism of Gauthier is that he saw
benefactions as part of a competition for institutionally awarded titles and privileges,
as if public giving existed outside the social customs and beliefs that gave the titles
and privileges symbolic value.*® Rogers refutes this approach, stating that an analysis
of euergetic foundations in terms of the institutions involved should be the first step
in the interpretation, not the last as in Gauthier’s analysis.®® The festival of
Demosthenes at Oenoanda is an example of a different kind of euergetism, in a
different time to those that Gauthier considers, and shows that even as late as the
second century A.D, euergetism was not a fixed process. This thesis argues that
benefactions were inseparable from, and influenced by, the socio-historic context in
which it occurs. Public giving cannot be separated from the wider society in which it
occurred. Furthermore, Gauthier’s reward-driven approach lacks rigorous discussion
into different forms of benefaction, and, consequently, how and why benefactors gave

public monuments.

45 Domingo Gygax 2016, 3-4.

46 Rogers 1991, 98.

47 Gruen 1987, 230; in reference to Gauthier 1985, 15-16, 33-9.
48 Gruen 1987, 230.

49 Rogers 1991, 98.

50 Rogers 1991, 99.
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The flaws in Gauthier’s over-reliance on the language of euergetism as indicators of
origins and development of practice are illustrated in a text from Didyma. The text
dates from 41/0 B.C. and it in, Eudemus, a resident of Miletus, claims he was

descended from a long line of euergetai, dating back to at least the third century B.C.:
[m]poertng Evonpog A[éo]v[tog?, xatd moin]-
o 0& Mdapkov Avioviov AToAAwviov
[t]oD [ToAitov TpuPAriyov, untpodg 6¢ ‘Honag
[t]fic Evavépidov, matpiic Prootiddv,
oMuov Apyacéwv, Amdyovog DITapymV
[K]ol Tpog TaTpOG Kl UNTPOC TPOYOVEOV
gvepyeTd®V 10D dMpov, Tod pev mhmmov
nov Evavopidov gvoepyétov keypnUoTIoUE-

[V]ov év 1® ént otepavneopov TTavcaviov Eviav-
A1, 10D O¢ mpomdnmmov pov AAe&imvog evep-
[Y€]tov Tpoomyopevpévov Eml ote@OVNQ[OPOVL]
[Z]yudoov T1od te Tatpodg To[D T]pomdnmo[v]
[‘Ep]ucdvaktog kexpnuatiopévon evep[yétov]
[énti] otepavneopov ‘Emtyovov, avnyopev|pé]-
[vo]u 8¢ edepyétov ToD dfpov, Kai Mopun-

[Koc] Tod matpodg Tod Epudvaxtog éni tod 1 [Og]-
[0]D T0oD petd Oedd0toV: TPpooyopedshat

0¢ gvepyérag Tod Mpov EHonuov te Oco-

dMPOVL &V TG YPaPEVTL ynoiopartt Eml 6TEPA-
vneopov Nukopdyov kai tahy keypnuaticOofi]

TOV Tpoyeypappévov Evdnuov edepyémmy
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oD ONuoL €mi tod V 1 V Beod tod peta Tnmo-
nayov koi Ebdnpov @aidiovog dvnyopedo|Bat]
g0ePYETV TOD OOV €V TQ €M 6TEPAVNPO[pOV ]
‘Exotaiov 100 ®oppimvog éviovtdr Evig[Bop]-
[u]évav 8¢ TV mpoydvav pov éu péfomt td]
[tp]otepov TV vémv yopvaciot A[viivopoc]
[t0D] Eevipov kol Ecvapov oD [Avtiivopog Kai]
[AX]kwdyov 10D Aviivopoc k[ai Avtivopoc]
[t0]® Evavépidov: kai Evavdpid[ov tod Evavdpi]-
[00]v- Ahe&vikng 6¢ thg [Too[— kai? —]

[T]ig Zdov 10 Avkelov npyo[opévov? — dote]
[pue]téxewv €k Tod yévoug v[—]

KOTOOTAGEWDS TOV g[—]

TOV péYPL T®V 600 [—]

[ta]tpog Evonuo[v —]

[Evav]dpidov n[—]

[...u]évou [—]

The prophet Eudemus son of Leon(?) who [by adop]tion Marcus Antonius
Apollonius Polites Tryblichus, my mother Hydea daughter of Evandrides, of
the Philostidai patria, of the Argasiai deme, being descended from benefactors
on both my father and mother’s side, my grandfather Evandrides was entitled
benefactor in the year of the stephanephorete of Pausanias’, my great-
grandfather Alexion was addressed as benefactor the stephanephorete of
Simiadas, my great-great-grandfather Hermonax was entitled benefactor
during the stephanephorete of Hepigonus, and Murmex the father of Hermonax
in the tenth year of Theodotus; was addressed as benefactor of the demos

Eudemus and Theodorus and was named in the inscribed decree during the



25

stephanephorete of Nikomachus Eudemus benefactor of the people in the tenth
year after Theodotus; with Hippomachus and Eudemus son of Thallion were
called benefactor of the people during the stephanephorete of Hekataia son of
Phormion my ancestors were buried in the middle of the former gymnasium
Antenor son of Xenares and Xenares son of Antenor and Alkimachus son of
Antenor and Antenor son of Evandrides and Evandrides son of Evandrides and
Alexinike the daughter of Pos [ - -and - -] Sous (?) who having completed the
Lyceum(?) [ - - - - ] share in out of the family [- - - - ] appointment of the [ - -

- -] as far as the [ - - - - ] father of Eudemus [ - - - - J**

At first glance, it appears that a number of Eudemus’ ancestors were given the title
euergetes by their home town of Miletus. In his discussion of the text, Luigi Moretti
concludes that Eudemus’ ancestors were early examples of citizen euergetai, and that
the practice of giving the title euergetes to citizens occurred in Miletus far earlier than
other parts of the Greek-speaking world.>? There are several issues with Moretti’s
interpretation of the text, one of which is that he does not consider the fact that the text
dates from several centuries after the death of many of these so-called citizen
euergetai, at a time when citizens were often rewarded in this way. The awarding of
these titles to his ancestors may have been retrospective, indicative of practices that
occurred at the time of the text’s inscribing rather than at the time the events occurred.
Gauthier is highly critical of Moretti’s interpretation, arguing that Eudemus’ ancestors
only “had been” or “called”, ebepyétnc, as opposed to being “registered” as

benefactors by the city:

“Il ne dit pas que ses ancétres avaient été “inscrits” comme évergéetes par la
cite, mais seulement qu’ils “avaient été” des évergeétes, ou encore qu’ils avaient

été “appelés” ou “proclamés” (mpocmyopsvpuévor) évergétes” >

Through this statement, Gauthier’s over-reliance on diagnostic language, and

unacceptance of any variations in representation of benefactors is clear. He also

51 Didyma 11 259.

52 Moretti 1977, 5-6.

53 Gauthier 1985, 13. “It does not say that his ancestors were "registered "as benefactors by the city,
only that they “had been” the benefactors, or that they had been “called” or “proclaimed”

(mpoonyopevpévor) benefactors.”
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ignores the presence in lines 8-9 of the phrase evepyétov keypnuaticué[vlov “bearing
the title euergetes.” This suggests two possibilities, either that Eudemus’ ancestor was
indeed awarded the title evepyétng during their lifetimes, or that Eudemus
retrospectively rewarded his ancestor. Eudemus may not have considered it necessary
to be as specific about exactly how his ancestors came to be referred to as gvepyétng
as Gauthier may have liked. As by the first century B.C., when the text was inscribed,
the title evepyéng was more regularly bestowed on citizens, its audience were more
familiar with the practice than their third century ancestors would have been.
Regardless of whether Miletus granted the title euergetes to Eudemus’ third century
ancestors, this text shows not only a number of different ways of representing
benefactors but also that a solely linguistic approach to understanding the practice of

benefaction is not sufficient to understand a highly complex and varied process.

Gauthier states that the rise of the Hellenistic kingdoms after the death of Alexander
the Great led to an inevitable decline in democracy, and an increase in oligarchy in the
Greek cities.> In Asia, this political system resulted in a small number of citizens
having to endure most of the expenses needed to maintain social peace and mediate
first with the Hellenistic kings and then, after annexation in 133 B.C., the Romans.
The influence that interactions with Rome had on benefactors will play a significant
part in this thesis, but increased interactions with the Hellenistic kings allowed citizens
to become benefactors through taking part in embassies or other occasions whereby
they could gain something of benefit for their city from the kings. These so-called
great benefactors were above all others and honoured accordingly by their cities.>® In
the third, and first decades of the second, century B.C. these benefactors were
honoured more for their dedication and their generosity. Benefactions were not made
to gain popularity, but were part of civic duty, for benefactors were elected, and thus

made accountable for their actions, and honoured accordingly.

Gauthier maintains that there was very little difference between early Hellenistic
benefactors and the prostatai of the demos during the Classical period in what they
were doing. Thus, they were rewarded in the same way as a benefactor would have

been in the fourth century with praise and crowns; statues in the agora; and food in the

54 Gauthier 1985, 8-9.
55 Gauthier 1985, 67.
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prytany.®® Here, Gauthier stresses the similarities between benefactors from the
Classical period and those of the early Hellenistic period in an attempt to emphasise
his argument that the turning point for euergetism was the later Hellenistic period. He
argues that the honours that late Hellenistic benefactors received were different.
Honorific decrees from this period stress the moral qualities of the benefactor, rather
than the honouring, and thanking, him for his gift. Rather than a zealous and devoted
citizen, the late Hellenistic benefactor was a man of special character, which explained
his generosity, and made him a suitable candidate to receive exceptional honours.>’
The major flaw in this argument is that honorific texts stressing the moral qualities of
the honorand existed long before the late Hellenistic period.>® Polly Low’s study of
biographic epigraphy has illustrated that in the Classical period honorific decrees
frequently listed the abstract virtues of the benefactor but rarely mentioned the actions
of the benefactor.>® But, in contrast to Gauthier, Low has suggested that a shift in
honorific practice occurred from the 320s B.C. The shift that she recognises is not one
which prioritises the honouring of the benefactor over thanking him for his gift, but
rather one which moved from formulaic, abstract honours and gave precedence to
longer, more detailed statements about the reason why the benefactor had been
honoured.® This trend became more apparent in the third century and beyond, where
inscribed texts were as interested in the actions of the benefactor as their character.5!

Gauthier and Low’s analysis of shifting patterns in honorific texts shows the fluidity

% Gauthier 2011, 323-324.

57 Gauthier 2011, 328.

58 One of the most common moral characteristics praised in honorific degrees, particularly in relation
to benefactors is etvoug, showing good sense, or being well-disposed. A search of the PHI texts for
instances of this term in Asia Minor returns 31 uses of ebvoug securely dating to before the second
century B.C. out of 110 instances: (SEG 26, 1222; CIG 2671, 1l. 29-64; 1Str 503; IMagn 2; IMagn 5;
IMagn 7c; IMagn 4; IMagn 3; IMagn 6; IMagn 11; IEry 27; IEry 21; IEry 34; AJP 1935, 379-80, no.
IV; Milet | 3, 138; IPri 54.1-34; IPri 59; IPri 5; PHI Teos 30 (Anadolu 1965, 33-36); IVE 2004; IVE
1443; IVE 1441; IVE 1405; IvE 1427; IvE 1474; IVE 1456; IVE 1438; IK 3,32; IK 3,40; OGIS 6; CIG
3655.)

59 Low 2016, 154.

60 |ow 2016, 155.

%1 Low 2016, 166.
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of the honorific culture of the Hellenistic period and, indirectly, the fluidity of the

practices in which benefactors partook to gain these honours.

Gauthier also argues that there were other changes in honorific practices in the late
Hellenistic period. He claims that before the second century B.C. the erection of a
statue in the agora for a citizen was rare, but by then, benefactors were receiving
multiple statues.®? In his discussion of statues in the agora,®® John Ma does not specify
when statues of citizens begin to appear in agorae, but all the examples which he does
give date to the second century B.C. or later, suggesting that Gauthier’s assessment is
correct. New honours were also introduced, in addition to the multiplication of older
honours. These included the city performing thanksgiving sacrifices for the restoration
of a benefactor’s health, the prescription of exceptional funerary honours, making the
benefactor an eponym of a tribe and establishing a cult in his honour.®* Whilst statues
of citizen benefactors became much more common, other honours were still
exceptional, and reserved for very prestigious benefactors,% so should not be taken as

definitive indicators of change.

Gauthier claims that the great benefactors emerged and euergetism arose from the
second century B.C. onwards as the kings began to fall.®® Local elites had to step into
the void left by these royal benefactors to provide for their cities as, unlike in the
democracies of the Classical period, each citizen was no longer contributing to his city
in accordance to his means.®’ He adds that the rise of Roman rule in the Greek world,
the evolution of international relations, and economic and social conditions, meant
that the great benefactors were given further opportunities to be benefactors of their

cities.®® Whilst Klaus Bringmann’s study has shown that there was a decline in royal

62 Gauthier 2011, 328.

63 Ma 2013, 75-79.

64 Gauthier 2011, 328.

8 Particularly pertinent for this thesis are the major benefactors Gaius Iulius Zoilus and Gnaeus
Vergilius Capito, discussed in Chapters 2 and 5, respectively. The former received multiple statues, and
a (probable) funerary monument located in the city, whilst the latter received cultic status and
(probably) a games in his honour.

86 Gauthier 2011, 367.

67 Domingo Gygax 1994, 121-122 ; Gauthier 2011, 308 ; 317.

68 Gauthier 2011, 328-329.
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generosity from about 150 B.C.,*° no doubt exacerbated by the fall of the Hellenistic
Kings, both Gruen and Rogers are critical of Gauthier’s argument that, between the
fall of the Greek monarchies and the entry of Rome into the east, euergetism changed
in character becoming less of a civil service and more of a kind of government.”
Rogers simply states that there is very little evidence to support Gauthier’s claims.’
Stefan Cramme states that Roman emperors continued to give material support to the
cities within and without their realm to ensure good relations, as the Hellenistic Kings
had done,” so the fall of the Kings and the decline of their gifts to the cities cannot be
the cause of euergetism. The coming of Roman rule in the Greek East may have
resulted in further opportunities for prominent citizens to make benefactions to their

city, but euergetism is a process with origins far preceding the second century B.C.

Gauthier also claims that the similarities between the Roman system of patronage,
particularly the relationship between patron and client, and Greek euergetism allowed
the Romans to succeed the Hellenistic kings in relation to the cities without much
difficulty.” Once again, the city’s great benefactors had to shoulder the burden of
appeasing a ruling overlord, once a Greek king, now a Roman emperor. However, as
Andrew Erskine has argued, the Romans were not considered a substitution for the
Hellenistic kings, but as a different kind of benefactor. From the second century B.C.,
the epithet ‘Pouaiol oi kool evepyétan begins to appear in inscriptions, but the
epithet, kowdc evepyéng, was rarely used in texts relating to relations between Greek
cities and the Hellenistic kings, is virtually unknown in the relations between kings
and Greek cities or civic institutions.”* The Hellenistic kings were frequently called
euergetai, and the use of ‘Popaiot oi kool gdepyéton might simply be a continuation
of a Hellenistic practice. Erskine describes this interpretation as over-simple and

underestimating of the complex nature of the Greek response to Rome.” By adopting

%9 Bringmann 1993, 11; He states that from the end of the Attalid dynasty down to 30 B.C., only fifteen
pieces of testimony exist and apart from the reconstruction of the Odeion at Athens these deal with
rather small donations.

0 Gruen 1987, 230; Rogers 1991, 98: in reference to Gauthier 1985, 4; 68; 72-5; 147.

"1 Rogers 1991, 98.

2 Cramme 2001, 25.

3 Gauthier 2011, 357.

74 Erskine 1994, 70.

S Erskine 1994, 71.
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this phrase, the Greeks acknowledged that the Romans were benefactors but that,
unlike the Hellenistic kings, they neither had to prove they were Greeks, or were they
trying to maintain their position of power.”® They were merely consolidating their
power through benefaction. The creation of a new phrase to describe the Romans,
rather than continuing to use the language previously ascribed to the Hellenistic kings
suggests that the Greeks did not see the Romans as simply successors to previous
rulers as Gauthier seems to imply. Rather, it shows that they have interpreted the
power relationship between themselves and the Romans as something new and
different, so much so that new rhetoric was required to express it. The epithet
“common benefactor” here acknowledges Rome’s supremacy in the eastern
Mediterranean; they were the common benefactors because there was no-one left to
rival them.”” Having become clients of Rome, civic communities gradually melted into
an anonymous crowd of subjects of Rome as Gauthier claims.’® Gauthier is misguided.
As this thesis shall argue, architectural benefaction in the Roman period in the
province of Asia was a varied process, carried out by many different people, and that
this tangible form of benefaction was used to represent them and their relationship to
their home city and to Rome. Had the benefactors of these communities simply melted
into the crowd, then there would have been less diversity in architectural benefaction.
Benefactors would have all been of a similar social background, they would have built
similar, Roman-style monuments, and they would have been rewarded in the same
manner as the Roman state dictated. As will be discussed below, this was clearly not

the case.

In his 1991 review in response to Brian Pearce’s 1990 translation into English of Le
pain et le cirque Peter Garnsey, after praising Veyne as a scholar, remarks that it
provided “an occasion for an assessment of this somewhat neglected work.”’® Aside
from Millar’s brief review in the Times Literary Supplement, Le pain et le cirque had
only been reviewed by French scholars, and Garnsey’s observations suggest that the
original French had had comparatively little impact on Anglophone scholarship.

Where Garnsey disagrees most with VVeyne is with regards to the role that competition

76 Erskine 1994, 83.
7 Erskine 1994, 85.
78 Gauthier 2011, 358.
9 Garnsey 1991, 164.
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between elites had in euergetic practices. Veyne acknowledges that competition
between the elites was an element of euergetism, but unlike Garnsey, would not
describe it as power play.®® Garnsey states that the notion of a power vacuum in the
cities is implausible as the relationship between the ruler and ruled in the cities was
not empty of power, and that the notables were instrumental in maintaining law and
order as these day-to-day responsibilities were entrusted to the city’s governing

classes.®! Garnsey, rather pessimistically concludes his review thus:

“As it stands, his euergetism in its ‘pure’ form, as essentially symbolic and
devoid of functional significance, seems a rather empty concept, and the

phenomenon itself of rather less interest than we were led to expect.”®?

Fifteen years after its publication, it appears that Le pain et le cirque did not have the
same impact in Anglophone scholarship as it did in its Francophone counterpart.
However, in the quarter of a century since the publication of the translation, Veyne’s
work has gained precedence and euergetism is now considered a process full of
variations with a complex pattern of development over wide spatial and chronological
spans rather than being an empty and uninteresting concept. As this thesis shall argue,

the giving of public monuments is just one element of this complex social practice.

Specifically related to Asia Minor is Zuiderhoek’s 2009 study The Politics of
Munificence in the Roman Empire Citizens, Elite and Benefactors in Asia Minor.
Zuiderhoek focuses on a range of benefactions, including public buildings, financing
games, festivals, food distributions and donations to gymnasia.2® Although he pays
attention to the people involved in the benefactions, his focus is not on their individual
roles and how they and their work were represented through the associated epigraphic
and architectural material. He also does not consider the diversity of the local elites,
considering the upper strata of provincial society as more homogenous than was the
case. Rather, his focus is on how elite public giving was a reaction of urban elites to

developments within provincial society, particularly the increased oligarchising of

80 Veyne 1976, 299; Garnsey 1991, 168.
81 Garnsey 1991, 168.

82 Garnsey 1991, 168.

8 Zuiderhoek 2009, 23-28.
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civic life and the growing wealth of an elite minority after the coming of Rome.
Zuiderhoek also focuses on the rewards that benefactors received for their work,
particularly how such recognition legitimated a benefactor’s actions.® His work
develops and expands upon J. E. Lendon’s observations in his 1997 work Empire of
Honour. The Art of Government in the Roman World, in which he states that the giving
and receiving of honour was an integral part of rule and authority in the provinces.3®
This thesis builds on and challenges the work of Zuiderhoek by considering the
provincial civic elites as a diverse group, with individuals with their own ideas of
prestige and honour, and how this and their relationship to their city and to Rome was

represented through their benefactions.

The most recent major study of euergetism is Marc Domingo Gygax’s 2016 work
Benefaction and awards in the Ancient Greek City: The Origins of Euergetism. From
the outset, Domingo Gygax defines euergetism as a ‘modern’ construct first used, as
stated above, by Boulanger and Marrou. Domingo Gygax suggests that euergetism
gained its popularity as a concept in the years after the publication of Le pain et le
cirque with the shift in the social sciences and humanities towards a post-modernist
paradigm, away from the Marxist one prominent amongst thinkers in the 1970s.%’
Domingo Gygax defines euergetism as:

“...the phenomenon of the voluntary financing of public buildings, festivals,
and city institutions such as schools, as well as the distribution of food or
money by individual citizens, foreigners, Hellenistic kings, Roman emperors,

and their representatives.”%

This all-encompassing definition, combining elements of Veyne, Marrou, and
Boulanger’s definitions, indicates the complex nature of the process. Unlike the others,
however, he stresses the voluntary nature of euergetism, separating it from
benefactions made in association with civic offices. As the title of his work suggests,

Domingo Gygax is concerned with when and how the process of euergetism began

8 Zuiderhoek 2009, 2.

8 Zuiderhoek 2009, 113-153.
8 |_endon 1997, 11-12.

87 Domingo Gygax 2016, 1-2.
8 Domingo Gygax 2016, 2.
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and developed. Whilst he includes the giving of public buildings alongside other forms
of dedication in his definition of euergetism, he does not discuss it, or indeed any of
them, as different forms of benefaction. Rather, he combines all forms of benefaction
into one all-encompassing process, not considering the different motivations, scales,

and financial commitment that each type entailed.

Unlike Veyne and Gauthier, Domingo Gygax maintains that euergetism was an
established institution in the Archaic period,® when foreigners were honoured with
titles, distinctions, and privileges. Euergetic decrees were being issued by the sixth
century,® but honouring citizens in the same way did not occur until the late fifth
century.®! Veyne, Gauthier and others who place too much emphasis on the presence
of the word evepyétng are missing the point. The ancients would not have considered
the modern concept of euergetism, derived from the Greek word for benefactor, in the
same way.? Modern scholars have put a label on a process and attempted to give it
defined parameters and a chronological framework. However, an ancient benefactor
would not have referred to his actions as euergetism. What an ancient benefactor
would have been aware of was the existence of the words gdepyétng, evepyetém, and
evepyétnuo, all of which were used about those who had bestowed a gift on a city.
These words may not have entered dedicatory rhetoric until the Classical period, but
the phenomenon would have predated this. Although we do not know if the ancients
had a specific name for the process of reciprocal benefaction, it seems unlikely that

our definitions of euergetism reflected what the ancients thought that they were doing.

89 Domingo Gygax 2016, 5.

% A sixth century inscription from Cyzicus (Nomina | 32) states that two typical euergetic rewards,
exemption from taxes (ateleia) and the right to dine (sitésis) in the prytaneion were granted to an
individual named Manes, as well as to the sons of a certain Aesepus and his descendants.; Domingo-
Gygax 2016, 58-59 “It also records that “the polis has given the stele to Manes” another characteristic
reward of euergetism.” A fifth century text from Gortyn (I.Cret. 1V, 64) states that the city gave a
present (dérea) to Dionysius...[for his valour] in war and his benefactions (euergesiai),...exemption
from all taxes (atelia) for him [and his descendants], a citizen’s justice, a house in Aulon inside the
fortress and a parcel outside.; Domingo Gygax 2016, 59: (this inscription is) “reminiscent of the typical
honorific decrees of the Classical and Hellenistic age in terms of expressions and formulations used, as
well as the honours and benefactions mentioned.”

1 Domingo Gygax 2016, 44.

92 Domingo Gygax 1994, 119 ; Ma 2013, 2.
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The actions that we have labelled euergetism when they occurred in a certain period
did not suddenly begin when gvepyétng, evepyetém, and gvepyétnua appeared in the
dedicatory rhetoric. Instead, these terms are more likely to be indicative of the
formalisation of a practice that had been occurring less formally for several centuries.

Throughout their extensive studies on the origins, developments, practice, and rewards
for euergetism, Veyne, Gauthier, Domingo-Gygax and others have paid relatively
little attention to the specific process of architectural benefaction. A gift that involved
a greater commitment of time, effort and money than most others, it could only have
been undertaken by the richest in society and only in certain circumstances; there was
only limited space within a city for theatres, basilicas and temples for example. These
less frequently occurring, more exclusive forms of benefaction, however, presented
the ideal opportunities for the representation of the most elite of all benefactors. The
way that benefactors were represented through the epigraphy associated with their
benefaction is another element of euergetism and euergetic activities largely absent
from studies of euergesia to date. This section explores the giving of public
monuments in relation to current studies of euergesia, before developing further and
building on current work. It argues that architectural benefaction is not only a
phenomenon worth considering but also that architectural benefactors were
represented through their monuments and associated epigraphy from the Archaic to
the Late-Hellenistic period. These representations, and any change in practice will be

used as indicators of wider social changes.

Whilst the origins of euergetism may date from sixth century B.C., some of the most
famous sixth century B.C. architectural benefactions in what became the Roman
province of Asia are not considered as acts of euergetism. These monuments, the
building projects of the tyrant Polycrates on the island of Samos, have instead been
used as evidence for euergetism being a later phenomenon. Polycrates’ building
projects were on a grand scale. His aqueduct, described by Herodotus as one of three
of the greatest building and engineering feats in the Greek world,* the Temple of
Hera, the harbour with its quarter-mile breakwater, and the markets®* would have

come at a significant financial cost, and would have had an immediate impact on the

% Hdt. 3. 60.
% Lewis 2009, 29; 39.
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city. A reason argued for the building projects of the tyrants not being considered acts
of euergetism or generous benefaction is that their monuments were designed to have
no direct benefit to the residents of the city but to promote the tyrants’ self-indulgence,
and self-aggrandising agenda.® The utilitarian nature of most of Polycrates’ building
projects, bringing water into the city and constructing a place for trading, contradicts
this theory, even if the benefits brought to the Samians through these monuments were
secondary. Whilst Polycrates initiated these projects, they cannot be used as evidence
for him representing his own relationship and interactions with Samos or elsewhere.
As tyrant, Polycrates was effectively the embodiment of Samos. These projects were
not paid for from Polycrates’ personal funds but from state-controlled funds, that he
would have had access to, most likely collected from taxation and booty. Thus, these
projects served only to represent the relationship between Polycrates and Samos to the
wider world, rather than Polycrates’ relationship between himself, Samos and the
wider world. The interconnectedness of the individual ruler and the state in Samos
under the tyranny meant that regardless of the level of involvement Polycrates had in
the construction of his monuments, they were very much state buildings. Therefore,
whilst these monuments did represent Polycrates, they cannot, and should not, be

considered in the same way as later public monuments built by individuals.

Elsewhere, the Pisistratids were responsible for updating the water supply system,
including Athens’ first aqueduct, and building the Temple of Olympian Zeus. In his
Politics Aristotle describes the construction of the Temple of Olympian Zeus as a
means of keeping the people poor and busy to prevent them plotting.*® The AthPol
offers more on the motivations behind the Pisistratids’ work, which also included

offering loans to people to support themselves:

“In doing this he had two objects, to prevent their stopping in the city and make

them stay scattered about the country, and to cause them to have a moderate

% Lewis 2009, 28; 30.
% Arist. Pol. 5. 1313b. “...the building of the temple of Olympian Zeus by the Pisistratidae and of the
temples at Samos, works of Polycrates (for all these undertakings produce the same effect, constant

occupation and poverty among the subject people)...”
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competence and be engaged in their private affairs, so as not to desire nor to

have time to attend to public business.®”

Whilst the provision of work constructing their architectural benefactions and loans to
the peoples of Athens by the Pisistratids may have improved the lives of the citizens
and developed the city, their apparent generosity was not designed to help the people
of Athens, but to exert their control over them. Thus, the way that they were
represented through their architectural benefactions on the one hand would have
shown them as benevolent rulers, on the other would have cemented their absolute
rule in Athens. Like Polycrates at Samos, the nature of the Pisistratids’ relationship
between themselves and Athens, as embodied by their tyrannical regime, meant that
their architectural benefactions were state projects rather than the work of individuals.
However, the work that the Pisistratids undertook in Athens were more in line with
the modern concept of euergetism than those of Polycrates. Veyne’s description of
euergetism as generosity motivated by prestige and honour is certainly applicable to
the Pisistratids’ building projects. Investing money into building projects and loans
and, by doing so, made the Athenians more dependent upon them, would have
strengthened their position and made themselves worthier of prestige and honour.
Whilst this reciprocity is firmly skewed in the Pisistratids’ favour, it does exist, and
suggests that there was some semblance of modern euergetism in sixth century B.C.
Athens.

The democratisation of society in the fourth century resulted in benefaction becoming
decentralised and more independent. Donations made both in office and privately
increased, as did benefactions made to individual demes, rather than the whole polis.
This allowed those of lesser means to become euergetai of a deme rather than the
polis. This may have resulted from a transfer of administrative responsibility from
polis to demic level, which led to the demes relying on financial assistance from
wealthy demesmen.®® Despite this opening up of benefaction to a wider number of
citizens, there is no evidence for any individuals who contributed to construction

projects, despite the flurry of building activity that was taking place there at the time.*°

% Arist. Const. 16.1-3.
% Domingo Gygax 2016, 214.
% Domingo Gygax 2016, 151.



37

The phenomenon of individuals making private donations, unrelated to a civic office,
towards public buildings and utilities began towards the very end of the Classical
period. The increased numbers of individuals partaking in architectural benefaction
from the late Classical period onwards offers the opportunity to enrich the discussion

by taking how benefactors were represented through their monuments.

Plutarch describes how Lycurgus, a leading statesman of Athens between 338 and 324
B.C., was entrusted by a number of Athenian citizens with funds for a number of
projects including contributions towards architectural projects.!® A man named
Neoptolemus, working on Lycurgus’ initiative, was given a statue for covering the
altar of Apollo in the agora with gold,'® and restoring the temple of Artemis
Aristoboule in his home deme of Melite, for which he was honoured by his
demesmen.'% The votive pillar of Hymettian marble with a cavetto capital, has two
texts, the first, lines 1-5 were inscribed on the capital in large letters and record a
dedication to Artemis by Neoptolemus, son of Anticles, of Melite when Chairylle was
priestess. The second, lines 6-27, is on the shaft in small letters and records a decree
of the people of Melite in honour of Neoptolemus.'®® The badly damaged text!®
represented Neoptolemus as someone who made benefactions on both a local, demic
level and a wider, polis level,'® indicating his involvement and influence in both strata
of Athenian society. Furthermore, he made donations as an official of Athens, as a
private person without fulfilling a public function, and as a member of his deme.1%
Despite his generosity, Neoptolemus’ work did not earn him the honour of being called
euergetes of either his deme or the polis. Such a designation was very rare for a citizen
in the fourth century: had the same generous work been undertaken two centuries later,
or if Neoptolemus was a foreigner, then he would have been honoured in this manner.

However, he was rewarded in other ways and receiving both a statue and a crown in

100 pJyt. Mor. 852a-d.

101 Plyt. Mor. 843f-4a.

102 Threpsiades and Vanderpool 1965, 32; what exactly Neoptolemus gave to the sanctuary of Artemis
is not clear as the text is badly damaged, though that he took care of the needs of the cult can be made
out in line 11.

103 Threpsiades and Vanderpool 1965, 31.

104 SEG 22 116.

105 Domingo Gygax 2016, 233.

106 Domingo Gygax 2016, 249.
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recognition for his generosity shows that, even with the absence of diagnostic
euergetic language, Neoptolemus was partaking in the process now called

euergetism. 1%

Cases like Neoptolemus’ bring the dating of euergetism — as a separate phenomenon
to being called a euergete — into question. Mauss, as discussed earlier, remarks that
social practices predate the written records of them, and Neoptolemus’ benefactions,
for which he was rewarded by both polis and deme, is an example of a rich citizen
carrying out generous works in exchange for prestige and honour. Whilst the honour
of being called euergete of the deme would not have been a driving factor behind
Neoptolemus’ benefactions, philotimia, or love of honour was. According to Veyne’s
definition gaining honour was one of the motivations behind euergetism.
Neoptolemus’ philotimia was recognised by his deme and he was rewarded
accordingly. Neoptolemus’ benefactions to the city of Athens and to his home deme
Melite show that euergetism, aimed at both ones’ immediate locality and a wider scale,
occurred earlier than 300 B.C., and that recognition by the gaining of a title was not

the only motivation for elite public giving.

Further evidence for fourth century benefactions by an individual for the benefit of his
deme was found in the deme of Kephissia. The benefactor, whose name is now only
partially preserved, received an honorific inscription for preforming several civic

duties and repairing building public monuments:
[E]muAfic einey - éne<i>1 ®po[vp (ca.8) kaAdg koi]
[eh]otipwe tdV iepdV @[V Epuaiov? Emepeindn kai]
[v? 1d]1 avToD ywpimt Td[1? (ca. 18) ]
[. . xoi T]fv kpRvnv Kai Tov [0xetov kail  (ca. 8) ]
[cateck]evaoe kol Thg TaAa[icTpog émeotatnoe? |
[kl 0] dmodvtiprov Tiig Ta[AaioTpag Emeckevaoe]

[koi T]fv kpnvmv Eppatev d[ote Ta TpoPoato un giot]-

197 Domingo Gygax 2016, 249.
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évon gig antny xoi téAka e Aotipme Empate mpoc)
tov dfjpov tov K[n]o[ic]iéwv - 8[ed0xBor Toig dnuotat]-
[c] érou[véoa]t Ppov[p (ca23) ]

[E]pikles spoke: whereas Phrour ... {patronymic} well and honorably
oversaw] the sacred rites (sacrifices?) [of the Hermaia and] on? his own land
[... 1 [... and constructed] a springhouse and a [channel and ...,] and [was the
epistates] of the pala[istra,] [and repaired the] apodyterion of the pa[laistra,]
[and] fenced in the spring so that [sheep do not get] into it, and [accomplished]
the rest [of his duties honorably for] the deme of the Kephissians, [the

demesmen decided] to praise Phro[ur {patronymic ) and to crown him] [...2%°

The end of the inscription is now lost, so whether the benefactor gained any other
recognition for his benefactions, such as the title euergetes from his deme, in addition
to his inscriptions and his crowning, is now unknown. Whilst the demesmen of
Kephissia award their benefactor for performing his duties, Neoptolemus’ good works
and love of honour towards his deme are praised. Both men, amongst other things,
gave architectural benefactions to their demes in fourth century Athens. Even at a date
when Veyne and Gauthier believed that euergetism had not yet evolved as a process,
seeking honour by doing one’s duty or performing good works, were motivating
factors behind giving architectural benefactions. Whether or not the missing text from
this inscription contained titles and other euergetic language, the anonymous
benefactor from Kephissia, like Neoptolemus, was performing what is now called
euergetism as early as the fourth century B.C. The gradual decentralisation of
euergetism from polis to demic level in fourth century B.C. Athens pre-empted and
paved the way for individuals to give generously to their home town and gain due

reward for their work.

The Archaic and Classical examples discussed above suggest that architectural

benefactions were considered differently from other forms of giving, and that being

108 pPiraeus Museum MII 3514; SEG 32 147.
109 Reconstruction and translation; Morison 2000, 95.
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named as a euergetes was not a primary motivation. Public giving in the Classical
period, as seen in the case of Neoptolemus, was also motivated by philotimia, and was
not simply an act of charity.!'® Honour had always been central to the political
economy of the Greek city, and the circulation and exchange of honours was a crucial
ingredient of euergetism.!'! Whilst desiring, and gaining honour was a clear
motivation for giving benefactions during the Classical period, one motivation that
was less apparent was philanthropia. Whilst Millar translates one neologism
‘euergetism’ with another ‘public philanthropy’*!?, the two should not be equated as
simply as Millar did. Bauman claims that the concept of philanthropia, or the love of
man, was largely absent from the Greek consciousness as there are very few references
to it in Classical literature.!'® In particular, there is no mention of philanthropia in
Thucydides, particularly in the catalogue of human virtues outlined in Pericles’
Funeral Oration.'** A survey of instances of philanthropia in Classical literature
explains this. If the tragedy Prometheus Bound can be attributed to Aeschylus, then
philanthropia’s appearance in lines 11 and 28 are the earliest mentions of it as a
compound word.*® Even if Prometheus Bound post-dates Aeschylus, it, and
Aristophanes’ comedy Peace!!® are not only the two surviving pre-fourth century B.C.
usages of philanthropia in literature, but also they both refer to the philanthropic
characteristics of deities not mortals.**’ If philanthropia was considered a virtue only
worthy of the gods when Thucydides was writing this would explain its absence from

Pericles’ Funeral Oration. Philanthropia was only later used to describe the

110 yvan Nijf 2001, 313.

111 yvan Nijf 2015.

112 Millar 1978, 365.

113 Bauman 2000, 11; Attic literature supplies only three examples of its use. In Aeschylus’ Prometheus
the gods punish his presumption by discontinuing their visual philanthropia towards men (VV. 11, 28)
Aristophanes’ ‘most gracious of daimons’ (Pax. 392) is no more than a ‘courteous’ stereotype. A
fragment attributed to Euripides’ lost play Kresphontes, has an unhappily married daughter beg her
father for a ‘just and philanthropic favour’ (Eur. Fr. 953. 40-42).

114 Thuc. 2. 34-46; Bauman 2000, 11.

115 Sulek 2010, 387.

118 Aristoph. Pax. 394.

117 For a more detailed discussion of the context of these uses of philanthropia, see Sulek 2010, 388-
389.
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relationship between generous rulers and their subjects, before finally being applied

to generous wealthy people more generally.!

The earliest extant reference to the philanthropia of a mortal is in Plato’s Euthyphro,
thought to have been composed in the 390s B.C. This is also the first time the term
appears as a noun, rather than in an adjectival form.*°® Xenophon, in his treatises on
horsemanship and hunting'?, refers to philanthropia as an distinctive characteristic of
a person or thing that causes them to be attracted to humans.*?* Philanthropia becomes
more widely used in the fourth century B.C., and appears in the works of
Demosthenes,??  Isocrates,'?®  Aristotle,’®*  Aeschines,’® Demades,’® and
Hyperides.'?” Throughout these orators’ works, philanthropia is associated with the
virtues of political leadership such as justice, clemency and generosity.? Prior to this,
gestures a modern audience would call philanthropic would have been understood as
acts of eunoia, good thinking, or praos, goodness or mildness. This does not mean that
selfless generosity, or any other modern definition of philanthropy,*?® was not a
motivating factor behind benefaction in the Classical period. As Mauss outlined,
absence of language does not indicate absence of practice. Philanthropic gestures may
well have occurred far earlier than the attribution of the virtue of philanthropia to
human beings, but they were not referred to as acts of philanthropia. To reassess

Millar’s equation of euergetism and philanthropy, the two concepts are related but are
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122 Demos, Speeches 6.1, 7.31, 8.33, 16.9, 24.193, 36.55; Letter 2. 21.
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127 Hyperides, Speech 5, Fragment 6.

128 Sulek 2010, 393.

129 For example Cunningham 2016, 42 summarises philanthropy as a “gift relationship”, whilst Kidd
1996, 184 defines philanthropy as “...non-commercial social transfers of wealth, material objects or
non-material assistance rendered in forms that are culturally meaningful and that generate moral
relationships between individuals or groups such as solidarity, dependence, legitimacy, and
reputability.”
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not the same thing. Euergetism should be considered the process in which gifts are
exchanged within a system of reciprocal generosity. Philanthropy encompasses more
than a process of giving and receipt of an expected reward. It encompasses the
motivations behind the generosity of the gift, the relationships created by the act of
giving and the sense of having performed a good deed is the main reward received by

the philanthropist.

Philotimia, although usually defined as ‘love of honour,” is not as simple as this. Its
inclusion in epigraphic contexts, particularly alongside other virtues, implies that
philotimia was a positive attribute. In contrast, ancient authors, who also assimilated
the ideas of a desire for distinction and ambition into philotimia, often saw philotimia
as a negative attribute.**® Thucydides, for example, attributes the evils of society to a
love of power, whose origins lay in greed and ambition.** What one did with one’s
philotimia , rather than philotimia itself, should be considered as either a positive or a
negative attribute. If, as Thucydides claims, one’s philotimia led to societal evils then
of course those responsible deserve chastisement. However, another definition of
philotimia is ambitious display or ostentation.'3 This aspect of philotimia is different
from simply desiring, or loving, honour; it goes further, by acting upon the desire and
displaying it for all to see. Philotimia also went together with the love of one’s city,
as both a motivation for political activity and the stimulus for inter-city rivalry.*® This
is the manner of using one’s philotimia that would have been celebrated in an
epigraphic context. With regards to architectural benefaction, this aspect of philotimia
is particularly relevant, as the benefactor is using this medium to represent their love
of honour for all to see. The lavish displays associated with philotimia were not always

negative. Where the ambition of the rich led them to spend in a way that benefitted the

130 Evidence for philotimia being a negative attribution includes Eur. 1A, 527; Aristoph. Thesm. 383,
Aristot. Nic. Eth., 1125b 22. Aristotle does not see it as negative. Rather, he considers not showing
any philotimia as a negative attribute.

131 Thuc. 3 82.8.

132 |ys. 33.2

133 Mitchell 1993, 207.
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population, this deserved acknowledgement.*3* Finally, philotimia was considered an

honour and distinction in its own right.3

The Hellenistic kings strove to foster good relations between themselves and the Greek
cities. Benefactions, including those of public buildings, were one of the methods
used. Particularly pertinent for Asia, the Attalids were prodigious builders both in their
own territories and elsewhere.!3 The period between 188 and 133 B.C. in particular
saw a major increase in civic building projects in the area.**” There and elsewhere,
they were particularly prodigious constructors of stoas, the most famous being the Stoa
of Attalus Il in Athens™®® but others were built at Termessus,*3 and Delphi'*° as well
as whole agorae at Aegae and Assus.*! In their capital Pergamon, Philetairus built the
Temple of Demeter,'#? whilst Eumenes Il built the Great Altar and his eponymous
Propylon that acted as the entrance to the sanctuary of Athena Nikephorus.}*® The
Hellenistic period was also the time when citizens became more involved in
constructing public monuments, both under the guise of their official position within
the city and on their own initiative. In Calymnus in the third century B.C. the
stephanephorus Aratocritus wanted to decorate the sanctuary of Delian Apollo so, at
the sanctuary’s theatre, he built a skene and a proskenion, dedicating it to the god.*
Aratocritus’ desire to improve his city’s sanctuary and his construction of a skene and
proskenion are comparable to Gaius lulius Zoilus’ projects, which will be discussed
in Chapter 2. This, and the expenses associated with holding the office'*® indicate that

stephanephoroi were wealthy citizens. At Priene, during the first century B.C. Phile,
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daughter of Apollonius, built an aqueduct and water distribution system.**® She is

recorded as the first female stephanephorus of Priene.**’

The bouleuterion at Miletus was constructed sometime between 175 and 164 B.C. by
two Milesian brothers, Timarchus and Heracleides, and was in the centre of the city,
on the border between the North and South Markets.* The brother’s careers and their
relationships with both the Seleucid king Antiochus IV and Rome are described in the

following passage of Diodorus Siculus:

“When it became known that the Romans were ill disposed towards Demetrius,
not only the other kings but even some of the satraps subject to him regarded
his kingship with scant respect. Of these satraps the most outstanding was a
certain Timarchus. A Milesian by birth, and a friend of the previous king,
Antiochus, he had, in the course of a series of missions to Rome, worked
serious detriment to the senate. Providing himself with large sums of money,
he offered the senators bribes, seeking especially to overwhelm and lure with
his gifts any senators who were in a weak financial position. By gaining in this
way a large number of adherents and supplying them with proposals contrary
to the public policy of Rome, he debauched the senate; in this he was seconded
by Heracleides, his brother, a man supremely endowed by nature for such
service. Following the same tactics, he repaired to Rome on the present
occasion, being now satrap of Media, and by launching many accusations
against Demetrius persuaded the senate to enact the following decree
concerning him: “To Timarchus, because of . . . to be their king.” Emboldened

by this decree he raised an army of considerable size in Media; he also entered

148 |Priene 208. [@ir]n AmoAroviov, [yv]vi 88 Ococorod / [t]od TTorvdevkov, / [ot]epavngopricalcal

[ [mp]dn yovouk®dv av[£]- / Onke mop’ savtig t[0] / &ydoy0v Tod [B]dat[oc] / kai ta év Tijt mOAE[L] /
vopaydya; van Bremen 1996, 31.

147 QuaRk 1993, 214; van Bremen 1996, 31-32; The Milesian stephanephorus lists are complete from
525/4 to 260/59 B.C., 233/2 to 184/3 B.C. and from 89/8 B.C. to 31/2 A.D. Only one woman appears
in the extant lists (lulia Glyconis in 31/2 A.D.) There may have been more women in the missing years,
but it is significant that there are no female names for the whole of the first century B.C. A woman in
this role at this time would have been considered an anomaly. Phile’s claim to have been the first female
stephanephorus in Priene was probably true; Thonemann 2016, 132.

148 Rawson 1975, 44; Schaaf 1992, 37.
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into an alliance against Demetrius with Artaxias, the king of Armenia. Having,
moreover, intimidated the neighbouring peoples by an impressive display of
force, and brought many of them under his sway, he marched against Zeugma,

and eventually gained control of the kingdom.”#°

Timarchus gained further prestige when he was given the title basileus of Media, and
in the crisis caused by the death of Antiochus IV in 164 B.C., Timarchus, backed by
Heracleides, usurped the Seleucid dynasty, holding the title basileus until 160 B.C.**°
The semi-circular meeting house itself sat within a wider complex of buildings which
included a colonnaded courtyard which combined elements of both the Doric and lonic
orders. It is unusual for a bouleuterion to be situated within a courtyard, the only other
known one is at Heraclea under Latmus.! The entrance to the complex was formed
of a propylon with Corinthian columns. Corinthian columns were a characteristic
feature of the Seleucid buildings in the city,’>2but propyla associated with bouleuteria
were unusual but not unique: the Hellenistic bouleuterion at Athens also has an
associated propylon.> The final element of the complex is what Hildegard Schaaf
describes as “the most controversial part of the Bouleuterion.”*** Inside the courtyard
is a large foundation which was originally interpreted as an altar owing to the
discovery nearby of relief panels, some depicting garlanded bucrania, others
depicting, probably, mythological figures.'® The stylistic features of the relief do not
allow a definitive dating of the monument, and since it is not aligned with the city’s
axis plan or the rest of the building complex, it may not be contemporary with
Timarchus and Heracleides’ building project.’®® The inscription on the building’s

architrave reads:

149 Diod. Sic. xxxi 27a. Trans. Walton. For further details and discussion of the brother’s careers, see
Rawson 1975, 44; Grandinetti 2010, 99
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[Tipapyols k[oi Hpoxieion]s ot ‘Hpaxieidov vmep Pac[iréwg Alvtidyov
"Emipav[odc]

[ATd )MoVt Adopel kai ‘Eotion Bo[v]Aaion kol tédt Anuot.

Timarchus and Heracleides, sons of Heracleides, (dedicated the building) on
behalf of King Antiochus Epiphanes, to Apollo of Didyma, Hestia Boulaia,
and the Demos. ™’

The order of the names in the inscription should be noted. Timarchus and Heracleides
appear first, then the text goes on to state that they are working on behalf of Antiochus
IV. Placing their names first, rather than naming Antiochus IV as the benefactor of the
bouleuterion, then stating that they carried out the work, suggests that the brothers
may have been attempting to overemphasise their role. Antiochus IV clearly was
involved at some level with the construction of the bouleuterion, but Timarchus and
Heracleides did the groundwork, and, particularly given that this was in their home
town, they wanted local recognition for it. This idea can also be seen in the dedication
of the monument. As it is not dedicated to Antiochus IV, but to local deities and the
people of Miletus, it is likely that the two men had the influence they could gain locally
in mind, in addition to representing themselves as loyal citizens of Miletus. Had they
dedicated the monument to Antiochus IV alongside the other honorands, then one
could argue that they were trying to gain further influence on a wider scale or represent
themselves as loyal servants of the Seleucids. The basic structure of their dedicatory
inscription, their names, the situation in which their dedication came about, and then
the building’s honorands, anticipates the dedicatory inscriptions of later Hellenistic

benefactors such as Zoilus at Aphrodisias.

This section has highlighted the complexities of the process now known as euergetism.
It has shown that pre- and post- Le pain et le cirques, the term euergetism can be, and
was, applied to acts of generosity across the spatial and chronological limits of the
Greek-speaking world. Actions covered by the remit of euergetism were not confined
to the 300 years either side of the birth of Christ as Veyne advocated. This section has
also exposed the flaws in approaches such as Veyne’s, but particularly Gauthier’s,

which heavily rely on the appearance of euergetic language in honorific and building

B7 Milet 1 2, 2.
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inscriptions as indicators of euergetism being practised. Cases such as Neoptolemus’,
where his honours for his generosity to both deme and polis did not include the
language diagnostic of euergetism in Gauthier’s mind, are clear examples of the
process of euergetism. Veyne’s emphasis on “social distance” being the driving factor
behind euergetism is perhaps less relevant to architectural benefaction as those in the
position to construct public buildings would have been called upon to contribute to

projects that would have benefitted all strata of society.

This thesis will offer a new model for considering how architectural benefaction, and
particularly those involved in it, worked in the province of Asia. Like in the works of
Veyne, Gauthier, Domingo Gygax, and others, building and honorific inscriptions will
form a significant component of the discussion. However, unlike in previous works,
these texts will not be used as evidence for whether the work that architectural
benefactors carried out could be considered euergetism. Neither will they be used to
prove the origins of euergetism, nor as evidence for the development of, or a change
in, practice. Instead these texts, and the variations between them, will be used to
understand how architectural benefactors and their work were represented in relation
to both the local city and to Rome. It will argue that in such texts, which have
traditionally been considered as highly formulaic, there was scope for variations.
Furthermore, those involved in the construction project would have had some say in
the way that they were represented in building inscriptions and honorific texts, This
approach considers to a far greater extent before the people involved in the practice of
architectural benefaction and how they used this medium to respond to the socio-
historical and cultural contexts which it occurred in. Particularly, it will consider how
the representation of architectural benefactors through their monuments can be used
as an indication of how individuals responded to the growing influence of Roman rule
in three provincial cities of Asia from annexation to the end of the Julio-Claudian

period.

1.2 Architectural Benefaction in the Context of Aphrodisias, Ephesus and Miletus

The second context in which this thesis is placed is three cities within the province of
Asia: Aphrodisias; Ephesus and Miletus. Across these three cities, five cases studies,
involving architectural benefactions by two individuals, two pairs, and several families
of benefactors will be examined. These cities have been selected for several reasons.

The extant archaeological and epigraphic material from all three sites is plentiful,
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allowing greater scope for study than less well-preserved sites. Each city had a
different relationship with Rome. Aphrodisias was a free city, outside of the provincial
governor’s jurisdiction, but had a direct connection with the Imperial family. Ephesus
had a sizeable pre-annexation Roman population. Its port would have aided a greater
flow of immigrants and resulted in greater interactions between them and the native
Ephesians. It also became provincial capital, and probable residence of the governor
of Asia. Miletus was a long-standing Greek city whose importance as a political entity
had diminished by the Roman period, so it presents a contrast to the cities that had a
greater political role at this time. However, its location in the Maeander valley, which
became home to many ltalian immigrants,’® meant that it would not have been
completely isolated and immune from the flow of Roman influence into the province.
Furthermore, the construction of many monuments in each city resulted from the

generosity of private benefactors, rather than from public funds.

The province of Asia was bequeathed to Rome by Attalus 111 in 133 B.C., but the area
had already experienced prolonged interactions with Rome. Roman elites,
businessman, and traders had migrated and settled in the Greek East from the third
century B.C. The Romaioi, as they were known, became integrated into the Greek
communities that they settled in, and made the Greek language and culture desirable
and respectable at their own level.'> In the early second century B.C. Rome’s interest
in the Greek East increased. The threat that Roman influence presented resulted in the
Syrian War, and the armies of Rome and her allies defeated those of Antiochus 111 first
at Thermopylae in 191 B.C. and eventually at Magnesia the following year.'®® The
ensuing Treaty of Apamea in 188 B.C., carved up the former Seleucid territories and
divided them between Rome’s principal allies, Eumenes II and Rhodes, effectively
ending Seleucid rule there.!®® Eumenes II’s successor, his brother Attalus II,

maintained a close alliance with Rome and with the other Greek cities of Asia, allying

158 For more details of the settlement of Italians in the Maeander valley, see Thonemann 2011 esp.
Chapter 8.

159 Errington 1988, 140. For more on the Romaioi in Asia Minor see Galinsky 2005; Purcell 2005;
Kirbihler 2007.

160 For full accounts of these events see App. Syr. 17-20; 30-36.

161 Magie 1950, 19; Mitchell 1993, 24.
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himself with the Kings of Cappadocia, Pontus and Bithynia.®> When Eumenes II’s
son, Attalus Ill, died in 133 B.C. without a successor, he left his both his private
fortune and his royal lands to Rome.1®® Post-annexation, the loose network of Roman
dependencies and client kingdoms in the eastern Mediterranean left after the Treaty of
Apamea were transformed into a coherent landscape of directly administered Roman
provinces.*®* This was largely undertaken through punitive taxation.®® There was very
little direct Roman intervention in Asia in the first decades post-annexation, but the
levels of taxation imposed upon the cities of Asia resulted in them having to borrow
from Roman money-lenders and sell their assets to Roman buyers. Asia became
dependent on Rome and Romans acquired more and more land in the area, often
purchased from Asians unable to raise their taxes.’®® Under Augustus’ reorganisation
of provincial administration in 27 B.C., Asia became a senatorial province, governed

by the Procurator of Asia.t®’

1.2.1. Aphrodisias

The city of Aphrodisias has been known to travellers since the 18" century and has
been subject to excavation and research since the beginning of the 20". Early
excavations on the site in the 1900s and 1910s were undertaken by a French excavation
team led by Paul Gaudin.!® An Italian team were involved briefly in the 1930s.1%
From 1961 to his death in 1990, Kenan T. Erim of New York University directed the
excavations at Aphrodisias. Since Erim’s death Christopher Ratté and Bert Smith have
directed the continuing excavations, undertaken collaboratively between New York
and Oxford Universities. The epigraphic material from the site was collected and
published by Joyce Reynolds between 1966 to 1994. The King’s College, London’s
Inscriptions of Aphrodisias Database, is a collaboration between Reynolds, Charlotte

Roueché and Gabriel Bodard to collate the epigraphic research from the site and was
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first published online in 2007. Aphrodisias was declared a UNESCO World Heritage
Site in 2017.

Stray finds suggest that human habitation existed as early as the Late Neolithic, late
sixth-millennium B.C. in the area around Aphrodisias, whilst the earliest intensive
occupation occurred around a millennium later. The area emerged as a local cult centre
as early as the sixth century B.C. and there was probably always an associated, small,
permanent settlement.*’® A number of small figures, interpreted by Erim as idols, were
found in the excavations of the prehistoric mounds have been interpreted as the first
manifestations of the goddess who became identified with Aphrodite.r’ The earlier
temple may, like other parts of the city, have been damaged, or destroyed during the
war against Labienus and the statue of Eros, mentioned by Octavian in his letter to the
Ephesians which was later inscribed upon the Archive Wall, may have been looted
from there.!’? Like the rest of Aphrodisias, little survives from the pre-Hellenistic
phase of the temple. Foundation or support walls have been found in association with
Archaic pottery sherds, though the contexts are disturbed; Hellenistic material has
been found in amongst the Archaic.'”® An Archaic lion-spout, found in 1904 by
Gaudin, is large enough to suggest that it came from a substantial building, though the
scantiness of detail in the excavation reports and the lack other contemporary
architectural evidence prevents firm conclusions being made as to the existence and
exact nature of an Archaic shrine. Three fragmentary terracotta figurines of a seated
goddess dating from the sixth century B.C. were found in the area behind the apse of
the church, but this context was also disturbed. Despite the lack of stratigraphy, the
goddess figurines alongside the lion spout suggest the existence of an Archaic phase

of a building associated with the city’s cult.}’*

Despite the near-continuous occupation of the site since the Neolithic period,'” very

few of the visible remains in the city pre-date the late-Hellenistic period. The area

170 For discussions of the pre-Roman evidence from Aphrodisias see Robert 1965; 1973; Theodorescu
1987 and Ratté 2012, 23.
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surrounding the city of Aphrodisias had been occupied long before it was officially
unified as a polis, most likely in the immediate aftermath of the Treaty of Apamea.1’
The evidence for this date comes from a decree honouring the Rhodian commander in
Caria, Damocrines.”” Damocrines was in office c. 188-167 B.C., and the lack of both
the headings expected when a foreign community erected an inscription in a sanctuary
and an ethnic, implies that the polis mentioned in the text is that of Aphrodisias.’®
This was a turning point for Aphrodisias, establishing it as a city in the full sense of

the word.1"®

Quintus Labienus, in the wake of the collapse of the anti-Caesarean movement after
the Battle of Philippi, had invaded Asia Minor from the East in 41/40 B.C., aided by
the Parthians.’®® The brunt of the invasion fell on Caria, after Alabanda and Mylasa
capitulated. Stratoniceia resisted Labienus but its territory, including the sanctuary of
Hecate at Lagina was devastated.'®! Labienus sacked Aphrodisias, and most likely its
surrounding territory t00,'% to the extent that Octavian took it upon himself to
intervene.'® Labienus’ invasion had only been possible because Asia Minor had
remained unguarded in Antony’s absence. Once Antony had dispatched a force under
Publius Ventidius Bassus, Labienus’ forces were overwhelmed, and he was captured
in Cicilia and put to death.'® In the aftermath of the war against Labienus, Octavian
granted Aphrodisias its freedom.'® For a city to receive its freedom from direct

Roman rule was a great honour, but it was not one that was given lightly.2% The freeing
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of Aphrodisias was clearly a great honour for the city to have received, and such a
privilege and honour would have dictated relations between the city and the ruling
powers. How these relations between the elites of Aphrodisias and the city of Rome
were represented through architectural benefactions will be discussed in Chapters 2
and 4.

1.2.2. Ephesus

Like at Aphrodisias, extensive excavations have occurred at Ephesus for well over a
century. The first excavations were undertaken at the site from 1869 onwards under
the direction of John Turtle Wood.'®" After Wood’s death in 1890, the Austrian
Archaeological Institute began working there in 1895 under the direction of Otto
Benndorf. The Austrian Archaeological Institute’s excavations continued, interrupted
only by the World Wars. Excavations resumed in 1954 and were continuous until a
dispute between Austria and Turkey in 2016, with the Austrians only being allowed
to return two years later. The site was declared a UNESCO World Heritage Site in
2015.

Founded in the tenth century B.C. by lonian colonists led supposedly by Androclus
son of Codrus, Ephesus was a far older city than Aphrodisias.'® From the sixth century
B.C., the city was subject to the Lydians, the Persians, Lysimachus, the Seleucids and
finally the Attalids before being bequeathed to Rome on the death of Attalus 111 in 133
B.C.18%Very little of the city founded by Lysimachus in c. 290 B.C. survives;**® most
of the buildings visible at the site today date to late Hellenistic and Imperial periods.
In 89/88 B.C. Ephesus supported Mithridates in his anti-Roman campaigns, which
resulted in a massacre of the Roman residents. The exact numbers are unknown, but
Valerius Maximus recorded 80,000, while Plutarch provides the upper estimate of

150,000.%°* To reprimand the city, in 84 B.C. Sulla removed the privilege of freedom

187 For these early excavation reports see Wood 1877; 1890.

188 Hornblower and Spawforth. OCD?® Ephesus. https://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/
acref/9780198606413.001.0001/acref-9780198606413-e-2423?rskey=Uv8cQU&result=2424  (Last
accessed 4/3/19)
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and liberty earlier bestowed upon it by Attalus 111.1°2 During the civil wars, Ephesus
was the location for several events associated with the activities of the triumvirate.
Julius Caesar visited in 49/48 B.C. to receive embassies from various cities of Asia
Minor, Brutus and Cassius sought refuge there in 44 B.C. after they had murdered
Caesar, and in 41 B.C. Anthony and Cleopatra resided there.®® Prior to the Imperial
period, Ephesus had already experienced direct influence and interaction with Rome.
Regardless of whether Plutarch or Valerius Maximus’ estimation of the number of
Roman citizens massacred during the Mithridatic war is the most accurate, by the early
first century B.C., Ephesus was home to a significant population of Roman citizens.
The visits of Julius Caesar and Anthony and Cleopatra would only have added to these
direct interactions with Rome and the highest levels of its administration. Ephesus
experienced far more pre-Imperial interactions with Rome, its people, and its
administration than Aphrodisias and Miletus had done. The old Hellenistic city
founded by Lysimachus quickly grew into a Roman city from the reign of Augustus
onwards, and soon became one of the largest, wealthiest, and most prominent cities in
Asia.’® This thesis argues that this rapid growth and development of the city during
the Roman period occurred through the agency of local benefactors who had interacted

with Roman culture and practices.

1.2.3. Miletus

Miletus was first excavated in 1873 by a French team led by Olivier Rayet and Albert
Thomas.'® Since then, the German Archaeological Institute have primarily
undertaken excavations at Miletus, beginning under the direction of Theodor Wiegand
between 1899 and 1933, and continuing under Carl Weickert between 1938 and 1959.
Later excavations were carried out by Gerhard Kleiner from 1958 and Wolfgang
Mdller-Wiener from 1974. Since 1989 the excavations and the archive have been

managed by Ruhr University, Bochum.

Like Aphrodisias and Ephesus, Miletus was an old settlement by the Roman period,

with evidence for human occupation in the area dating to as early as 1700 B.C. Unlike
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the other cities, the pinnacle of Milesian history was in the Bronze Age and Archaic
periods. It was a Cretan colony and outpost of the Minoan culture.!®® By the seventh
century B.C., it was one of the richest of the Greek cities, but after four centuries of
independence, it was conquered in the sixth century B.C. by the Lydians, and then
became part of the Persian empire under Cyrus.'®” Miletus led a revolt against the
Persians, resulting in the destruction of the city in 494 B.C. It was soon revived and
rebuilt, albeit on a more modest scale than the Archaic city,'*and provided the Greeks
with what has been referred to as “the most noteworthy model of a completely planned
city.”®® Throughout the Hellenistic period, the city was revived and rebuilt, beginning
in earnest after the victory of Seleucus I at Ipsus in 301 B.C, after which the king began
consultations with the Milesians on the continuation of temple building.?® Throughout
the Hellenistic period, Miletus saw the erection of many public monuments. The
bouleuterion, whose construction was overseen by the brothers Timarchus and
Heracleides,?** was a benefaction by Antiochus V. As discussed above, benefactions
of this sort indicate not only the desire of the Hellenistic kings to show favour to the
cities, but also that local officials could gain favour with their rulers by carrying out
work on their behalf. The Gymnasium of Eudemus was a benefaction by a Milesian
citizen, indicating that the benefaction of monuments by local elites was a well-
established practice prior to any interaction with Rome. The theatre and the
Delphinium also date from this period. Although Miletus as a city was considered
politically and economically less important than Ephesus, in addition to these
monuments, by the Roman period the city also had a stadium, markets, basilicas, and
a harbour with a commemorative monument in the middle of it.2°2 Miletus’ inferior
political and economic position in the province would account for the lack of Imperial
involvement in architectural benefactions seen in Aphrodisias, where Caesar defined
the new boundary of the Sanctuary of Aphrodite, and particularly in Ephesus, where

1% Gorman 2001, 1.

197 Gorman 2001, 2; 13.
198 Gorman 2001, 165.
199 Gorman, 2001, 2.

200 Habicht 1959, 155.
201 Milet | 2, 2.

202 Miiller-Wiener 1996; Gorman, 2001, 165.
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Imperial agents were sent to oversee projects. It would also explain why Roman
architectural styles and techniques began to emerge in Miletus far later than in these
cities. A lack of Imperial involvement in architectural benefaction at Miletus means
that the changes in architectural styles seen in the city must have resulted from

interactions between resident elites and the Roman world.

This thesis attempts to show that in a relatively small sample of cities, buildings and
benefactors, there was the potential to display a wide variety of responses to Roman
rule. To achieve this aim, the selected cities needed to be sufficiently different, yet not
so diverse that comparisons between them could not be found. Aphrodisias, Ephesus
and Miletus all had different histories prior to annexation by Rome and different
political and social statuses within the province, yet all had Roman residents and
interactions with the Roman administration. Together, these three cities complement
each other in their representation of the interactions between Greek cities and Rome
and allow for a wide-as-possible potential for variations in how architectural

benefactors were represented in relation to their city and to Rome.

1.3 Architectural Benefaction in the Context of Cultural Interactions under Rome

This thesis argues that the variations in representation through architectural
benefaction can be used a means to understand the influence of Rome on the province
of Asia. These variations will be considered on their own terms, rather than as
deviations from a supposed, or manufactured, norm. These supposed norms have been
the foundations of the process-centric approaches to the influence of Roman rule such
as Romanisation,?®® Acculturation,?* Creolisation,?® Cultural Bricolage,?® and

Globalisation?” which have meandered their way through scholarship since the early

203 For the origins, development, definitions, and criticism of Romanisation see: Herbert 1836;
Haverfield 1905; Collingwood 1932; Jones 1940; Alcock 1997; Barrett 1997; Freeman 1997; Mattingly
1997; Millett 1997; Lomas 1998; Meyer 2007.

204 For the origins, development, definitions and criticism of Acculturation see: Redfield et al 1936,
149; Slofstra, 1983; Smith, J. T, 1978; Reece 1980; 1988; Errington 1988; Hingley 1989; Millett 1990a;
1990b; Hanson 1994; Meyer, 2007, 10-11.

205 Aprahams 1983; Ferguson 1992; Webster 2001.

208 Terrenato 1998; Roth 2007.

207 For the origins, development, definitions and criticism of Globalisation see: Wallerstein 1974;
Hopkins 1978; Hazelgrove 1987; Cunliffe 1988; Robertson 1992; Frank 1998; Laurence 1999; Chase-
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nineteenth century. Early scholarship on the influence of Rome on its provinces such

210 and Francis

as works by Algernon Herbert,?®® Theodor Mommsen,?*® Henry Pelham
Haverfield?!! focused almost exclusively on the Western provinces. Their approaches
to Rome’s influence on its provinces were hugely influenced by their own socio-
historical situations, either that of British Imperialism or, in Mommesen’s case, German
unification. These early scholars’ other influence was the famous passage from

Tacitus’ Agricola concerning the Britons’ adoption of Roman culture:

“The following winter passed without disturbance and was employed in
salutary measures. For, to accustom to rest and repose through the charms of
luxury a population scattered and barbarous and therefore inclined to
war, Agricola gave private encouragement and public aid to the building of
temples, courts of justice and dwelling-houses, praising the energetic, and
reproving the indolent. Thus, an honourable rivalry took the place of
compulsion. He likewise provided a liberal education for the sons of the chiefs
and showed such a preference for the natural powers of the Britons over the
industry of the Gauls that they who lately disdained the tongue of Rome now
coveted its eloquence. Hence, too, a liking sprang up for our style of dress, and
the “toga” became fashionable. Step by step they were led to things which
dispose to vice, the lounge, the bath, the elegant banquet. All this in their

ignorance, they called civilization, when it was but a part of their servitude.””?*?

The views of these early scholars on the influence of Rome on its provinces can be
summarised as a requirement for indigenous populations to comply with the ‘model’
of Rome, and the efforts made in order to achieve this imply a power or cultural gap
between the passing standard, Rome, and those who achieve, or want to achieve, this

Dunn and Hall 2000; Ekholm-Friedman 2000; Frank and Gills 2000; Friedman 2000; Modelski 2000;
Laurence 2001; Woolf 2004; Hingley 2005; Sweetman 2007; Hitchner 2008; Pitts 2008; Revell 2009;
Jennings 2011; Laurence and Trifilo 2015; Nederveen Pieterse 2015; Pitts and Versluys 2015.

208 Herbert 1836.

209 Mommsen 1885.

210 pelham 1893.

211 Haverfield 1905.

212 Tac. Ag. 21.



S7

standard.?*® In other words, it implies the adoption of Roman culture and identity at

the expense of one’s own: the non-Romans became Roman.

The works of Herbert, Mommsen, Pelham and Haverfield went largely unchallenged
until the 1930s,2** with the publication in 1932 of R. G. Collingwood’s study Roman
Britain. He argued that the civilisation found even in the most “Romanised” parts of
Britain certainly was not a pure Roman civilisation, but a mixture of Roman and Celtic
elements, Romano-British in fact.?!® Regarding the East, it was not until 1940 that A.
H. M. Jones put forward the claim that no attempt was made to ‘Romanise’ the Greek
speaking provinces.?® The influence of Rome on the East has traditionally been given
less attention in scholarship. This can be attributed to the fact that much of the
evidence for such changes seen in the West, such as planned settlements, grand public
buildings and the use of high-status pottery to name a few, were already used and
present in the East prior to the rise of Rome. It is too simplistic to suggest, as Clifford
Ando does, that Rome had so little to offer the Greek world that ‘Romanisation’ did
not happen in the East at all and the term can only be used to describe what happened
in the western empire.?!” The impact of Roman rule in the eastern empire may not
have been as dramatic as in the western empire, or as obvious in the archaeological
record, but changes certainly occurred in the Greek East under Rome, facilitated, as
shall be argued in this thesis, through the agency of architectural benefactors

interacting with local and Roman people, techniques and practices.

Susan Alcock’s 1993 study of Roman Achaea, and Christian Marek’s 2009 study of
Pontus-Bithynia function as useful comparisons to Asia to illustrate the variety of
ways that Roman rule influenced and shaped its eastern provinces. Like in Asia, direct
Roman influence in Achaea occurred long before it became a Roman province. The
province was formally created in 27 B.C. but foreign negotiatores — men of business
— attracted by both commercial opportunities and later the availability of land began

arriving in the second century B.C.?'® Roman Corinth contained many Italic buildings

213 Meyer 2007, 15.

214 Freeman 1997, 46.

215 Collingwood 1932, 98.
216 Jones 1940, 60.

217 Ando 2000, 50.

218 Alcock 1993, 9; 75
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such as podium temples and an amphitheatre.?!® The city’s colonists were a mixture

220 \who no doubt

of Rome’s freedman class, the urban poor and Caesarean veterans,
would have been instrumental in bringing these Italic features into their new
homeland. As shall be argued throughout this thesis, in the cities of Asia, architectural
benefactors who had interacted with and been influenced by Rome and its
administration were pivotal in introducing Roman-style buildings and dedications into
provincial contexts. Whilst Corinth, as a colony, was a different kind of settlement to
Aphrodisias, Ephesus and Miletus, there was still a varied population within the city.
The variety of responses, by a variety of benefactors will shape and develop a more
nuanced understanding of a heterogenous process, undertaken by an equally

heterogenous population.

In the rural province of Pontus-Bithynia the influence of Rome was very different from
the more urbanised provinces of Achaea and Asia. Marek argues throughout that, in
the comparatively rural provinces of the Roman East, Rome had very little impact in
spreading its culture and added very little to the province. In already urbanised areas,
the demos, the boule, and the archons continued to function in accordance with the
Hellenistic model.??! Marek does not specifically discuss benefaction in his article, but
as the process and development of benefaction from the Classical into the Hellenistic
and Roman periods were intrinsically linked to the socio-historical context in which
they occurred, the inference can be made that in such provinces there were less
discernible changes in how and why benefactions occurred and how benefactors were
represented through their work. Marek is particularly sceptical of the impact of Rome
on Pontus. He argues that the annexation of the province could not have resulted in
anything more than the establishment of a base for political institutions and urban
development. Yet, these were not explicitly Roman developments. In Pontus, right
into the Imperial period, a distinction between the Hellenised or semi-Hellenised
citizens of the cities and the rural populations within their territories remained

apparent.??? Latin was never widely used in the province, and where it was, it was used

219 Alcock 1993, 168.
220 Alcock 1993, 168.
221 Marek 2009, 39.
222 Marek 2009 39.
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in contexts associated with the Roman military or the road systems. In addition, a small
number of funerary inscriptions proudly emphasised Roman citizenship or marriage
to a Roman citizen. However, this element of ‘Romanisation’, Marek argues, was
merely a nod of courtesy to Rome, rather than evidence for an embracing of Roman
ideas.?? The response to Roman rule by the peoples of Pontus-Bithynia and how this
was played out should not be considered as a contrast or an opposite to the responses
seen in Achaea and Asia, nor should they be considered as evidence of resistance or
hostility to Rome. Rather, they could be considered as just some of the variety of
responses to Roman rule that occurred amongst the peoples of the empire, shaped by
the unique social, cultural, historical, and spatial context that the responses took place
in.

The lack of scope to take variations in response to Roman influence by individuals
and communities into account is the greatest flaw of all modern, processual,
approaches. This thesis aims to approach the influence of Roman rule on its provinces
differently, by focussing on architectural benefactors and how their relationships to
Rome and their home city were represented through their monuments. It aims to show
that provincial societies and the peoples who resided within them, the ways that
individuals responded to Rome, and how these responses were presented, were all
varied. This approach will consider the socio-historical and spatial context of the
architectural benefaction, arguing that these affected how benefactors were
represented through their monuments rather than conventions dictated by either by the
monument’s locality or by Rome. Taking an architectural benefactor-led approach to
understanding the influence of Rome on its provinces will fill in the gaps left by
previous work and create an approach that can accurately explain the diverse responses

to Roman rule seen in the archaeological and epigraphic evidence.

223 Marek 2009, 38.
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2

The Freedman in the Free City: The building projects of Gaius lulius Zoilus at

Aphrodisias

2.1. Gaius lulius Zoilus

The Carian city of Aphrodisias underwent a period of redevelopment after annexation
by Rome in 133 B.C., and this thesis’s first major architectural benefactor can be
placed into this period. The monuments of the Imperial freedman Gaius lulius Zoilus:
the Temple of Aphrodite; the scaenae frons and stage building of the theatre; and the
North Stoa of the North Agora, illustrate the variety seen in architectural benefaction
in Asia in the early Roman period. In the context of architectural benefactors Zoilus is
an exceptional case because, comparatively, we know so much about him: a
considerable amount of textual evidence for his life and work survives; significant
structure remains of his monuments have also survived; he had demonstrable personal
relations with Octavian, and important roles within his native city. Zoilus” works can
be used to help understand the roles which local people played in the development of
their cities, the increased involvement and influence of Rome in the affairs of

provincial cities, and different ways that benefactors could be rewarded for their work.
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[

Figure 1: City Plan of Aphrodisias, with the locations of Zoilus’ building projects
marked. 1) Temple of Aphrodite. 2) North Stoa of the North Agora. 3) Theatre stage
building. (Adapted after Aphrodisias Excavations, Oxford University. Last Accessed
6/1/2020)
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Two surviving texts testify to Zoilus’ relationship with Octavian. The first survives in
two copies, found on the Doric and lonic storeys of the theatre stage building and

refers to Zoilus as a freedman of the Imperial family:

Tdiog TodMoc Zmthog 0god Tovdiov v[iJod Koicapog dmelevfepog,
oTEQPOVNQOPNGOS TO dEKOTOV EET|G, TO AOYNiOV KOl TO TPOCGKIVIOV GOV TOIG &V

aOTd1 TpocKoGUqHacY [Thotv, A@podity kol Td] Aot

Gaius lulius Zoilus freedman of the divine Iulius’ son Caesar, after being
stephanephorus for the tenth time in succession (gave) the stage and the

proskenion with all the applied ornaments on it to Aphrodite and the Demos.??*

The second is a letter dating from late 39 or early 38 B.C.,%% preserved on the Archive
Wall, the name given to the south wall of the north parodos of the city’s theatre.??®
This letter was inscribed at the top of the fourth, of five, columns of text.??” Octavian
wrote it to Stephanus, a man thought to be an aide of Mark Antony, who was based in

the city.??® The text reads:

vacat. Kaicap Xtepavem V. yaipewv vacat.

O¢ Zothov 1oV udv eIMG énictaco TV motpida adtod NAevdépmao Ko
AvVtovie cuvésTnoa.

V. ©¢ Avtdviog dmeotv 800G Epyaciov pn Tig avtoic mPapnoig yévntor Miov
TOAY TNV

€€ OAng g Aoiag épovt®d einmea. V. V. Tovtovg obtw BEA® puiaydijvar ig
€1OVG TTOAEITOC.

vacat. "Oyopot g Vv Eunyv cdvotacty €ml mEpoag dydyng vacat.

224 | Aph.2007 8.1; 8.5.

225 Millar 1973, 57 argues for 38 B.C; Reynolds 1982, 97 argues for late 39 or early 38 B.C.

226 Reynolds 1982, xv: Upon the Archive Wall are inscribed a series of documents, dating from the late
Republican period to the reign of the Emperor Gordian Il (A.D. 238-244). Despite the wide
chronological range of the texts, they were all inscribed during the third century A.D., mostly during
the reign of Severus Alexander (A.D. 222-235), with the more recent texts added later.

227 Reynolds 1982, 37.

228 Reynolds 1982, 39.
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“Caesar to Stephanus, greetings. You know my affection for my Zoilus. I have
freed his native city and recommended it to Antonius. Since Antonius is absent,
take care that no burden falls on them. This one city | have taken for mine out
of all of Asia. | wish these people to be protected as my own townsmen. | will

see that you carry out my recommendation to the full.”?%

Octavian’s choice of language in the letter suggests that their relationship is far more
than master and freedman. Zoilus has clearly gained great favour from Octavian and
the use of the word @1A® implies a degree of intimacy between the two men, something
not unheard of between masters and slaves during the Roman period.?® A near
contemporary, albeit Latin comparison, is the way that Cicero addresses Tiro in his
letters.?®! Like Zoilus, Tiro, later Marcus Tullius Tiro, was a slave who gained
manumission. Both men had obviously gained great favour and personal affection
from their masters. In his letter, Octavian uses the word ‘€uov’ to refer to Zoilus, whilst
Cicero consistently refers to Tiro as “mi Tiro”.%*? The latter has also been translated
as “dear Tiro” but the literal translation of “mi” in this context, from meus, IS a
possessive my i.e. “belonging to me.” Similarly, éuov’ has possessive connotations.
Zoilus was once Octavian’s property, though may have continued to work on
Octavian’s behalf in Aphrodisias. Here, £uov’ may have been used to describe their

b

new working relationship i.e. “my employee Zoilus,” rather than “my possession
Zoilus.” We do not know the exact dates for either Zoilus’ or Tiro’s manumission but
Octavian’s letter almost certainly post-dates Zoilus’ and Cicero calls Tiro “my Tiro”
in letters dated before and after the latter’s manumission.?*® Although for parts of their
lives Zoilus and Tiro had been the possessions of Octavian and Cicero respectively it
is clear that the usage of these ‘possessive’ terms have affectionate connotations, rather

than one of current or former ownership. The similarity between how these two

229 | Aph2007 8.29.

230 Bradley 1987, 13.

231 For a more detailed overview of Cicero and Tiro’s relationship, see McDermott 1972, 259-263.

232 Examples of where Cicero uses possessives in relation to Tiro are Cic. Fam. 16.4.2-4; 16.6.2; 16.9.4;
16.10.1; 16.21.2, 7; 16.22.2.

233 Examples of where Cicero uses possessives in relation to Tiro are Cic. Fam. 16.4.2-4; 16.6.2; 16,9,4;
16.10.1; 16.21.2, 7; 16.22.2. Beard 2002, 132 states that the dating of the letter from Quintus (Fam.
16.16) that refers to Tiro’s manumission cannot be dated with any certainty. The suggested date is 53

B.C.
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Romans addressed their (former) slaves even in different languages is striking and tells
us much about the relationships between masters and their freedmen. After
manumission, Cicero continued to protect Tiro, providing him with funds to pay for
his own estate.Z*After Cicero’s death, Tiro most likely remained under the protection
of Atticus and Axius, two senatorial friends of Cicero, and then under that of his son
Marcus.?*® There is no evidence for Octavian providing Zoilus with either money or
continued protection post-manumission, but had the former been provided, it would
explain how a former slave was able to lavish his home town with such grand

architectural benefactions.

Despite Zoilus’ close connections with, or special favour from Octavian, there is no
epigraphic, or literary evidence for how this came about, resulting in much speculation
by modern scholars. Bert Smith argues that he may have been taken captive and
enslaved as a result of either piracy or warfare as early as the 70s or 60s B.C. and
bought by Caesar. After faithful service and demonstration of talent, he was freed and
became a member of Caesar’s unofficial staff, before being passed on to Octavian in
44 B.C. Smith also claims that Zoilus returned to Aphrodisias in time to take part in
the war against Labienus.?®® The letter from Octavian to Stephanus makes specific
references to the granting of autonomy to the city of Aphrodisias. If Zoilus was
involved in the war against Labienus, then he must already have been freed when

Octavian wrote to Stephanus.

Louis Robert also argues that Zoilus was an important figure in assuring the city’s
autonomy during and after the wars against Labienus, possibly resulting in him being
granted the priesthood of Eleutheria.?®’ The cult of Eleutheria appears not to have been
a widespread cult in the Greek world. Walter Burkert’s Greek Religion makes no
mention of the cult at all. Lewis Farnell’s extensive study The Cults of the Greek States
is now more than a century old, so omissions are to be expected, but it files the cult of
Eleutheria under ‘Minor Cults’ and refers to only three texts. One being one of Zoilus’

statue bases, and another from Cyaneai in Lycia where it is thought to refer to “a

234 Cic. Fam. 16. 21. McDermott 1972, 271
235 McDermott 1972, 277.

236 Smith 1993, 6-8.

237 Robert 1966, 422-423.
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special form of Artemis”?%8, as opposed to a separate cult. The third is a late Imperial

example from Sardis.?*®

It seems likely that the cult of Eleutheria was one particular
to a place as a result of a specific event. In Zoilus’ case, he was granted a priesthood
of the cult of Eleutheria because of his role in bringing about freedom to Aphrodisias

after the war against Labienus.

Octavian’s designation of Aphrodisias as his (i.e. Zoilus’) city suggests one of two
things. Either Zoilus was instrumental in bringing about the freedom of his city, which
led to him being given the priesthood of Eleutheria, or Octavian granted autonomy to
Aphrodisias because, after freeing his friend, he used his influence with Octavian to
gain the city’s freedom. The former is more likely. It would seem a strange move by
Octavian to grant an entire city political autonomy based on his relationship with one
man, and it would have been unlikely that Zoilus was given this priesthood if he was
not involved somehow with the freeing of his city. Millar noted the importance of the
cult of Venus-Aphrodite to the Julio-Claudian dynasty, and infers that this is the reason
why he has “taken” the city of Aphrodisias as his own.?*® Zoilus and Octavian appear
to have shared a close personal friendship, though it is likely that either Zoilus himself,
or his fellow citizens, used this relationship to their advantage to gain favour, and
political autonomy, from Octavian. Zoilus’ relationship with Octavian, and the
benefits gained both for himself and Aphrodisias, have resulted in him, and others in
similar positions, to be described as the ‘new euergetai’, local men with access to

Roman leaders and patrons who played major roles in their locality.?*

Asslightly earlier example of one of these “new euergetai” is Theophanes of Mytilene,

a friend of Pompey, from whom he received his Roman citizenship.?*?> A Greek

238 Farnell 1909 (Vol. 5), 476; Brit. Mus. Cat. 'Caria' p. 80.

239 Kaibel, Ep. Graec. 903. “Ovtog 6 ti¢ Actag dyavyeva Odkov dIapymv
mopyOcag kabapoic [A]ovpacty Ayoiog
® PovAT| LeYOA®V dyaddV yaptv eikovo YOAKTV
otoauév[n teyuny drooe 0]etotdnyv
NS’ 6t A t]vémv damédwv KpNTida TOpNoag
ted&e[v] EAevbeping évvaéraig tépevog”

240 Millar, 1973, 56-57.

241 Ma 2013, 138.

242 Gold 1985, 321. For details of him gaining his citizenship see Cic. Arch. 24.
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intellectual who met Pompey during his campaign in the East in 67 B.C., he became
Pompey’s personal historian and chronicler, advisor, confidant, and guide to the
East.?*® Knowledgeable about politics of his own city and the geography of the region
Theophanes had taken a leading role in opposing Mithridates on Lesbos in the 80s
B.C. However, Mytilene subsequently lost her freedom in 79 B.C. due to their
opposition to the Romans.?** On a visit to Mytilene with Theophanes after the defeat
of Mithridates, Pompey attended a festival in his honour and restored Mytilene’s
freedom. Theophanes, or more specifically, his relations with an important Roman
official, like Zoilus later at Aphrodisias, is thought to have been instrumental in
bringing about his city’s freedom.?*® For this he was rewarded with inscriptions
honouring him as benefactor, saviour, and second founder of Mytilene, and probably
posthumously, with deification.?® If cases like Zoilus and Theophanes are indicative
of the norm, by the late first century B.C., giving generously may no longer have been
enough to be considered an euergetes under Roman rule; personal relations with the
Roman leaders and the ability to influence, and gain influence, were also desirable
qualities for euergetai. These relationships between local architectural benefactors and
the Roman Imperial system resulted in the introduction of new practices into the
provinces and influenced the way that the former was represented through their

monuments.

Another line of scholarship offers different dates for Zoilus’ enslavement. Joyce
Reynolds argues that Zoilus was taken captive during the Caesarean civil war of 49-
45 B.C., and was sold to, and later freed by, Octavian, and that he ‘returned’ to
Aphrodisias sometime between 44 B.C. and 38 B.C.?*’ These dates are based on the

death of Caesar and the earliest known written evidence for Zoilus being in the city,

243 Gold 1985, 312.

244 Gold 1985, 319-320.

245 Gold 1985, 324-325; Erskine 1994, 76.

246 |G XII 2 150: I'vaiot Mopmmiot, / Tepoita vimt, Osopdvn, / chPL Kai edepyETOL.

IG XI1 2 163: a.1.T'vaio Hova[n]- / i, Tvoio viw, / Meyého, avto / kparopt, T 0- / epyéta Kol om-
[ mpt xoi ktiota.

b.1 [0]éw A[it EAevbe]- / pic ®idombtpidt/ Ocopdavn td od- / tpt koi edepyé- / to kad ktiota dev- /
TéPW TAG TOTPLOOG,.

¢.1 Totdpwvi / AgsBmvaxto[c] / @ edepyéta / koi ompog / kai ktiota tdg / TOA0G.

247 Reynolds 1982, 97; 157.
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Octavian’s letter to Stephanus, dating from late 39 or early 38 B.C.%*® We have no
written evidence to suggest where Zoilus may have returned from during this period,
Smith assumes that he lived in Rome.?*® As will be shown below in the discussion of
the so-called Zoilus freize, there is archaeological evidence which suggests that Zoilus
may have indeed resided in Rome. With all our known evidence in mind, a probable
chronology for Zoilus is as follows. He was enslaved, perhaps in the 60-50s B.C., and
came into the ownership of Julius Caesar; he was inherited by Octavian in 44 B.C.,
and freed by him in time to return to Aphrodisias and be involved in repelling Labienus
in 40 B.C. Once the threat from Labienus had been removed, Zoilus became involved
in the civic life of Aphrodisias. Soon after this, he would have been granted his

priesthoods and first stephanephorate and begun to construct his public buildings.

Although his life before his manumission by Octavian is uncertain, Zoilus’ later career
is somewhat clearer. He held the title of stephanephorus, an eponymous official
permitted to wear a crown,?° at least ten times in succession.?®! He was also a priest
of both Aphrodite and Eleutheria, as attested in an honorific inscription found in the

area of the facade of the Baths of Hadrian, whose text reads:

[ BovAn] xoi O Sfipog ét[eliunoev [CaJiov TodAiov Zoihov tov [iep]éa Tiig
A@poditng kai tic [EAre]ubepiog dia fiov

The council and the people honoured Gaius lulius Zoilus, the priest of
Aphrodite and of Eleutheria for life.?>2

The text does not explicitly mention the reasons that the council and people of
Aphrodisias honoured Zoilus with this inscription, but it was most likely given in
recognition for fulfilling the duties associated with the priesthoods mentioned. He
received at least one other statue, which was located in the theatre. His name appears
on a plinth which was reused in a later wall on the north side of the north parados. The

text from its base is now very fragmentary:

248 Reynolds 1982, 97.
249 Smith 1993, 5.

250 Sherk 1991, 238.
251 1Aph2007 8.1; 8.5.
252 1 Aph2007 5.101.
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[vacat? 6] dfjuog vacat [¢teipnoev?] Téiov TodAov Zwil[ov —].

...the people (honoured?) Gaius Iulius Zoilus. ..

There is no surviving evidence that suggests that Zoilus held a civic magistracy.?>* His
date of death is unknown, but it has been assumed that it occurred between c. 28, when

he appears to be last attested in the epigraphic record, and 20 B.C.?®

Smith and Reynolds’ assumptions that Zoilus returned to Aphrodisias from

somewhere are based on images from the ‘Zoilus frieze’ shown below:
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Figure 2: Sketch of the most complete panel of the Zoilus frieze. Left-Right: Andrea -
Zoilus - Timé. Demos - Zoilus — Polis (Smith 1993, 16).

The Zoilus frieze, and the monument that it would have been a part of, cannot strictly
be considered as part of Zoilus’ architectural benefactions to the city of Aphrodisias,
as the monument was designed to exclusively celebrate Zoilus, rather than as a
functional monument that happened to be inscribed with Zoilus’ name. Furthermore,
as there is no epigraphic material surviving to indicate who commissioned and paid
for this monument or chose the images that were carved upon it, it cannot be ascribed

to him with any certainty.?*® There are also no identifiable immediate descendants of

253 |Aph2007 8.203. For further discussion of this text, see n. 307

254 Sturgeon 2004, 420.

2% Smith 1993, 7; Raja 2012, 24; both base their dates on Zoilus being active under Caesar.

25 Smith 1993, 60 makes reference to the fact that the monument can only be dated externally, based

upon other epigraphic material relating to the life and career of Zoilus.
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Zoilus at Aphrodisias, though a Tiberius Julius Pappus, son of Zoilus is known to have
been head of the libraries of the Augusti in Rome between the reigns of Tiberius and
Claudius.®’ If Zoilus did not commission the monument, a highly likely scenario is
that it was commissioned by the city or by a, now unknown, member of his family.?®
Its date and original location are now also unknown as none of the structural remains
of the monument itself have ever been clearly identified.?® Despite these
uncertainties, the Zoilus frieze’s function as a pictorial representation of Zoilus in
relation to both Aphrodisias and the wider Roman world warrants an extensive

discussion of it here prior to the discussion of his monuments.

The surviving panels of the frieze depict what Smith and Ratté describe as an
allegorical biography of Zoilus.?®® Four panels were found in 1956 reused near the
north east gate of the late antique city wall.?®* The other remaining ten fragments were
found in the same area between 1961 and 1989.%52 The frieze measures 1.85 metres
high and the panels measure 0.75-1.3 metres wide and 0.4-0.5 metres deep.?®® Early
commenters dated the monument to the second century A.D.,%% but its association
with Gaius Iulius Zoilus was not identified until Robert’s 1966 study of a series of
inscriptions from the city.?®> Described as one of the finest and earliest sculptured
monuments of the city,?%® the panels were carved in a combination of low and high
relief, the heads of the figures are almost in the round, projecting limbs and attributes,

with one exception, are worked without resorting to attaching other pieces of stone,

257 Smith 1993, 8.

258 For a comparable example of a son building an honorific monument for his father, see the discussion
of the Pollio Monument in Chapter 3.

259 Smith 1993, 22. Smith mentions the discovery of a square pier capital, which has been dated to the
late Republican or early Imperial period by the design and execution of its mouldings. It was found
about 100 metres to the north of where the frieze panels were found, also reused in the city wall and
may have formed part of the structure of the Zoilus monument: Smith 1993, 60.

260 Smith and Ratté 1995, 56.

261 Smith 1993, 1.

262 Smith 1993, 1-2.

263 Smith 1993, 14.

264 Donmez 1959, 712; Guiliano 1959-1960, 393-394.

265 Robert 1966, 427-432.

266 Smith and Ratté 1995, 55.
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and virtually all tool marks have been smoothed from the figures.?®” The frieze panels
were not carved in situ as the angles required for the carving of some elements could
not have been achieved while it was in position.?®® The frieze panels are thought to

have decorated a square, high-sided marble podium monument.?%°
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Figure 3: Plan of the surviving panels of the Zoilus frieze in proposed relation to each
other. (Smith 1993, 19)

The surviving remains contain two scenes of three figures each, divided by a central

herm. Zoilus appears twice in the surviving fragments. In each, personifications of

267 Smith 1993, 14.
268 Smith 1993, 15.
269 Smith 1993, 21.
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desirable attributes flank him. On the left, he is depicted in a Roman toga being
presented with a shield by Andrea and crowned by Timé.?® These two attributes
placed together suggest that the honours that Zoilus received resulted from bravery
within a military context, most likely the war against Labienus. The combination of
these figures and their inscriptions would have been readily understood by a
contemporary viewer as a celebration of Zoilus’ bravery, honour, and Roman
citizenship. The crowning here by Timé would have been immediately understood as
a visual representation of an honorific decree.?’* His designation as soter, saviour, of
his city also strengthens the claim that Zoilus was involved in protecting Aphrodisias
from a military threat. In the Hellenistic period soter was used for the Kings and other
persons worthy of heroic status, which indicates the esteem that Zoilus was held in by
his fellow citizens. There are five crowns in the background of the frieze; Reynolds
suggests that there may have been at least five other crowns carved elsewhere on the
monument to indicate Zoilus’ ten, at the very least, stephanephorates.?’? This image
showed Zoilus the brave and virtuous Roman citizen, and acknowledge his roles in

ensuring Aphrodisias’ autonomy.

In the next scene Zoilus is presented in a Greek civil context, as opposed to one
associated with the Roman military.?’® Rather than a toga, here he wears a chiton, a
long chlamys, and a broad, flat, sharp-rimmed hat, which Smith interprets as to most
likely represent a travelling costume.?’* He stands between personifications of Demos
on the left and Polis on the right, who are crowning him. The combination of these
two personifications and the clothing Zoilus is wearing has been interpreted as him
being welcomed home by them,?’® but another interpretation of this crowning scene is
that Zoilus was being recognised for his achievements in civic office. Alternatively,
the crowning scene may have been designed to represent a combination of these two
interpretations; Zoilus, returned home and admirably performed his civic duties and

received due honours.

270 Smith 1993, 1.

271 Smith 1993, 28-29.

272 Reynolds 1982, 159.

273 Smith 1993, 32.

274 Smith 1993, 34-35.

275 Smith and Ratté 1995, 56 -58; Reynolds, 1982, 159.
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The presence of a figure identified as Roma gives further support for the theory that
Zoilus returned to Aphrodisias from Rome. As seen in Figure 4 below, the surviving
remains are complete enough to say fairly categorically that this is Roma. She was
depicted seated, with a large shield beside her, the remains of what look like the shaft
of a spear and a helmet are visible on her right arm and above her hairline respectively.
Her right breast is exposed, in the manner of an Amazon. Reynolds suggests that there
would have been an inscription naming Roma on one of the now lost pieces of the
panel.2’® Reynolds also suggests that the presence of Roma on the Zoilus monument
recalls the part played by Zoilus in cementing the relations between Aphrodisias and
the ruling power. Whoever commissioned the Zoilus frieze wished to acknowledge his
status as a Roman citizen and emphasise his links to either the literal city of Rome or
the concept of what Rome, or Roman, meant within a provincial setting in the earliest

years of the reign of Augustus.

Figure 4: Sketches of the surviving remains of Roma (left) and a reconstruction of
Roma (right) from the Zoilus frieze (Smith 1993, 43).

Other surviving panels include those depicting Mneme, Aion, Minos, a man wearing a
himation, a soldier, Arete, and Pistis.?’” Whilst all of these images are particularly

appropriate for a monument in honour of a great citizen, the inclusion of Mneme

276 Reynolds 1982, 159.
277 Smith 1993, 45-59.
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(memory) and Aion (time) on the frieze is noteworthy.?’® Although the concepts
themselves were very familiar in the Hellenistic period, there is very little evidence
for personified representations of them.?”® The Zoilus frieze depicts the earliest image
of Aion we have, though his representation here bears little resemblance to other, albeit
much later, surviving examples.?® Personified representations of Mneme are even
rarer; the only other surviving representation of her is on the Archelaus relief.?®* Found
in Alexandria and carved by Archelaus of Priene, the relief dates from 255-205 B.C.
The Archelaus relief represents the deification of Homer, watched by deities and
personifications of desirable attributes; the inhabited world; history; myth; genres of
literature; and nature.?®® The Archelaus relief clearly represents the celebration,
honouring and memorialising of a great figure. The reliefs on the Zoilus monument
would have had a similar purpose. Whilst the personifications on the Archelaus relief
celebrated Homer’s contribution to literature, those on the Zoilus frieze celebrated his
contribution to Aphrodisian and Roman society. However, it is the apparent rarity of
depictions of Mneme, and her presence on these two reliefs, which is the most striking
feature of them. The rarity of depictions of Mneme in funerary and/or honorific
contexts suggests that they occurred on monuments for those most worthy of honour.
In the third century B.C., Homer was clearly considered to be worthy of deification
and of being remembered by the entire world. The appearance of Aion alongside
Mneme on the Zoilus frieze suggests that his fellow Aphrodisians considered him
worthy of being remembered for the rest of time. The Zoilus frieze acted as a vivid
representation of the deeds performed in life, and the lasting memorial, of a great man

of early Roman Aphrodisias.

278 Reynolds 1982, 159; Reynolds argues that their presence provides evidence for the Zoilus frieze
being originally part of his funerary monument.

279 Smith 1993, 49.

280 Smith 1993, 48.

281 Smith 1993, 49-50.

282 Elderkin 1936, 496.
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Figure 5: Sketches of the surviving remains of Aion (top left) and a reconstruction of
Aion (top right) and of a reconstruction of Mneme (bottom) all from the Zoilus frieze
(Smith 1993, 46; 49).
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Figure 6: The Archelaus relief.
British Museum, inv.
1819,0812.1.

Figure 7: Detail of the lower
register of the Archelaus relief.
The personifications’ names are
inscribed below them, and
Mneme is thought to be the
figure at the back right of the

group of four.
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Mneme and Aion’s presence on the Zoilus frieze suggest a that the monument was
funerary in nature and was designed to create a lasting memory of Zoilus the man.
However, these two personifications could have a further meaning in this context.
Reynolds states that these two personifications emphasise the eternally memorable
quality of Zoilus’ public services.?®® This frieze was a pictorial representation of a
good citizen and suggests that the qualities Zoilus possessed should be emulated by
future citizens of Aphrodisias. Placing Mneme and Aion in the context of the rest of
the friezes’ surviving figures, the public services that Reynolds refers to are Zoilus’
stephanephorates and his role in the war against Labienus. However, as the
archaeological and epigraphic remains from Aphrodisias testify, Zoilus also
performed “public services” of a more material kind. Through his public monuments,
Zoilus not only created lasting structures but also created visual reminders of himself,
his work, and his place in Aphrodisias. Mneme and Aion’s presence on the Zoilus
frieze, regardless of whether or not the monument from which it came was funerary in
nature, mimicked and added to the theme of a lasting memory of Zoilus the exemplary

citizen and architectural benefactor of Aphrodisias.

Having explored the way that Zoilus was honoured and represented in his home city
during his life and posthumously, the following section explores how Zoilus’
monumental benefactions were affected by both his interactions with Rome and their
unique geographical and socio-historical contexts. It will then discuss how his position

within both local and wider society was represented through these monuments.

283 Reynolds 1982, 159.
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2.2. The Temple of Aphrodite

Zoilus’ involvement in the late-Hellenistic temple’s construction in known through
the inscription on the fasciae of the moulded lintel of the main door. The text was
originally published in 1982 by Reynolds and her reading of it then was thus:

Tédiog Tovaog Zo[iJhog O iepedg 0god Agpodsitn[c —] vacat. cotip koi

e0ePYETNG TG TaTpidog V. TOV iepoy Appodgitng [—]

“C. lTulius Zoilus, priest of the goddess Aphrodite, saviour and benefactor of

his country (? built? defined the boundary of) the sanctuary of Aphrodite.””?34

With further study, Reynolds altered her interpretation of the text, stating that the
accusative noun in the second line must be changed from iepoyv, sanctuary, to vaov,

temple, and revised the text to read:

I'éioc Toviog Zo[iJhog 6 iepedc 0sod Agppodsitn[c —] vacat. cotip koi

€0ePYETNG TG TaTPidog V. TOV Vaov Appodgitng [—]

“C. Iulius Zoilus, priest of the goddess Aphrodite, saviour and benefactor of

his country (dedicated) the temple of Aphrodite.”?®

There is nothing in the dedicatory inscription that can be used to date this phase of the
building. If the Temple was damaged and looted during the sack of the city by
Labienus, it is logical to assume that its importance to the city would mean that its
reconstruction would have been paramount, and undertaken as quickly as possible. It
can be suggested then that Zoilus’ work on the Temple of Aphrodite was the first
project to be initiated, and then the others followed, with the theatre stage building

being dedicated at least ten years after Zoilus had returned to Aphrodisias.

At the time of the republication of the text, Reynolds noted that some of the letters had
been “deliberately, but not quite efficiently erased.”?®® Anna Sitz suggests that the

erasure coincided with the remodelling of the temple into a church, so all the phrases

284 Reynolds 1982, 163.
285 Reynolds 1990, 38; 1Aph2007 1.2.
286 Reynolds 1990, 37.
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referring to Aphrodite and those which called Zoilus a priest and saviour, which were
inappropriate for the entrance of a church, were removed.?®” Sitz also includes a

reading of the text which takes the erasures into account for the first time:

['[[Giog TovAloc Zo[i] A]Jog O iep[[evg B0 A@podeitng]] / o[[otp Kol
gvepyém]]c tiic mot[[pidoc TOV vadv Appodgitn]].?8

The difference between constructing a temple and defining the boundary of a sacred
precinct is vast in terms not only of cost, time, and labour, but also as an indicator of
the influence and authority that Zoilus had as a benefactor at Aphrodisias. Marie-
Christine Hellmann in her 2002 work L Architecture Grecque defines hieron as “a

289 and a naos as “the temple, or sometimes,

sanctuary, more rarely a sacred building
its main hall, the cella.”?® So, whilst naos is a term that applies only to a temple, in
whole or in part, hieron is less specific as it can refer to both a sacred building and its
wider sanctuary. As a result of the editions to her translation of the text, Reynolds
suggested that the unexpressed verb would have been the specific, sacred, term
avédnkev, dedicated, as opposed to a more general, secular term suggesting he built
or defined the area of the sanctuary.?®! The definition of hieron is not as categorical as
Reynolds makes it out to be, but the definition of naos is much more so. If Reynolds’
re-evaluation of the text is correct, then it can be said categorically that the text found
above the door of the Temple of Aphrodite refers to Zoilus as the one who dedicated
the temple in addition to his other role there; defining the boundary of the sanctuary,

which will be discussed below.

The original interpretation of the text from the temple’s main door resulted from
Zoilus’ involvement in the erection of the boundary stones of the sanctuary. Two
surviving inscribed boundary stones state that Zoilus was responsible for setting them
up. The first is badly damaged and was found in the necropolis. It has been

reconstructed to read:

287 Sjtz 2019, 149-150.

288 Sjtz 2019, 149.

289 Hellmann 2002, 349: “Une sanctuaire, plus rarement une édifice sacré.”
290 Hellmann 2002, 349: “Le temple, ou parfois, sa salle principale, la cella.”
291 Reynolds 1990, 38.
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2]
kai [1) 6]ovkAnt[o]g kai O d[fjpog]
0 Popaio[v] kabmg Kol Td eAdy -
Op[o]ra [kai] d[e]Atoypaerpata

5 k[ai] gm[thyp]uota Tepiéyet dvéo-
moe v. 0¢ t[ov]¢ [6pov]g I'diog
[To]oA[10]g [Z]w[tA]og O iepevg Thic A-
@poditng vac.

[This area is the sacred asylum as defined by the great Caesar, the Dictator,
and his son Imperator Caesar] and [the S]enate and [the people] of Rome, as is
also contained in the grants of privilege, the public documents and decrees. C.
[1Jul[iu]s [Z]o[il]us priest of Aphrodite set up [the boundary stones.]?*?

The second is also badly damaged and its exact provenance is now unknown,??but it

has been restored to read:
[00t05? 6 t6m0]g iEPOG GoL-
[Log dc? Expvav] V. 0 péyag
[Kaicap? 0 dwk]tatwp
Kai [0? viog avtod Av]tokpdTmp
5 [Kaicap kai 1) o0]vkAntog
[kai 0 dfpoc 6 Plouaiov

[kabmg kol ta] ehavOpo-

292 1 Aph2007 1.38. Trans. Reynolds 1982.

293 Reynolds 1982 refers to the inscription as a “stray find”.
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[mo kai dedtoypa]en-
[nata kai Empiparo]

10 [epiéyet, avéomoev]
[6€ Tovg dpovg Néioc]
[Toviog Zwilog 6 iepedc]

[tfigc Appodeitng.]

“[? This area is] the sacred asylum [? as defined by] the great [? Caesar, the]
Dictator, and [? his son] Imperator [Caesar and the] Senate [and People] of
Rome, [as is also contained in the] grants of privilege, the public documents
[and decrees. C. lulius Zoilus priest of Aphrodite set up the boundary

stones].”2%

Rome’s involvement at the Temple of Aphrodite is detailed in the Senatus Consultum
de Aphrodisiensibus, dated by the names of the consuls in the first lines to either 39 or
35B.C.:2%

“The temple or precinct of the goddess Aphrodite which is in the city of the
Plarasans and the Aphrodisians, that temple or precinct is to be an asylum, with
the rights and the religious sanctity which pertain to the temple or precinct of
Ephesian Artemis at Ephesus, for an area of 120 feet surrounding that temple

or precinct in all directions; that area is to be an asylum.”2%

These inscriptions make it clear that the exact location of the boundary of the temple
precinct was not defined by Zoilus, but that this decision was being made by the
highest authority in Rome. If Reynolds’ reconstruction is correct, the mention of “great
(Caesar the) Dictator” as the joint instigator of the redefinition of the Temple
precinct’s boundary is an interesting one. It suggests that the decision was taken prior

to 44 B.C., but only enacted later, perhaps at the same time as the issuing of the Senatus

294 | Aph2007 1.1.
29 Reynolds 1982, 63.
29 1Aph2007 8.27. II. 55-57.
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Consultum di Aphrodisiensibus. The involvement of the Imperial family in this project
suggests that Zoilus was merely carrying out the work. This implies that, although he
may not have held an official position, he maintained his links with them and worked
on their behalf in Aphrodisias. The phrase ‘the Senate and People of Rome’ is
ubiquitous in building dedications in the City of Rome and its presence in the boundary
stone inscriptions emphasises not only Zoilus’ links with the metropolis, but the
increasing involvement of the central power in local decisions in Asia. There is no
reference to his status as freedman on the boundary stones, only to his priesthood of
Aphrodite. This implies that, despite working on behalf of his former masters, Zoilus
was represented purely as a citizen of Aphrodisias, rather than as someone with

connections to the Imperial family.

The Temple of Aphrodite’s dedicatory inscription is usually interpreted as indicating
that Zoilus paid for the building the construction of the Temple of Aphrodite. When
considered alongside the defining of the boundary, it implies that Zoilus was involved
in an extensive project. The building of a whole temple by an individual is highly
irregular for the late-Hellenistic period. Throughout Greek history, temples were built
primarily with the city funds, composed of taxes, booty, and donations made by the
citizens.?®” Outsiders, such as the Hellenistic kings, also contributed to the construction
of temples. As some of the most important and richest men in the Hellenistic world,
the Kings would have been natural candidates for building temples, as they had both
the influence and resources required.?®® The fact that Zoilus was also able to construct
a temple in the same manner is indicative of the importance and prestigiousness of
Zoilus’ benefaction. In the context of the Greek world in the early Roman period,
Zoilus’ ability to dedicate an entire temple is highly irregular. Sometime in the early
first century B.C., a Messenian decree honours contributors to the restoration of
different buildings in the city.?® These included repairs of the temple of Demeter,
funded by Dionysius son of Aristomenes, costing 500 denarii, and the restoration of
the temple of Herakles and Hermes at the gymnasium by Domitius.3 Whilst, like

Zoilus, these Messenian benefactors contributed to temple buildings, they made

297 Domingo-Gygax 2016, 75.

298 For further details see Ma 1999.
299 SEG 23. 207.

300 _afond 20186, 20.
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repairs to the structures, rather than building a new temple as Zoilus appears to have
done. A little later than Zoilus, the city of Megalopolis honoured a benefactor who
paid for the refurbishment of the city’s sanctuary with the priesthood of the Imperial
cult and civic honours including proehedria at the games and exemption from taxes.3%
The temple of Despoina at Megalopolis was collapsing and was repaired by
Xenarchus, his wife Nicippa, and their relatives at their own expense.®*? However, like
the benefactors at Messenia, the architectural benefactors from Megalopolis only
contributed to repairs to the temple, their project was not on the same scale as Zoilus’
appears to have been. In an apparent contrast to the provinces, in Rome itself during
the second half of the first century B.C., officials could build and rebuild temples.3%
If Zoilus did build the whole of the Temple of Aphrodite it implies the introduction of

such Roman practices.>%

Even though Zoilus’ construction of the Temple of Aphrodite is almost undisputed in
modern scholarship, it cannot be categorically stated that he did build it. Two key
pieces of information are missing from the text which would prove for certain that
Zoilus did build the Temple of Aphrodite. The first is a verb associated with either
making something, such as moiw, or dedication such as davotiOnu. Unlike the
boundary stone inscriptions, where the verb dviotnut, to set up, is used to indicate
Zoilus’ involvement in the project, here there is no specific indication of involvement.
Without a verb in the inscription it is impossible to know exactly what role Zoilus
played in the temple. In Asia at this time, the city would have been the usual financer
of a temple whilst, as a priest of Aphrodite, Zoilus would have been the obvious choice
to carry out the role of dedicating a new temple. Therefore, Zoilus may have had no

more involvement in the Temple of Aphrodite than carrying out a dedication

301 Melfi 2016, 5.

%02 1G V. 2. 515b; Kantirea 2016, 33.

303 A few examples of Roman elites who built or rebuilt temples in Rome contemporarily or near-
contemporarily to Zoilus’ projects in Aphrodisias include: Gaius Sosius, who reconstructed the Temple
of Apollo, later named the Temple of Apollo Sosianus; Marcus Agrippa, who built the first Pantheon;
Lucius Munatius Plancus, who rebuilt the Temple of Saturn in the Forum Romanum; Pompey, who
built the Temple of Venus Victrix atop his theatre.

304 Alternatively, if the Temple of Aphrodite had been destroyed during the war against Labienus, Zoilus
may have been the only forthcoming source of financing a project on such a vast scale, so all usual

protocol was abandoned in the face of necessity.
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ceremony. The second missing piece of information that would help prove Zoilus’
involvement in constructing the Temple of Aphrodite is any mention of funding.
Whilst this is not always included in the dedicatory inscriptions from public
monuments in Asia, if the phrase ék t®v idiov or something similar had been used
here this would have proved that Zoilus had paid for the construction of the Temple
of Aphrodite. Without such information, it is impossible to know where the source of
funding for the Temple of Aphrodite came from. These omissions from the Temple of
Aphrodite’s inscription diminish the certainty held by modern scholars that Zoilus
built the temple. He certainly set up the boundary stones, and there is nothing to
suggest that he did not build the Temple of Aphrodite but, from the evidence that we
have, it cannot be taken for granted that he did. However, as our current evidence does
not provide us with another plausible candidate for the benefactor of the Temple of

Aphrodite, Zoilus remains the most likely candidate for undertaking the work.

In this inscription Zoilus is called cotp kai gdepyétng g moTpidoc, saviour and
benefactor of his country. This inscription is the only surviving text in which Zoilus
was given these honours. Reynolds suggests that the reason for this is that the
inscription was commissioned and drafted by others after Zoilus’ had died, honouring
him for the work he had carried out during his life.3% In the case of the inscription
being posthumously dedicated to Zoilus, this is certainly plausible. If Zoilus paid for
the construction of the Temple of Aphrodite, it would have been an enormous
undertaking. Even though the Temple of Aphrodite was probably begun soon after the
war against Labienus, there are only ten years where Zoilus is attested in the epigraphic
record at Aphrodisias, so he may have died prior to the temple’s completion.®®® As

noted earlier, only two honorific inscriptions to Zoilus survive, one is badly

305 Reynolds 1990, 38.
306 Reynolds 1990, 38. Reynolds estimates a date of death for Gaius lulius Zoilus in the first third of

the reign of Augustus.
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damaged,®” the other was more complete but is now lost*® but neither appeared to
have included these epithets. The pair that survive may be but two of many, so it is
possible that a statue base naming him as cotp kai dePyETNG Or just edePYETNC Was
awarded to him. No funerary or honorific inscription survives from the Zoilus
monument. If these honours had appeared there too, then this would further strengthen
the theory that these honours were posthumous only. The fact that these two
prestigious honours appear only on the Temple of Aphrodite, arguably the most
prestigious monument that Zoilus was associated with, strengthens the assumption that
he was involved in its construction, and was rewarded accordingly. As far as the
evidence allows though, we know that he was rewarded with a statue that, one assumes
given its content, recognised his work as a priest of Aphrodite and of Eleutheria. At
some point before the completion of the Temple of Aphrodite, he was also given the
titles cotp kol edepyéng, though why these honours were bestowed, and whether he

was alive or dead at the time is unclear.

Most of the temple’s features were pre-Roman. Its octastyle and pseudo-dipteral
design predates the Hellenistic period.3® The stylobate was constructed of marble
blocks that varied in length from 1.6-1.65 metres for those that supported the columns
and 0.94-1 metres for those between the columns.®!° The foundations of the cella were
constructed of local stone, without mortar, dug unto a trench that was then packed with

gravel and ceramic fragments. The cella measured approximately 22.45 x 9.6 metres.

307 | Aph2007 8.203. Reynolds 1982, 163. The block was reused in a later wall which has resulted in the
survival of only the left side of the original feature. From the remaining text, the following
reconstruction has been suggested:

[? vac. 0] &fjpog vac. [?€teiunocev]

Tdiov TovAov Zow[ov...

The missing portion of the stone may have contained further epithets.

308 |Aph2007 5.101; Reynolds 1982, 158. From the squeeze, it appears that there were no further lines
of text after those which had survived:

[7 BovA]n xai 6 dfjuog ét[e]iunocev

[Ca]iov Tovhov Zdthov Tov

[iepléa tiig Appoditng kai Tig

[EXe]uBepiog d1a Biov

309 Tomlinson 1976, 47; Steele 1992, 139; Ratté 2001, 121.

310 Theodorescu 1990, 52.
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Its walls measured between 1.4 and 1.9 metres in width, and was surrounded by a
peristyle of 8 x 13 lonic columns.®!* The six that are still standing, including their
capitals, stand at heights ranging from 9.3 to 9.37 metres, the shortest of them stood
at the corners of the temple, the highest in the centre of the fagade. Dinu Theodorescu
suggests this could be explained by the effect of a possible optical correction.®'? As
the adyton had its own pronaos, the naos consisted of three chambers, though there is
no clear indication of an opisthodomos. The foundations of the pronaos appear to have
cut through the remains of a crudely made mosaic floor.3*® This floor, which included
traces of blue-black borderlines against a white background, and animal figures in an
emblem, or separated area, almost certainly belonged to an earlier phase of the

sanctuary, dated to the early third century B.C. by three coins embedded in its

mortar.31*

Figure 8: Floorplan of the Temple of Aphrodite (New York University).3!°

$11Theodorescu 1990, 49; 51.

312 Theodorescu 1990, 53; “Ce fait pourrait s'expliquer - toutes les précautions prises - par I'effet d'une
éventuellement correction optique...”.

313 Erim 1986, 57.

314 Erim 1986, 57.

315 https://www.nyu.edu/projects/aphrodisias/taph.state.ntm (Last Accessed 4/7/2018)



86

The temple was converted into a cathedral in c. 500 A.D.,3'®so very little of its original
decoration survives, Fragmentary blocks have been discovered that were decorated
with rows of ovals and palmettes and a Lesbian kymation.3! Five fragments of a frieze
decorated with garlands supported by figures in oriental clothes and Phrygian caps
have also survived. The capitals were also decorated with ovals and vegetation
motifs.3® Its lonic order, typical of temple architecture in Asia, evoked a traditional,
Hellenistic style of temple building, rather than using the more elaborate Corinthian
order. The Corinthian order began to occur within Rome during the second century
B.C.,*¥yet it did not appear in Asia until the first century B.C.3%° Despite this early
appearance, the Corinthian order was not common in Asia until the reigns of Trajan
and Hadrian: The Temple of Trajan and Zeus Philius at Pergamon and the Temple of
Zeus at Euromus are well-known examples.

Figure 9 : The Temple of Aphrodite, Aphrodisias (April 2011).

316 Orgii 2012, 367.

817 Theodorescu 1990, 52.

318 Theodorescu 1990, 53; 61.

319 Stamper 2005, 66.

320 See Gros 2006, 483 for examples.
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Despite the overwhelmingly local architectural features in terms of order and layout,
there are some indications within the epigraphic evidence associated with the Temple
of Aphrodite that increased interactions with Roman and local elites had resulted in
changes in the practice of both architectural benefaction and how benefactors were
represented through architecture by the late Hellenistic period. Possibly the most
‘Roman’ feature of the Temple of Aphrodite is that it was built of marble: the first in
the city to be constructed of the material.®2! This is interesting, as the sanctuary was
already several centuries old by this point, and the area was rich in marble. The so-
called ‘City Quarry’, located two kilometres east of the city along the slopes of Baba
Dag,%?? was one of nine marble quarries within the city’s vicinity.>*® Leah Long’s
studies of the quarrying of these resources suggests that although marble was used in
the tombs, settlements, and rural fortifications of pre-Hellenistic and Early Hellenistic
Aphrodisias and the surrounding areas, large-scale quarrying did not begin in earnest
until the construction of Zoilus’ monuments.®?* It is difficult not to see the motive
behind the use of this new resource when contemporary Rome was becoming a city of
marble. The use of marble was hardly new in the Greek world, so it is particularly
surprising that marble was not used for the temple building at Aphrodisias until this
building project. It may be too far either to state categorically that the origins of the
use of marble in Aphrodisian building projects were a direct result of Zoilus himself
seeing marble monuments, or interacting with sculptors and architects from, elsewhere
in the empire, but it is hard to ignore the correlation. Marc Waelkens speculates that
there are other parallel examples of Roman citizens introducing new building
techniques into provincial contexts. He argues that it cannot be coincidental that the
first solid brick monument in Ephesus, the Marnas aqueduct bridge built by Gaius
Sextilius Pollio, and the first major concrete building at Miletus, the Baths of Gnaeus
Vergilius Capito, were both creations of Roman officials, who must have encountered
Roman building techniques elsewhere.3”® Waelken’s interpretation is too clear cut as,

although we know that Capito was Procurator of Asia and Prefect of Egypt, there is

321 Raja 2012, 16.

322 Akurgal 1973, 172.

323 Long 2012, 169.

324 Long 2012, 185.

325 \Waelkens 1987, 101-102.
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no evidence that Pollio held any official positions in Ephesus or the Imperial
administration.®?® A more accurate assessment would be that Roman-style building
practices such as these were introduced into the provinces by individuals who had
connections to, or interactions with, the city of Rome or the Imperial administration
more generally. This broader definition encompasses men, like Zoilus, who was not a
Roman official but had demonstrable connections with outside of Aphrodisias and,
like these other benefactors, introduced Roman building practices into his city. Using
marble, the Temple of Aphrodite became a striking and different feature of the
townscape and this indicates how architectural benefactors could add uniqueness and
variety to their projects. Zoilus did not follow previous practices of using poorer

quality limestone but exploited a new resource.

The architectural and decorative features of the Temple of Aphrodite indicate how
varied a process major architectural benefaction could be, and how benefactors could
represent themselves in many ways through this medium. Zoilus, the Aphrodisias-
born Roman citizen who may have spent time in Rome, chose to build the temple to
his city’s patron goddess in the style of his local city rather than in a manner that
reflected his, and Aphrodisias’, place in the Roman world. Its Ionic, rather than
Corinthian, columns were in keeping with the old Hellenistic cityscape, and its
dedication was in a style befitting its place and its honorands. Despite its Hellenistic
appearance, the Temple of Aphrodite did not escape the influence of Roman
architectural and dedicatory practices, in that Zoilus could build a temple, a task once
the preserve of the city and the Hellenistic kings. Now, as in Rome, an individual
member of the local elite could do so too. The defining of the boundary by Caesar,
and Zoilus’ carrying out the work on his behalf further suggests the increased influence
which Rome and Roman practices was beginning to have on architectural benefaction
in the latter part of the first century B.C. The start of large-scale quarrying of marble
in the city’s hinterland, and the commencement of its use for public monuments, such
as the Temple of Aphrodite, could also indicate an introduction of Roman building
practices in the area, resulting from Zoilus’ interactions with Rome or Roman
architects. Despite being an Imperial freedman, and one who boasted special favour

from Octavian, there is no indication of this relationship from any of the temple’s

326 For a discussion of the works of Pollio and Capito, see Chapters 3 and 5, respectively.
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surviving epigraphy. Instead, Zoilus is only referred to as holding a local priesthood.
Apart from his name, there is no indication of any involvement with, or influence of,
Rome at all. At the Temple of Aphrodite, Zoilus was primarily represented as a local
benefactor, carrying out work for his home city, and secondarily as a local carrying
out a project on Caesar’s behalf. The Roman influence in Zoilus’ benefaction of the
Temple of Aphrodite is present, but minimal. This was a monument dedicated by a
local man, the priest of the cult in his home city, to his local deity, and Zoilus was
represented as such.

2.3. The Stage Building of the Theatre

Zoilus’ second building project in Aphrodisias was at the city’s theatre. The theatre
building itself predates Zoilus. The cavea, built into the side of an artificial hill formed
of earlier settlement debris, was horseshoe-shaped and divided into two, perhaps three,
diazomata. Its estimated capacity was 8,000 spectators.?’ The dedicatory inscription
does not give the precise date of Zoilus’ benefaction, but Reynolds argues for a date
of no later than 28 B.C. She offers two pieces of evidence which support this date.
First, is the absence of the title ‘Augustus’ in the patron’s name, which would indicate
a date prior to January 27 B.C. Secondly, based upon calculations of the possible range
of dates for Zoilus’ return to Aphrodisias, his tenth continuous stephanephorate must
have ended in late 28 at the latest.>? The theatre stage building would have been a less
extensive building project in comparison with the Temple of Aphrodite, and, arguably,
would have been a lesser priority than the rebuilding of a sacked cult sanctuary.
Therefore, the theatre stage building would have been started some time after Zoilus
returned to Aphrodisias and dedicated prior to 27 B.C. when Zoilus had been

stephanephorus for the tenth time in succession.

The two, identical, dedicatory inscriptions, one found on the Doric storey, the other

on the stylobate of the lonic storey, may support this view.3?® They read:

32T Erim 1986, 79; de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 29.
328 Reynolds 1982, 162.

329 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 37.
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Tdiog TodMog Zmihog 0eod Tovdiov v[iJod Koicapog dmelevfepog,
oTEQPAVNQOPNGOC TOdEKUTOV EETIC, TO AOYNIOV Kal TO TPOGKNVIOV GV TOIG £V

aOTd1 TpocKOoGUHacY [Thoty, A@podity kol Tdl] ARpot.

“Gaius lIulius Zoilus freedman of the divine Iulius’ son Caesar, after being
stephanephorus for the tenth time in succession (gave) the stage and the
proskenion with all the applied ornaments on it to Aphrodite and the

Demos 99330

The formula of the theatre stage’s dedication largely follows that of those dated to the
preceding centuries. It named Zoilus first as the dedicator, and then what he had
constructed, finally those to whom it was dedicated. The only part of the text that
differentiates it from an earlier Hellenistic building dedication is the inclusion of
Zoilus’ status as Imperial freedman, instead of patronymics. As a freedman the
absence of Zoilus’ patronymics was not unusual, however, this was the only text that
referred to his status as an Imperial freedman. A cursory glance at the building
inscription from the bouleuterion at Miletus discussed in more detail in Chapter 1,
constructed over a century prior to Zoilus’ monuments, illustrates that Zoilus’ texts

were structured in a similar way to earlier Hellenistic monumental dedications:

[Tipapyols k[oi HpoxAeidn]s ot Hpaxieidov vmep Pac[iréwg Alvtidyov
"Emipav[odc]

[ATd] AoVt Advpel kol ‘Eotiot Bo[v]Aaion kol tédt Anpot.

Timarchus and Heracleides, sons of Heracleides, (dedicated the building) on
behalf of King Antiochus Epiphanes, to Apollo of Didyma, Hestia Bulaia, and

the Demos.33!

The beginnings and the ends of the two texts are very similar. The names of the
benefactors appear first, and the honorands appear last in both inscriptions. Whereas
Timarchus and Heracleides state that they were working on behalf of Antiochus IV,
thus legitimising what they were doing, Zoilus’ work was legitimised by stating that

he had held the title of stephanephorus ten times in succession. This is where the

330 | Aph2007 8.1; 8.5.

31 Milet 1 2, 2.
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similarities end. The theatre stage building texts goes into detail as to what his
benefaction entailed, whilst Timarchus and Heracleides’ inscription gave no details at
all. The reason for the latter was that they built the whole of the bouleuterion, so there
would have been no reason to clarify exactly what their benefaction entailed.

Exactly what Zoilus built at the theatre needs to be discussed and clarified, and the
epigraphic material must be considered alongside the archaeological remains to
determine exactly what Zoilus was responsible for building at the theatre. The
inscription states that he gave two clements of the stage building: the stage “to
Loyniov” and the proskenion with all the applied ornaments on it ““T0 TpOGKNVIOV GOV

101G &v o TdL Tpookosupaoty waow.” Vitruvius defines the logeion thus:

“The stage is narrower: this they call logeion (speaking-place), for the reason

that the tragic and comic actors deliver their speeches on the stage.”332

The proskenion, which Virtuvius simply calls “the stage” and states it should be no
shorter than 10 feet and no higher than 12,33 referred to a platform directly in front of
the stage building.3* In their 1991 publication on the Aphrodisian theatre, de
Chaisemartin and Theodorescu argued that the location of the upper inscription
confirmed that proskenion in fact not only referred to the Doric storey supporting the
logeion but also the rest of the scaenae frons.®3® However, the text from the lonic
storey was inscribed much later than the one on the Doric storey, perhaps as late as
the second century A.D., to judge by the hand and the fact that the text encroaches
onto the drafting of the sylobate.®® Therefore, the upper text’s use of the word
proskenion cannot be used as evidence for a change in definition of the term.

In their 2017 publication, Le théatre d’Aphrodisias: Les structures scéniques, de
Chaisemartin and Theodorescu attempted to add more credence to their argument for
the term proskenion referring to architectural features other than a platform in front of
the rest of the stage. Whilst there is no evidence to support their theory that the theatre

stage may have been commissioned by Octavian while he was in Samos in 29 B.C in

332 Vitr. 5.7.2.

333 Vitr. 5.7.1-2.

%34 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 37; 42; Hellmann 2002, 350.
335 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 37.

336 Graham 2018, 278.
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an attempt to rehabilitate the image of Rome in Asia Minor, 3" excavations and surveys
of the remains of the theatre suggest that the whole of the initial phase of the stage
building was built in the second half of the first century B.C. They argue throughout
that Zoilus was responsible for the construction of the whole stage building, despite
the apparently very clear description in the dedicatory inscription as to what he did

contribute.33®

Their first suggestion is that proskenion could refer to more than one architectural
feature. They compare Zoilus’ theatre dedication with the one found on the theatre
stage building at Patara in Lycia, dedicated in 147 A.D. by Vilia Procula.®*® Whilst it
is much later than the stage building at Aphrodisias, there are similarities between how
different components of the stage are named. Lines 9-12 of the dedicatory inscription
describe the proskenion as the place where the statues and decorations were located,3*
whilst lines 13-14 refer to the logeion with its structure “katackevnv’” and its coating
“muakooty” 3 Ordinarily, the proskenion would have been considered part of the
structure of the logeion,®*? however here de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu suggest
that the designation of the structure and coating of the logeion as a separate
architectural element to the proskenion implies that proskenion was being used to
describe the decorative scene building above the logeion.>*® The separation of the

proskenion and the logeion in the theatre building appears to have been unusual ***

337 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 175; 182.
338 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 31.
339 TAM II, 408; Jameson 1966, 133.
340 TAM 11, 408 I1. 9-12; kol kad1Epwoey TO T€ TPOSKNVIOV, O KOTEGKEDAGEY

gk Oepehov 6 matp ovtic Ko(ivtog) Oveilog Titiavog,

Kot TOV €V anT@® KOGUOV Kol Td Tepl avTo Kol TV T@V

AvOpLVTOV Kol AyoAUATOV GvAcTOoLY
S4LTAM 11, 408 I1. 13-14; «oi v 0D Aoyeiov KoTaGKELTV Kai

TAUKOGY

342 In their glossary of terms Csapo and Slater (1994, 443) describe the logeion as the roof of the
proskenion, implying that the former was a constituent part of the latter.
343 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 31.
344 In the PHI online database, the only texts which refer to a separate logeion and proskenion are
Zoilus’ text and the text from Patara. Surviving instances of npooknviov alone include: Epigr. tou
Oropou 430; IK Sestos 7; IMyl 509; IK 3,158. In the SEG online database the only instance of the phrase

10 Aoyniov kol T0 mpooknviov is Zoilus’ dedication of the theatre, whilst the only instance of the word
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However, with only one comparable, but later example, it cannot be categorically
stated that there was a change in use of terminology in theatre dedications at either

Aphrodisias or at Patara.

Their second suggestion is that Zoilus, having spent a long time in Rome, confused
the Greek word proskenion, for the Latin proscenium. This would mean that
“proskenion” referred to a lower, flatter stage, while logeion referred to the Doric
portico, the terrace atop it and the scaenae frons.>*® A change in application of
terminology may have occurred at this relatively early date, in a provincial context,
when constructing a monument that would not have been entirely familiar in such a
context. However, de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu’s assertions are speculative and
unsupported by comparable examples of linguistic changes. Therefore, Zoilus’
dedicatory inscriptions alone cannot be used solely to prove that he built the whole
stage building. However, a more detailed analysis of the architectural features of the
stage building can aid such an interpretation.

Figure 10: The remains of the theatre, Aphrodisias. (April 2011).

Aoyniov being used alone is in a Roman dedication (date unknown) from Orchomenos (SEG 34 356).
Surviving instances of npockrviov alone include: SEG 57 373; SEG 40 995; SEG 52 1496; SEG 39
869 (which refers to the construction of the skene and proskenion); SEG 52 1496.

345 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017.
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Although newly constructed in the late first century B.C., the stage building has been
interpreted as antiquated by Roman standards and unsuitable for most forms of modern
drama.3*® This would explain the relatively short period between its initial construction
and the when the logeion began to be used to display statues of euergetes and
magistrates, indicating its lack of use, by the second half of the first century A.D. A
statue base inscribed with Zoilus’ name survives from the theatre,**” and above Zoilus’
building inscription on the proskenion survive honorific texts for Tiberius Claudius

Diogenes,3*® Gaius Hosidius loulianus,®*° and Tiberius Claudius Zelos.®*° The dates

346 Csapo and Slater 1994, 87.

347 |Aph 2007 8.203. Trans. Reynolds 1982. See n. 307.

348 | Aph 2007 8.23. Trans. Reynolds 1981; [ PovAr xoi 6 Sfjpog dreipnoay TyBépiov) 2KAav] | Stov
Aoyévny dpyepéa tiig | Aciag kai ogfactopdaviny kai dymvobé - [?tmv -+ €. 27 -] | bepyényv dikatov
ouavo[pJlomov @rlomoieitny Stop vopobémy 6ig yu-[pvaclapyioavta Kol Tag apydg tag Aoi]|mog
avurepBétag Temhn|pwkdta Tdoag vac.

“[The Council and the People honoured Ti(berius) Clau]dius Diogenes, high-priest of Asia, and
sebastophant, and contest-president[...] benefactor, just, lover of mankind, lover of the citizens,
nomothete, twice gy[mnasiarch and] having carried out all [the other offices] unsurpassably.”

349 |Aph 2007 8.38. Trans. Roueché 2007; ‘H yepovoia gk tdv diwv T'dtov ‘Ocidiov Tovowvd | v
avaBévta Tf) ToTpiot dydva elprtadovTiaiov Stop kol tf] 0ed avabnuarta EmpeAn0g[v]tog Mevavdpov
100 Aptepd[dp]ov | [to]d Mevavdpov tod Aptepddpov Kikivva ypappatéo[g t]o B leaf

“The Gerousia, from their own funds, (honoured) Gaius Hosidius lulianos, who dedicated for his
fatherland a contest in the half-talent category, and dedications for the goddess; the overseer was
Menandros son of Artemidoros son of Menandros son of Artemidoros son of Kikinnas, secretary for
the second time.”; IAph 2007 8.39. Trans. Roueché 2007; 'H BouvAn koi 6 dfjuog éteiuncav I' | [qov]
‘Oocidio[v TovAt]avov eihdmaTply kol gdepyétny ava|Bévta ypripata gig dydviog - €. 5 --g]-

mpwovs Kol i [0]e<g> Agppoditn kot[oadr]|ov[ta aplydpea ypvcévrarota dnAovueva S Tig
drabnkiic avtod stop 1o 6¢ [gig v 2tei]unv 100 ANAO[-]O[--] ETHI" | [-- ¢. 12 --]®v mpocoddmv
épyemg[ta]moavtog Avdpo | [v]gikov Tod ITapdard t[od Tlomiov]

“The Council and the People (honoured) Gaius Hosidius lulianos, a lover of his country and a
benefactor, who dedicated money for contests [ on a ?-year] cycle and to the goddess Aphrodite
bequeathed (offerings) of silver inlaid with gold as set out in his will. The [?money ] for the price of
the [?offering ?he gave from] [...] income; the work was overseen by Andronikos son of Pardalas [?son
of Papias].”

350 |Aph 2007 8.84. Trans. Roueché and Bodard 2007; 1 BovA| kai 6 dfjpog kai 1) yepoluoia kai oi véou
greipunoalv TiBéplov KAavdiov Zijhov apylepéa kol igpéa 610 Piov Bedg Appodeitng kai V.

00 Afpov, OV Ktiotv Kol evlepyétny €v mdow Th¢ m|atpidog Empeindévtog ITlomAiov Al | iov

KoApdroug tod Tpmtordyov dpyovtog



95

of these inscriptions range from the late Julio-Claudians to the reign of Antoninus Pius,
and the use of this space for honorific inscriptions and possibly statues suggests that
the function of the proskenion had begun to change approximately 70-80 years after it
was built. This change in the proskenion’s usage indicates an evolution in the type of
drama held there: Roman drama had far less use for an upper platform.%! This
evolution would have led to the construction of the wide stage platform which survives
today. The orchestra was also expanded at this time, resulting in a relationship between
stage and orchestra more akin to the Vitruvian model of a Latin theatre.** Despite
many later additions, a three-storied stage building formed part of a single construction

phase. This work was carried out by Zoilus.3>*

-

=

- ™ e

Figure 11: Schematic plan of the theatre of Aphrodisias. (de Chaisemartin and
Theodorescu 2017, 2).

“The Council and the People and the Gerousia and the Young Men honoured Tiberius Claudius Zelos,
high-priest and priest for life of goddess Aphrodite and of the People, founder and benefactor in all
things of his fatherland. The overseer was Publius Aelius Kallikrates, the First Archon.”

351 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 175.

352 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 35.

353 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 219.
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Relatively little of Zoilus’ construction phase of the theatre stage building is still
visible to a modern visitor to Aphrodisias. The largest surviving feature, an 8.6 metres
wide platform, comprises the supporting structures of Zoilus’ stage building and the
later pulpitum. The pulpitum, which juts out into the orchestra, is 5.5 metres wide and
2.35 metres high.®** In its current form, it dates from either the second or third century
A.D. if, as Reynolds suggests, the dedicatory inscription that survives on it was moved
when the stage was expanded at some point after the initial construction.®® The stage
building occupied an area covering 215 square metres and behind it was six rooms,
two that opened onto a passage covered by barrel vaulting. The other four opened onto
a corridor created by the proskenion colonnade.®*® This vault was an innovative feature
of the stage building, allowing movement of people between the terrace of the
proskenion and the porticus post scaenum.®” The front parts of the rooms display high
quality Hellenistic masonry, whist the back walls and the vaults display the small-
stone technique, possibly indicating late-Roman or Byzantine repairs.>*® The passage
opened into the cavea through a monumental gate, flanked by protruding pilasters.
Vaults of opus quadratum supported the scaenae frons, whilst vaults of rubble
supported the floors of the first floor.*® In terms of dimensions and proportions, the

relationship between the stage building and the orchestra conform to the almost

354 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 33.

3% Reynolds 1991, 19: The benefactor who constructed this part of the stage’s initial phase was Tiberius
Claudius Zelos, high priest of the Imperial cult and of Aphrodite. The text which dates to between
December A.D. 139 and March A.D. 161 reads 0ed Appodity kol Avtokpdatopt Kaicapt Titeo Atdio
Adplav®d Aviovewvd Zefaot®d Edoefel kol Mdapkm Avpniim Ovmpw Kaicopt kol 1@ cOumavtt olkom
TV ZéBaoctdv kol tf] yAvkutatn matpiol leaf Ti(éplog) KM avdiog) Zijlog dpyiepede kal iepede did
Brov Bedig Appoditng Tovg Kelovag Kol TOV KOT™ adTdY KOGMOV Kol TV GKOVTA®GLY TOD TOlY0L Kot ToD
£86Gapovg ék Tdv idimv kateokevaoey Kol avédnkev leaf. “To the goddess Aphrodite, to Imperator Caesar
Titus Aelius Hadrianus Antoninus Augustus Pius and Marcus Aurelius Verus Caesar and the whole
family of the Augusti, and to his very dear country; Tib. Claudius Zelos, high priest, priest for life of
the goddess Aphrodite, prepared and dedicated the columns and the entablature above them and the
veneering of the wall and of the floor at his own expense”. SEG 26 1220; (Trans.) Reynolds 1991, 26.
36 Erim 1986, 80.

357 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 35.

358 Erim 1986, 80.

359 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 31.
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contemporary Vitruvian model of a Greek theatre not a Latin one.*®° The scaenae frons
here replaced the more traditionally Hellenistic thyromata, seen at Priene for example,
but the still-distinct proskenion opposes what would be considered a Roman model %%
There was a platform, an additional element to Hellenistic theatres, on which stood a
Doric portico, which stood 2.46 metres high, and was formed of half-columns and
pilasters. Unlike the relationship between the orchestra and the stage building, the
proskenion did not follow Vitruvian proportions. Not only is it far taller than Vitruvius
suggests but also the Doric columns are out of proportion and are far slenderer than
expected: 7 times the height of their lower diameter, whereas 5.7 times was more
normal.®® The portico ran the total length of the scaenae frons, a total of 31.68 metres,
and had five bays. The sides of the pilasters show slots where painted wooden scene
panels would have slotted.%® There were no parascenia or closing elements on the
stage, which would have opened the stage doors, an element necessary for the action
in Greek drama,®®* implies that this theatre stage building, and what took place there,

were becoming more Roman in character.

In addition to the structure of the stage building, its decorations also warrant discussion
because the inscription mentions that Zoilus gave all the decorations. In their 1991
collaboration on the theatre stage, de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu note that the
Doric storey was decorated with iconic Doric motifs, such as metopes, friezes with
bucrania, patera, and garlands. The capitals of the pilasters were decorated with ovals
and half-palmettes, flowers and scrolls.®® Erim notes that the Doric columns should
once have been level with the orchestra, in the same way that they occur at the
Hellenistic theatre in Priene.®® However, in their 2017 publication, they state that all
the extant decorations and statues appear on the lonic and Corinthian storeys, not on

the Doric.®®" The earlier publication discussed the preliminary findings of the

360 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 32-33. For Vitruvius’ discussion of the correct plan of a
Greek and Latin theatre see Vitr. 5. 7. 1 and 5. 6. 1. respectively.

361 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 57.

%2 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 62

363 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 32.

364 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 56.

365 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 45.

366 Erim 1986, 80.

367 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2007, 31.
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excavations at the theatre, whilst the latest is a full report, so in the intervening 26
years there would have been plenty of time for a reassessment of the evidence. Whilst
some of the architectural decoration initially attributed to the Doric storey could have
been reattributed to the lonic or Corinthian storeys, features such as the metopes and

the details to the pilasters can only be attributed to the Doric storey.

Above the Doric logeion was the scaenae frons, a two-storey fagade, one in the lonic
order, the other in the Corinthian.®®® This scaenae frons has been described as “a
remarkably early example” of such as stage building, especially as it also featured a
high logeion.3®° There is no standing evidence of the fagade, but remains of lonic and
Corinthian capitals and shafts have been found in the area,3’® which, in addition to
studies of their relative sizes, implies that these stories were present in the facade. On
the lonic storey, there were aediculae, measuring about 1.20 metres deep.’* There
were three doors in the storey where the actors would have entered. The central one
stands the height of the storey, whilst the side ones were half the height of the storey.
On the four columns found at the corners of the aediculae framing the central door
were carved eagles. The eagles were the height of the architrave and frieze and, as de
Chaisemartin and Theodorescu make clear, were triumphal in character. The presence
of elegantly carved Nikai, that Erim describes as “almost baroque”, 3 further affirm
the triumphal nature of the monument’s decoration.’”® The Ionic storey’s friezes
featured either, bulls’ heads and paterae, or bulls’ and rams’ heads, connected with
garlands or palmette motifs.3* Several intricately carved floral acroteria have also

been found.3” The use of bull’s heads draped in garlands on the frieze could allude to

368 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 32.
369 Csapo and Slater 1994, 87.3

870 Erim 1990, 32.

371 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 43.
872 Erim 1986, 82.

373 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 55.
374 Erim 1990, 32.

875 Erim 1986, 82.
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Rome.3"® Whilst bucrania, bull’s skulls, and garlands were a common decorative

feature from the Classical period onwards, living bulls were more unusual.

Figure 12: Surviving fragment from the lonic frieze of the stage building of the theatre
of Aphrodisias, showing a bull’s head, not a skull, draped in garlands (de Chaisemartin
and Theodorescu 1991, 46).

De Chaisemartin and Theodorescu state that the images on the lonic storey, although
common in Doric and Corinthian settings, are otherwise unknown in lonic contexts.
For example, the bucrania are usually used in religious or funerary contexts, although
friezes from the palace of Hyrcanus at Iraq al-Amir in Jordan, dating from 187 B.C.
and the Doric frieze of the proskenion at Delos, where they alternate with tripods, are
notable exceptions.®’” The inclusion of an elaborately decorated scaenae frons, a
feature not part of the Greek theatre tradition, at this relatively early date suggests that
by constructing the whole stage Zoilus attempted to introduce new building styles,
and, as a result, new forms of drama that he would have experienced outside of

Aphrodisias into his local city.

376 Erim 1990, 32. For further discussion of the relationship between bulls’ heads and the Julio-Claudian
dynasty, see Chapter 3.

877 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 51.
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The new building enabled Greek drama to continue, whilst incorporating new
traditions into broader provincial life and culture. The theatre at Aphrodisias was used
not only for plays and festivals but also for civic functions and meetings. There was a
vaulted passageway in the first floor of the stage building connecting the proskenion
and the porticus post scaenae, which allowed a speaker to address audiences both
inside the theatre itself and outside in the square to the east of the theatre.®’® Similarly,
the vaulting underneath the stage building would have not only played a role in staging
shows but also the performance of speakers at the citizens assembly, allowing easy
entry and exit from the stage.>’® As mentioned above, the use of the theatre stage to
honour worthy magistrates and euergetes indicate that the theatre also had a civic
nature. Building a theatre stage that allowed for both theatrical and civic functions to
occur both within and without the theatre at Aphrodisias, would have resulted in the
familiar functions being conducted in an unfamiliar space. Decorating such a unique
space with familiar images such as bucrania, paterae, and garlands, would have
brought a sense of the familiar as the architecture of their theatre began to change
around them. These design features, like those elsewhere in the city, indicate the
growth and development of Aphrodisias after it had been granted its freedom and
privileges by Rome.®® Under the guidance and through the initiative of Zoilus, the
public architecture of Aphrodisias began to develop towards a state befitting its place

in the Roman Empire.

The third, and final, storey of the stage building was built in the Corinthian order. The
Corinthian storey was dominated by a large central niche. The niche, which measured
3.02 metres wide by 4.64 metres high,*®! housed a statue group, consisting of Apollo
Citharoidus being crowned by two Muses,*®? The statue group of Apollo may have
been interpreted as representing Octavian’s victory at Actium. This image was used
instead of one of Dionysus more traditionally associated with the theatre because

Antony identified himself with Dionysus.®®® The scene was framed by foliage which

378 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 31.

379 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 159.

380 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 182.

381 Theodorescu 1996, 139.

382 Theodorescu 1996, 139.

383 Erim 1974, 162-166; de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 141.
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appeared to be sprouting out of the shoulders of a feminine bust that held two scrolls.
The foliage itself was formed of thick stems, strongly twisted into spirals, and
combined volutes of both flowers and non-vegetation.®®* De Chaisemartin and
Theodorescu describe the acanthus leaves as canonical in style, remaining true to
Aphrodisian, Hellenistic models. Isolated acanthus leaves as decorative friezes are
thought to have been oriental in origin, but its trend of usage seen in the late Hellenistic
period originated in Ephesus. Here the motif was seen on small commemorative
buildings dating from the third quarter of the first century B.C., with the frieze of the
Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate being a notable example.3®® The remains of a pediment

have also been discovered, which probably crowned the aedicule above the statue

group.38®

On the friezes from the Corinthian storey there was what de Chaisemartin and
Theodorescu call Egyptian imagery. These include: serpents, not only reminiscent of
a pharaonic crown but also an image associated with eastern cults; birds; and
characters depicted with Egyptian hairstyles.®®” There were also Tritons carved on the
Corinthian storey, each grasping a spiral of foliage in both of their hands. This type of
decoration, derived from black-figured ceramics, often appeared on pediments, rather
than friezes, as seen here. The appearance of the Tritons on the frieze may simply
evoke a marine theme; they appear in paintings at the first century B.C. villas at
Boscoreale and Boscotrecase. However, given the date of the monument, sometime
before 28 B.C., the Tritons could also allude to the naval battle at Actium.3 The
appearance of tritons, alongside the ‘Egyptian’ imagery and the eagles discussed

above all allude to a connection with Octavian’s victory over Mark Antony and

384 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 50.

385 Alzinger 1974, 9-11; de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 53. This monument, and its
benefactors, will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

386 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 47; 2017, 224.

387 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 47-48.

388 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 47-48: The use of Tritons in monuments to celebrate
Octavian’s victory over Mark Antony and Cleopatra is not unheard of in Asia Minor. Notable examples
include: the so-called Harbour Monument at Miletus; the Arch of Augustus at Pisidian Antioch (Ossi
2016, 411). Examples in other places include: the restorations to the Temple of Saturn in the Forum
Romanum, undertaken by Lucius Munatius Plancus (Rebeggiani 2013, 57) and the Augustan triumphal

arch at Orange in southern France (Picard 1992, 127).



102

Cleopatra in 31 B.C. A likely completion date of c. 28 B.C. would have allowed
enough time to elapse between the battle and the dedication. However, the primary
function of the theatre stage building at Aphrodisias was not an Actium victory
monument, or a celebration of any achievement of Zoilus’ former master. It should be
considered as a representation of Zoilus, his relationships with both Octavian and his
native city, his awareness of the major socio-political events in the empire, and how

these shaped his place in both Aphrodisian and wider Roman society.

Each storey of the stage facade was richly decorated, though the term
npookoounuacty implies decorative features beyond those simply required to
distinguish the architectural orders. The decorative features that de Chaisemartin and
Theodorescu initially identified as being part of the Doric storey would not have been
considered unusual or exceptional in this context. This implies that the additional
ornaments attributed to Zoilus in the inscription do not refer to the decorative features
of the Doric storey. In contrast, the large niche with statues of Apollo and the Muses,
the carved eagles, tritons, and the Egyptian imagery from the lonic and Corinthian
storeys would have been “additional ornaments” in such a context. This suggests that
Zoilus contribution to the stage building was not limited to the lowermost storey.
Furthermore, the use of these images together on the higher storeys, and their obvious
allusions to Octavian’s victory at Actium, also strengthens the case that they date from

the earliest, Zoilan, phase of construction.
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Figure 13: Reconstruction of Zoilus’ Stage Building. (de Chaisemartin and
Theodorescu 2017, 70).

Although there are shortcomings in our knowledge of theatre buildings contemporary
to Zoilus’, de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu claim that Zoilus’ theatre was on the
border between the models of Hellenistic theatres seen elsewhere in Asia Minor and
those seen of Campano-Latin influence, and could be seen as a missing link or an
original, experimental fusion between the two.*®° Such a fusion of traditions should be
attributed to the influence of Zoilus, resulting from his position and background as a
favoured Imperial freedman and prominent member of Aphrodisian society. This
strengthens the case that the whole stage building dates from Zoilus’ time. The
influence Rome had on both Aphrodisias and Zoilus are clearly present in the
epigraphy and iconography of the stage building, but this influence has not superseded
the relationship between Zoilus and his home city. However, alongside an inscription
detailing that the benefactor of the monument had been stephanephorus ten times in

succesion, this statue group would have been associated with Zoilus himself. Like the

389 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 1991, 57; 2017, 156.
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rest of the monument, the decoration and iconography of the Corinthian storey was
designed with several functions in mind. Zoilus’ position in Aphrodisian society
would no doubt have resulted from him using his relationship with Octavian to bring
about Aphrodisias’ freedom, and when this imagery is considered alongside the
monument’s dedication, the only surviving text where Zoilus was called an Imperial
freedman, this relationship was represented and celebrated. However, the more overt

message is that this monument celebrated Zolius and his civic achievements.

The dedicatory inscription from the theatre stage building at Aphrodisias at first glance
spells out exactly what Zoilus built, a stage and a proskenion. However, a more
detailed study of the surviving architecture has shown that there was far more to
Zoilus’ building project than the epigraphic evidence suggests. Recent work on the
site has shown that the whole stage building, including the proskenion, logeion, and
scaenae frons were all built in a single phase of construction. The decoration on all
three levels followed a similar theme, combining traditional Hellenistic iconography
with images that alluded to Rome and particularly to Octavian’s victory at Actium. In
addition, the innovation in building techniques, using elements of both Greek and
Roman theatres together in one monument suggests that the whole stage building, and
not just the logeion and proskenion, date from the later first century B.C. and were

constructed by Zoilus, the Imperial freedman and ten-time stephanephorus.

The stage building of the theatre, far more so than the Temple of Aphrodite, is
indicative of the influence Rome was beginning to have on architectural benefaction
in the city of Aphrodisias. In terms of its dedicatory inscription, very little about it
differs from any other text of this nature dating from the Hellenistic period. There is
certainly no attempt to dedicate this monument formally to the Imperial family. Its
only differing feature is that Gaius lulius Zoilus is referred to as an Imperial freedman;
the only time in this is the case in the surviving epigraphy. Through this inscription
Gaius lulius Zoilus was formally represented as having links to, and place in, the
Roman Imperial system. Whilst the dedication was very Hellenistic in style, the
architecture of the theatre stage building was far less so. The use of Doric, lonic and
Corinthian Orders together on the facade was unusual but was seen elsewhere in
Roman contexts. Naming the entire structure, the proskenion, as opposed to the
platform that preceded the stage, as the proskenion of a Greek theatre usually referred

to, suggests an attempt to combine the familiar name with an unfamiliar structure. The
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combination of Roman and Greek elements and missing Greek elements such as the
parascenia imply both the building of theatres, and the action that took place inside

them was becoming more Roman in character.

The stage building of the theatre of Aphrodisias tells us much about how increased
interactions with Rome not only affected architectural benefaction but also how Zoilus
was represented through his monuments. Unlike his other projects, Zoilus did not
create a completely new monument here. Instead he added to an older monument. De
Chaisemartin and Theodorescu’s research at the theatre seems to indicate that Zoilus’
stage building was the earliest construction phase of the remains that survive today.
However, as the cavea had Hellenistic origins, there must have been a wooden stage
building there prior to Zoilus’ work. Some Hellenistic elements, such as decorative
elements, were still present, ensuring that the facade was not completely Roman in
character. Furthermore, Zoilus’ stage did not include the pulpitum that is still visible
today. The addition of the pulpitum in the second century A.D. would have created a
characteristically Roman stage. By retaining some local elements, whilst incorporating
new Roman elements into his stage building, Zoilus emphasised both the influence
that Rome was having on himself and his city. In addition, he also retained both his
and his city’s Greek identity. Alongside its local elements, the new stage building also
consisted of many Roman elements. The use of the three architectural orders on the
facade, although unusual, was very much a Roman feature. The lack of parascenia
implied that it was built with Roman, as well as Greek, forms of drama in mind. The
iconography of the Corinthian storey and the statue group alluded to both Imperial
victories and to the civic achievements of Zoilus himself. In the dedication, Zoilus was
referred to as Octavian’s freedman, unlike in the dedication of the Temple of
Aphrodite. The temple was a more locally aimed monument, made by a local for a
local purpose, whilst at the theatre, a monument without local cultic associations,
Zoilus could be represented in a more cosmopolitan style, including information that
reflected his involvement with, and status within, the Roman world. Yet, despite the
Roman images and spelling out his identity in relation to Octavian, the stage building
was not dedicated to any Roman honorands. Like the temple, it was built for the people
and patron deity of his home city. The placing of a monument with Roman
characteristics and functions into a familiar Hellenistic context emphasises the gradual

introduction of Roman practices into provincial cities, resulting from interactions
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between local elites such Zoilus and the Roman system. Through this composite
monument, Zoilus was represented as a Roman citizen more overtly than through his
other monuments. Yet, his Aphrodisian identity was not superseded by his Roman
identity and in this context Zoilus could express the fact he was both a resident of
Aphrodisias and a Roman citizen. Even without a dedication to Octavian, the theatre
stage building was the most Roman of Zoilus’ monuments, both in terms of
architectural and decorative style, and in terms of the representation of the benefactor

as a member of Roman society.

Despite many changes to the theatre over time to adapt to changing tastes in drama,
the facade of the stage building was never modified. This, alongside the dedicatory
inscription and his statue that stood in the theatre, preserved the memory of Zoilus and
his roles in both freeing Aphrodisias and developing its urban architecture.®® The
introduction of Roman practices resulting from Roman-local interactions was slower
and much more nuanced than is generally thought, as even locals who had experienced
as much first-hand interaction with the Romans as Zoilus had retained previous
practices. It was certainly not an overnight, nor uniform, transformation. Like its
creator, the stage building at the theatre of Aphrodisias was a hybrid, a concoction of
local and foreign, Greek and Roman, yet uniquely shaped by its place the world. Zoilus
and his theatre stage perfectly reflect the variations and diversity of both architectural
benefactors, and their buildings in late first century B.C. Asia Minor, and the influence

that interactions with the wider Roman world had on both parties.

2.4. The North Stoa of the North Agora

The third architectural benefaction that can be attributed to Zoilus at Aphrodisias was
the North Stoa of the North Agora, thought to have been built in the 20s B.C.3% If this
dating is correct, it would make the North Stoa the latest of his known benefactions to
the city. Zoilus’ association with the monument comes from a very fragmentary
inscription that was found lying in the North Stoa of the agora.3%? The first piece that

was discovered has been restored to read:

390 de Chaisemartin and Theodorescu 2017, 181.
391 Ratté and Smith 2008, 723.
392 Reynolds 1982, 163.
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[— iepevg — 1] 'EdevbOepiog St [Biov —]3°

Although the surviving fragment makes no mention of Zoilus’ name, in her 1982
commentary on the text Reynolds argues that the similarities between it and the
inscription on a dedicatory statue base, in both the letter cutting and the mention of the
title [iepevg — tiic] 'Erevbepiag, directly associate the inscription and the North Stoa
with him. A second piece of the text was found during the 1998 excavation season,

which has been restored to read:

[oTepavn@lopricog to [---]

Like the first fragment, there is no mention of Zoilus’ name here, but if the
reconstruction of the title stephanephorus is correct, it provides a more conclusive
association with Zoilus as he is attested elsewhere as having held this title ten times in
succession. Zoilus’ position as the priest of Eleutheria further supports Robert’s claim
that he played a pivotal role in gaining the city’s autonomy. Ratté¢ and Smith, writing

twenty-five years later offer no alternatives to Reynolds’ speculative interpretations.%*

Zoilus’ stoa formed the northern colonnaded range of the civic space of the city, which
in total was c. 202 metres long and 72 metres wide.*® The agora was constructed over
several generations, and the space was finally enclosed by the construction of the
South Stoa by Diogenes, son of Menandrus, in the reign of Tiberius.>*® The dedicators
of the East and West Stoas are unknown, but the East Stoa was certainly only single
colonnaded, which may suggest a different dedicator to the rest of the Agora.**’ The
North Stoa was double colonnaded, with Corinthian columns on the inside and lonic
columns on the outside.® The use of two different orders of architecture, with the
more ‘elaborate’ order on the inside, within Greek stoa buildings dates back long
before Zoilus. Examining examples from the province of Asia, the North Stoa at Assus

and the southern wing of the Lower Agora at Pergamon are two Hellenistic

393 Reynolds 1982, 163; SEG 32, 1097; BE 1983:388; AnnEpig 1984, 878.

39 Ratté and Smith 2008, 723.

3% Raja 2012, 30.

3% Ratté and Smith 2008, 723; Raja 2012, 33. Diogenes, son of Menandrus’ architectural benefactions
will be discussed in Chapter 4.

397 Ratté and Smith 2004, 158; Raja 2012, 33.

398 Raja 2012, 30.
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monuments that display the same characteristics.3*® There were no rooms built into
the back of the North Stoa, but the later bouleuterion, dating from the second half of
the second century A.D., was built behind it.*®° Whether there was an earlier
bouleuterion on the same site has been subject to debate; recent research has shown
that an earlier structure would have been of a different shape and there is no conclusive

evidence that speaks in favour of the earlier building being a bouleuterion.*%

The use of stoas in the North Agora of Aphrodisias implies a tendency to continue the
Hellenistic style of defining public space. The earlier examples of the Stoa of Attalus
and the Middle Stoa in the Athenian Agora have been described as giving “a new
geometry to the erratic assemblage that had previously diversified the civic centre.”*%
However, the complete enclosure of public spaces as eventually occurred at
Aphrodisias, whether through the use of individual stoas or continuous porticoes is a
practice more akin to Roman civic planning. A comparable example to the North
Agora of Aphrodisias is the Upper Agora at Sagalassus. Originally laid out in the
second century B.C., it was modified throughout the Imperial period.®® An irregular,
trapezoidal shape, there were arched gateways on the north east and both south
corners, a small monument of Julio-Claudian date formed of four columns on pedestals
that supported a canopy on the southern side, an Imperial-dated porticoed hall on the
north, a bouleuterion on the west, and the earliest monument, a three storied Doric
portico dating to the third quarter of the first century B.C. on the east.*%* The additions
and remodelling of the Upper Agora at Sagalassus continued into the Antonine
period,*% suggesting that, like here at Aphrodisias, the defining of public spaces in a
more ‘Roman’ manner was a process that occurred gradually and organically. Ratté
has pointed out that Zoilus and the later builders of the North Agora were not at all

conservative in their building styles.*®® By entirely enclosing the public space with

39 Liljenstolpe 1999, 132.

400 Raja 2012, 35.

401 Bjer 2008, 167-168; Raja 2012, 36.

402 \Wheeler 1964, 111.

403 Waelkens and Owens 1994, 177; Mitchell and Waelkens 1987, 38.

404 Mitchell and Waelkens 1987, 38; 40; Waelkens and Owens 1994, 179; Gates 1996, 311-312.
405 Gates 1995, 231-232; Mitchell 1989-1990, 121.

406 Ratté 2002, 12.



109

colonnades, they separated it from the rest of the urban centre. As a result, in its final
form the Aphrodisian agora showed characteristics of a complex influenced by Roman
concepts of architectural design. The complete enclosure of an agora with stoas and
isolating it from the surrounding street plan, as opposed to using them to more loosely
define the space has been described as “one of the changes to the built environment of
the Greek city most often associated with the Roman period.”*®” As the civic space
became enclosed the building style alluded to the grand porticoes known from Rome,
such as the Portico of Pompey and the enclosed Forum of Caesar.*%® Although the
North Agora was constructed in stages, the plan for a ‘Roman’ style public space was
firmly in place before this. As neither the theatre, nor the sanctuary of Aphrodite were
aligned with the grid plan, the suggestion can be made that the formal planning of the

city dates from the construction of Zoilus’ stoa in the mid- to late- first century B.C.*%

The North Stoa of the North Agora is similar in form to earlier buildings of this type.
Like other stoas of the Hellenistic world, such as those of Attalus in Athens, the Agora
at Cyrene, Antigonus on Delos, Epidaurus, the Agora of Heracleia on Latmus, and the
Agora at Magnesia,**° it combined two different architectural orders, with the more
elaborate on the inside, and would have originally been freestanding, but was later
incorporated into a Roman-style public space. By constructing the North Stoa of the
North Agora, Zoilus was not attempting to ‘Romanise’ the centre of Aphrodisias.
However, his initial work created an opportunity for others to create a Roman-style

public space, finally completed during the reign of Tiberius.*!

The use of the Corinthian capitals for the inner colonnade, as opposed to the more
usual combination of Doric and lonic, was one of the few features that could possibly
be cited as having been influenced by Rome. Corinthian capitals were not a Roman
innovation, having first appeared in Aegean Greece in the fifth century B.C,*'? but the
Romans standardised and proliferated the so-called “Normal Corinthian” capital.

These are characterised by the helices and corner volutes springing together from the

407 Dickenson 2017, 324.

408 Raja 2012, 36-37.

409 Raja 2012, 26-29.

410 Coulton 1976, 219; 230-231; 239; 242; 253.

411 For further discussion of the construction of the South Stoa of the North Agora, see Chapter 4.
412 McKenzie 2007, 84.
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same fluted sheath, or cauliculus, which was crowned by a small acanthus leaf and
plain helices and corner volutes with concave cross-sections.*'® This style originated
in Hellenistic Asia Minor and the nearby islands, and became typical of Roman
architecture, arriving in Italy by the first century B.C.*'* The use of Corinthian capitals
here does not indicate a necessarily new trend in architectural benefaction, but it does
represent the use of a trend prevalent in Rome and the empire in the first century B.C.
In his extensive study of stoas, J. J. Coulton names only two pre-Imperial examples
that had a Corinthian inner colonnade, the South Stoa at Olympia and the Stoa in the
Valley of the Muses in Boeotia, neither of which are in Asia.**® The adoption of
Corinthian capitals at this time was not an establishment of a new form but the
adaptation of very old and very rich traditions.*'® Through the North Stoa of the North
Agora, Zoilus introduced a practice of stoa construction that was new to Aphrodisias,
but should not be described as the introduction of a new, Roman, building technique.
Rather, it represented an adaptation of an old, Greek practice under the influence of

Rome.

Without any useful surviving epigraphy, we cannot be certain how Zoilus was
represented in the dedication of the North Stoa of the North Agora. The surviving
portion of the text refers to his priesthood of Eleutheria, a role unmentioned in the
inscriptions from either the Temple of Aphrodite, or the theatre stage building. From
this scant evidence, one can infer that he was represented as having fulfilled least one
of his local honours, though whether this was the only role mentioned, or whether it
was included alongside a string of others is now impossible to ascertain. The
archaeological remains of the North Stoa of the North Agora indicate the effect that
interactions with Rome had on architectural benefaction. The composition of the
colonnades, with the more elaborate Corinthian columns on the inside and plainer
lonic columns on the outside is not unusual. Indeed, had the orders been arranged the
opposite way around, this would have looked out of place, and unusual in Aphrodisias

at that time. The use of porticoes to demarcate space was certainly not a new or Roman

413 McKenzie 1990, 94; 2007, 85.
414 McKenzie 2007, 103.

415 Coulton 1976, 102.

416 Gros 2006, 483.
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concept in Asia Minor at that time, but completely enclosing civic spaces with
porticoes was a move towards Roman practices of land use. By constructing the North
Stoa of the North Agora, Zoilus started the enclosure of this part of Aphrodisias; he
did not build the whole agora. After Zoilus, as more and more local elites, some
known, others now unknown, began to interact with Rome and adopt Roman practices,
they added to Zoilus’ stoa, gradually developing an organised, central civic space

within Aphrodisias, which was completed during the reign of Tiberius.

Zoilus was the great man and benefactor of late first century B.C. Aphrodisias, with
demonstrable connections to the Roman Emperor and a holder of civic and religious
offices. In each of his three building dedications, Zoilus was represented slightly
differently, placing emphasis on the different roles he fulfilled in society and how
these influenced him in his role as benefactor. At the Temple of Aphrodite, he was
represented in his role as priest of the cult. There was Imperial involvement in the
defining of the temple precinct, work which Zoilus himself carried out, but his status
as an Imperial freedman was not represented in this context. In contrast, at the theatre,
Zoilus was represented as both an Imperial freedman and as having held the local
office of stephanephorus ten times in succession. The architectural details and
function of the theatre explain Zoilus’ representation there as both Imperial freedman
and local stephanephorus. The stage building was designed so that both Greek and
Roman forms of drama could be staged there. In addition, due to its function as both
a space for spectacles and public gatherings, both locals and non-locals would have
frequented the theatre. The decoration of the theatre stage building contained several
motifs that had Roman or Imperial connotations yet all these images, apart from the
eagles, could be interpreted as having local, non-Roman connotations. The Roman and
the local are represented in the function and decorative features of the theatre stage
building, and in its benefactor. The inscription from the North Stoa of the North Agora
Is very fragmentary but it presented Zoilus, at the very least, as priest of Eleutheria.
Zoilus was represented in a variety of ways, in different parts of the city, and no
inscription or building told the reader everything about him. Only when seen all
together can Zoilus’ representation in relation to both Aphrodisias and to Rome be

truly understood.
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3

The Civium Constructing: Two Pairs of Architectural Benefactors in Augustan

Ephesus

3.1. Asia during the reign of Augustus

In January 27 B.C., Octavian resigned his power to the will of the Senate and the
Roman people, and was granted the name Augustus by a senatus consultum.*!
Provincial regimes, encouraged by Roman policies after 27 B.C., became increasingly
oligarchic, and the competition between elites resulted in the development of a
systematic pattern of benefaction, and thus opportunities to gain influence.**® During
that same year Augustus instigated a policy of provincial reorganisation across the
empire. Asia, as an older, relatively peaceful, province with no exposed frontiers,
remained under the control of the Senate, governed by former consuls or praetors.*°
The establishment of the office of Proconsul of Asia, and the sending out of a Roman
citizen and his entourage into the provinces represented a move towards a more direct

Roman involvement in the province of Asia than had previously occurred.

Prior to annexation, Romans and Italians were already present in Asia and would have
interacted with the local population.*?? In the years immediately after annexation,
Rome established an oligarchic system of government in the provincial communities
and had largely allowed them to manage their own affairs, whilst extracting taxes and
providing jurisdiction for cases involving Roman citizens.*?! Provincial reorganisation
and the resultant direct jurisdiction over both Roman and non-Roman provincial
citizens would have not only increased the number of interactions between Romans
and local elites but also made them more direct. Provincial elites and communities
were no longer clients of Rome. Rather than simply paying their taxes whilst retaining

most of their autonomy, they were now also answerable to Roman jurisdiction. The

47 Aug. RG. 34.; Magie 1950, 445.

418 Mitchell, 1993, 210.

419 Magie 1950, 445-446.

420 For detailed discussions of the presence of Romans and Italians in Asia Minor prior to, and
immediately after annexation, see Errington 1988; Kirbihler 2007; Scherrer 2007.

421 Jones 1937 (2™ E.D. 1971), 93.
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work of the Proconsul would have more firmly established these connections, such as
dealing with disputes and hearing cases from the locals on behalf of Rome. As a result,
there was a gradual decline in the political importance of the province’s Greek

cities.*??

As the influence of Roman administration increased in the provinces, Roman citizens
were sent there to perform functions aside from administrative ones. By the very end
of the first century B.C., the results of increased interactions with the Roman Imperial
system had become evident within the architectural benefactions made by provincial
residents. Alongside, and because of, the increased oligarchising of provincial cities,
a major feature of city life developed that secured stability within the community. This
was the development of a systematic pattern of benefactions by the aristocracy.*?®
From the end of the second century B.C. onwards, as taxes and other sources of
revenue were diverted into Roman coffers, cities in the Roman provinces no longer
had the right to raise substantial revenue by directly taxing their citizens.*?* As civic
income declined, the gap had to be filled by contributions from rich citizens. By the
time of the Roman Empire these richest citizens were the ones who held the majority
of civic magistracies and were most active in the public life of their city.*?
Contributing to public buildings in the cities of Asia Minor became a hallmark for
civic life, with buildings typical of the Imperial period creating an entirely new urban

environment.*2

Sviatoslav Dmitriev notes, pertinently for this thesis, that Roman rule in Asia Minor
did not result in a homogenisation of city administration, and that there was still
considerable variation in how cities were administered in different parts of the
provinces as late as the third century A.D. *?" Individual cities within the province of
Asia would have been governed differently, and would have experienced different

levels of Roman influence and jurisdiction. These variations help to explain why

422 Dmitriev 2005, 304.

423 Mitchell 1993, 210.

424 Abbott and Johnson 1926, 117-120: Taxes were levied on land, property including slaves and
produce of land in form of quotas.

425 Mitchell 1993, 210-211.

426 Mitchell 1993, 217.

427 Dmitriev 2005, 331.
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Rome’s influence on both architectural benefactions, and on how benefactors’
relationships with Rome and their city were represented through their work, was also
not constant. Variations occurred within both these processes, not only across vast
chronological and spatial ranges, but also within very small ones.

This chapter discusses the monuments of two pairs of benefactors from Augustan
Ephesus: the freedmen Mazaeus and Mithridates and the Imperial agents Gaius
Sextilius Pollio and his stepson Gaius Ofillius Proculus. This chapter has the following
aims. The first is to explore how variations in building and dedicatory practices could
occur even within similar spatial and chronological contexts, through a discussion and
comparison of the origins and careers of the benefactors and the epigraphic and
architectural evidence for their monuments. The second aim is to use this evidence to
understand how the relationships between these benefactors and both their local city
and Rome were represented. The similarities and differences between the two pairs of
benefactors and the monuments that they built will contribute to a greater, and more
nuanced, understanding of the influence of Rome upon both individual elites and

provincial society.



; IB‘
KORESSIAN

DISTRICT

ANCIENT
HARBOR 1,

SACRED WAY:,

1-3 Harbor Gates

Anop0s (DIRETISS gy,

Warehouses

Arkadiane/Street of Arcadius

Byzantine city wall

Monument of the Four Evangelists

Harbor Baths/Baths of the Emperor

Harbor Gymnasium/Gymnasium of the Emperors
“Xystoi* of the Harbor Gymnasium

Church of Mary )
Southern Stoa of the temenos of the Olympieion
Temnple of Hadrian Olympios/Olympieion
“Felsspaltrempe!”

Hellenistic city wall

Macellum

Vedius Gymnasium

Northern Gate

Stadium

Lare antigue fountain

Theater G ymnﬂ.rium

Theater Plazo

Theater

Embolos/Curetes Street

Neronic Hall

Marble Street

Tetragonos Ago'a

West Gate of Tetragonos Agora
Street f-rg; the west gate of the Tetragonos Agora

Sarapeion
Gate of Mazoes and Mithridares

Library of celsus
Altar of Argemis 61 the Triodes
Harbor exgaveron [5

40

62

66

AYASOLUK

MODERN
SELCUK

19

Gate of Hadrian

Latrine

Baths of Varius/Scholastikia Baths

So-called Temple of Hadrian

Heroon of Androkies

Heroon of Arsinoé [V/Octagon

Slope House 2

Slope House 1

Fountoin of Trajon

Gate of Herakies

Memmius Monument

Temple of the Flavian Sebastoi/Temple of Domitian*
State Agora/Temenos of Divus Julius ond Dea Roma
Temple of Divus Julius and Dea Roma/Tempie of Isis (7)
Tomb of Sextilius Pollic/Fountain of Pollio
Fountain of C Lagcanius Bassus/Hydrekdocheion
Prytaneion

Peristyle with double monuments

Bouleuterion

Basilike Stoa

Upper gymnasium

Surge tank of Marnas Aqueduct/

Monumental Fountain

Fountain on the road to the Magnesian Gate
Tomb of Luke

Easr Gymnasium

Magnesian Gate

Seven Sie epers

Kybele Sanctuary

Artemision

Isabey Mosgue

Church of St john

Figure 14: Map of Ephesus. The Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate is numbered 34, the Pollio Monument 59, and the Basilica Stoa 64. (Koester

(eds.) 1995)



116

3.2. The Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate

In comparison to the other benefactors discussed in this thesis, relatively little is known about
Mazaeus and Mithridates, aside from the fact that they built the triple-arched South Gate into
the city’s Lower Agora. Located at the end of Curetes Street, which linked the State and Lower
agorae, the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate was thought to have originally been a free-standing
arch. When the Lower Agora was enlarged at the very end of the first century B.C. Plateia
Street, which ran alongside its east side, was moved to the east. This resulted in the Mazaeus

and Mithridates Gate being incorporated into the perimeter wall of the Lower Agora.*?®

Helmut Halfmann has suggested that Mazaeus and Mithridates were not natives of Ephesus.
Based on their names, he claims that they were from either Eastern Anatolia or Syria.*? Certain
architectural elements of their gate had eastern characteristics, which has been used as evidence
for Mazaeus and Mithridates’ much further eastern origins.**® Whilst the evidence from
onomastics is more useful for showing the fluctuating popularity of names and their associated
cultures than as a means of proving ethnicity, rulers called Mazaeus and Mithridates certainly
appear more frequently in places like Persia, Syria, Pontus, and Bithynia, than further West.
Mazaeus and Mithridates may have been enslaved by Agrippa, who is named as one of their
patrons in the dedicatory inscription, whilst he was legate in Syria, but communities in the East
in this period were not static. The name Mazaeus appears not to have been common in Rome;
no inscriptions from volume VI of CIL mention a Mazaeus. An undated architrave inscription
from the Agora at Ephesus mentions a man named Philippus Mazaius.**! The proximity of this
text to the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate, a lack of standardised spelling, and its unknown date
mean that Philippus Mazaius and Mazaeus could be the same person. Alternatively, they could
have been related, and both involved in the wider redevelopment of the agora. Five texts in
volume V1 of CIL mention someone called Mithridates,**? while at Ephesus in addition to the

texts associated with our Mithridates, three other texts concerning someone by this name

428 Raja 2012, 72-74.

429 Halfmann 2004, 44.

430 Halfmann 2004, 44; Alzinger 1974, 15; “In der Form der Archivolte iiber den seitlichen Nischen siecht Weigand
das dritte Element der roémischen Reichkunst, das orientalische, manifestiert.”

431 |VE 434,

432 CIL VI 6220; 34655; 10384; 16814; 9732.
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survive. One dates from 54-59 A.D.,*** one is thought to be from the first century B.C.,*** and
the third is undated.**® Mazaeus and Mithridates could have travelled, perhaps as traders, and
settled further West. Alternatively, they could have been first generation migrants, who had

been given names pertaining to their parents’ birthplace rather than their own.

Another interpretation of why these two seemingly Syrian or Eastern Anatolian freedmen have
settled and built far from their supposed homeland is that they were given different names when
they were enslaved. Asia Minor and Syria were hotbeds for slave trading and peoples of the
southeast, Syrians, Jews, Egyptians, Arabians, and Parthians, were preferred to those of the
northeast.**® Mazaeus and Mithridates could have been given names more usually associated
with further east to make them seem more attractive to a potential buyer. Mary Gordon argues
that certain races were thought to be particularly skilled in certain areas — Gauls were supposed
to be skilled at handling horses for example. In other words, Mazaeus and Mithridates’ could
have been given names by slave traders for this reason. She adds once a slave become
someone’s property, the master could re-name the slave as he saw fit, and these names could
be completely arbitrary and fanciful.**’ Gordon’s first theory seems rather far-fetched, as
Mazaeus and Mithridates’ inability to speak the correct language would have immediately
given away their true origins. Her second theory is more plausible, and is corroborated by
Emma Dench’s study of slave names, which indicated that slave owners often gave slaves new
names that were associated with the role they played within the household.*¥ It is impossible
to tell whether or not Mazaeus and Mithridates were names given to them upon enslavement
or whether they were their birth names, but the former cannot be ruled out and would explain
why a man called Mithridates lived, built, and died in Augustan Ephesus. Mazaeus could have
a similar story to tell, but without any other surviving evidence for him, not even a speculative
claim about his origin can be made. Regardless of their origins and where and how they became
enslaved, whilst honouring and acknowledging their relationship with the highest echelons of
Imperial society, Mazaeus and Mithridates were represented as non-Romans in their

hometown.

433 |vE 1008.

434 |VE 1687 (14) 3.

435 |vE 2429, 6.

436 Gordon 1924, 94.

437 Gordon 1924, 104; 110; 103-104.
438 Dench 2005, 296.
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Werner Eck states that the consensus is that both men were freedmen of Agrippa.**° However,
Wilhelm Alzinger, Barbara Burrell, and Abigail Graham all suggest that Mazaeus must have
been a freedman of Augustus.*® The evidence for this comes from Mithridates’ epitaph

inscription. The bilingual inscription, found re-used near the theatre as street paving,*! reads;
Mithradates « Agrippae < L
MiBpaddatng Aypinmo (vac.)
amelevBepoc [[CR]]442
Mithradates, freedman of Agrippa.
Mithradates, freedman of Agrippa,
he lives*?

There is no such evidence to confirm Mazaeus’ freedman status, but his mention in the same
context as Mithridates on the gate, suggests that he shared his fellow benefactor’s status.
Regardless of Mazacus and Mithridates’ origins, we know that, after emancipation, they settled
and built in Ephesus and at least one of them was buried there.

There are two dedicatory inscriptions on the gate. The Latin text, whose letters measure 0.12-
0.14 metres high, is spread over the left and right arches and records that the gate was dedicated

to their patrons, Augustus and Livia, and Agrippa and lulia. The text reads:

439 Eck 2009, 25. See also Wiplinger and Wlach, 1996, 29; Kearsley 2001, 125; Scherrer 2000, 138 refers to them
as “freedmen of the Imperia house”; Raja 2012, 73 simply calls them imperial freedmen and does not attempt to
assign them to one patron.

440 Alzinger 1974, 11; Burrell 2009, 72; Graham 2013, 391.

441 Kearsley 2001, 15.

442 |VE 111 851.

443 Kearsley 2001, 15.
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Left Arch Right Arch
Imp. Caesari Divi. f. Augusto pontifici M. Agrippae. L. f. cos. tert. imb. tribunic
maximo, cos. XII, tribunic. potest. XX et  potest. IV et
Liviae Caesaris Augusti Juliae Caesaris Augusti fil.
Mazaeus et Mithridates patronis

For Imperator Caesar Augustus, son of the god, pontifex maximus, consul for the

twelfth time, with tribunician power for the twentieth time and for Livia (wife of)

Caesar Augustus.

For Marcus Agrippa, son of Lucius, consul for the third time, imperator, with

tribunician power for the sixth time and for lulia, daughter of Caesar Augustus.

Mazaeus and Mithridates to their patrons. 44

44 IVE 7, 1, 3006; trans Kearsley 2001, 125.
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Figure 15: Latin text from left arch of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate (April 2011).

Figure 16: Latin texts from right arch of Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate (April 2011)
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Burrell suggests that Mazaeus must have been a freedman of Augustus, noting that his
name appears on the arch where Augustus and Livia are honoured, whilst Mithridates’
name appears alongside Agrippa and lulia.**® This is plausible, especially as
Mithridates’ surviving epitaph only mentions that he was a freedman of Agrippa.
However, the way that the Latin text is inscribed does not fully support Burrell’s
theory. She undermines herself by saying that the first three lines of the left arch were
to be read first, then the corresponding lines on the right arch. The fourth line, which
is spread across the two arches, was meant to be read last.**® Graham’s interpretation
of this text also suggests that the two halves of the arch should be read completely

independently of each other, and that each benefactor belonged to one of the patrons:
Left Arch

“To Emperor Augustus, son of divine Caesar, pontifex maximus, consul for
the 12th time, with tribunician power for the 20th time and to Livia, (wife of)

Caesar Augustus Mazaeus (set up this monument) for his patron.”
Right Arch

“Marcus Agrippa, son of Lucius, consul for the third time, holder of Imperium,
with tribunician power for the fourth time and Julia, the daughter of Caesar

Augustus, Mithridates (set up this monument) for his patron.”**’

Graham’s reading of the text ignores the “et” between Mazaeus and Mithridates’
names. Its location encourages the reader to read the fourth line as a continued
statement, in contrast to the upper lines which are designed to be read as two discrete
texts. This clearly suggests that the pair worked together to honour their patrons. If
each freedman belonged to only one of the married couples and honoured their own
patron individually as Graham suggests, there was plenty of room on the fourth line
to clearly distinguish this relationship in a manner akin to her interpretation. However,
this was not the case. The text should be read as though both men, at some point in
their lives, were the property of both Agrippa and Augustus or were owned by Agrippa
but had some association with, or received patronage from, either Augustus or him

445 Burrell 2009, 72.
446 Burrell 2009, 72-74.
447 Graham 2013, 391.
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and Livia. A likely scenario is put forward by Eck, who suggests that both men were
freedmen of Agrippa who were transferred to Augustus’ hands after their patron’s
death.*® When an Emperor died, his successor inherited his slaves and the patronal
rights over his freedmen.**® A similar situation may have occurred here, with Augustus
taking responsibility for his son-in-law’s slaves and freedmen rather than leaving them
in the care of his daughter or young grandsons. The layout of the four lines of Latin
text makes such a suggestion plausible. The Latin text was not two separate
dedications, with Mazaeus honouring his patrons and Mithridates honouring his, but
the two honoured both couples. If both men were the property of Agrippa but were
granted emancipation by Augustus upon Agrippa’s death, it would explain why the
monument was dedicated to both couples and why Mithridates is named as freedman
of Agrippa. Without evidence for a direct link between Mazaeus and Augustus akin to
Mithridates’ epitaph, it is impossible to determine from the gate the exact relationship
between the patrons and benefactors or how the relationship came about. However,
Mazaeus and Mithridates clearly considered these four members of the Imperial

family worthy of such a grand and visible honour.

The recessed central arch bears a shorter and less specific Greek inscription. The
letters measure 0.15 metres high, and record a dedication to the People of Ephesus as

well as their patrons:

Mo oio]c kol MiBpddrng [toig] ma[t]pmaot kai tédt on[pmt]

Mazaeus and Mithridates for their patrons and the demos.**°

448 Eck 2009, 25. Thiir (1997, 73) names them as freedmen of Augustus and Agrippa “Mazaeus und
Mithridates, Freigelassene des Augustus und des Agrippa”

449 Weaver 1972, 2.

450 vE 7.1, 3004; trans Kearsley 2001, 125.
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v

Figure 17: The Greek text of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate (April 2011).

The designation of both Augustus and Agrippa as their patrons is noteworthy for two
reasons. Firstly, when the monument was dedicated, Agrippa had been dead for nine
years. Whilst posthumous monuments and dedications are not unheard of, the fact that
Mazaeus and Mithridates ‘speak’ of Augustus and Agrippa in the same breath, without
acknowledgement that the latter is dead and therefore can no longer be their patron is
strange. Furthermore, they refer to Iulia, Agrippa’s widow who had been remarried to
Tiberius by 4/3 B.C., in the same way as they referred to Livia. They add that lulia
was Augustus’ daughter, perhaps as a method of clarification, or further legitimising
the relationship between themselves, their (probable) former owner and Augustus, but
it reads as though lulia was still married to Agrippa The text is constructed in a way
that makes it appear that Mazaeus and Mithridates still have two prestigious, Imperial
patrons, whilst they could only have had one by the time the gate was built. Being
represented in a manner that suggested close ties to Augustus and Agrippa shows the
positive influence which they had had on Mazaeus and Mithridates. The two men
wanted to honour their patrons and display to the residents of Ephesus their connection
to them, and by doing so, represented themselves as connected to and part of, the wider

Roman world.
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Mazaeus and Mithridates’ use of Latin only to emphasise their relationship to their
Imperial patrons could be considered as a form of code switching.*** Whilst J. N.
Adams’ extensive study of bilingualism focuses primarily on interactions between
Latin speakers and speakers of languages other than Greek, he discusses the concept
of code switching in detail. He quotes an inscription from Zorava in Syria, erected by

a soldier:

KA. Khawdiavog ovetpavog Ocopavou leg(atus) p(ro) p(raetore) ex leg(ione)
Il K(yrenaica) énoincev v othAny idioug abtod domdavoilg

Claudius Claudianus, veteran, son of Theophanes, Praetorian Legate from the

Legio 111 Cyrenaica, made the stone at his own expense 4%

Claudius Claudianus, son of a Greek called Theophanes most likely gained his Roman
citizenship for his military service. Adams argues that by switching from Greek to
Latin to record his military position and in doing so expressing the most ‘Roman’ part
of his identity Claudius Claudianus placed a greater emphasis on this part of his
identity.*>® Mazaeus and Mithridates are doing something very like Claudius
Claudianus by only referring to the exact identities of their Roman patrons in Latin.
They also switched codes to emphasise the ‘Roman’ part of their identity, switching
languages within the same epigraphic conversation. The use of bilingualism in
architectural dedicatory inscriptions represented not only the influence of Rome
personally on the monument’s benefactors, but also on the wider population of the

place in which it was situated, as they were the texts’ main audience.

The texts from the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate are the earliest example of attached
monumental bronze letters in Ephesus. A technique often used in Augustan epigraphy,
it appeared in Rome from the 30s B.C., and became more prevalent after 17 B.C.**
The medium in which inscriptions were written would have aided a viewer’s

understanding of the purpose of the text. In the same way that bronze tablets would be

451 Code switching has been defined as “the alternate use of two languages or linguistic varieties within
the same conversation” (Hoffan 1991, 110) or “the alternate use by bilinguals of two or more languages
in the same conversation.” (Milroy and Muysken 1995, 7.)

452 CIL 111 125.

453 Adams 2003, 302.

454 Alfoldy 1991, 297-298. Alféldy 1992, 18. Graham 2013, 392.
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associated with the legal documents often inscribed upon them, gilded letters on
monuments would have been associated with dedications by benefactors and for
important honorands, even if the viewer was not literate enough to understand every
word of the inscription.**® It is also one of the earliest bilingual building dedications
not only in Ephesus but also in the province of Asia, indicating the increased influence
of Roman epigraphic practices resulting from interactions between Romans and
provincials. Whilst bilingual epitaphs and honorific dedications have been found in
the province dating from the second half of the first century B.C.,**®the earliest known
bilingual building inscription dates to 5 B.C., a year before the terminus post quem of
the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate. Reused in a late-antique wall to the south of the

temple of Artemis, the text reads:
Imp- Caesar- Divi- f* Aug- cos- XII- tr- pot- XVIII- pontifex-
maximus- ex- reditu- Dianae- fanum- et Augusteum- muro-
muniendum curavit- C Asinio- [[Gallo- procos]]- curatore-
Sex- Lartidio- leg(ato)

5 Avtokpatop Kaicap 80D viog Zefoc (v.v.) 10¢ bratog (v.) 10 18" dnpapyikic

€€ovoiag o m’

[Ex T]®V tepdV Tiig O£0D TPOGHIWV TOV (V.V.) VED Kol TO ZePacTiiov Tiiodfvat

Tpogvonont

[[8ni &vOvmatov Toiov Actviov T'éAdov]] émiuedio ZéEotov Aoptidiov

npecPevtod.
(vacat)

(Latin) Imperator Caesar Augustus, son of the god, consul for the twelfth time,
in the eighteenth year of tribunician power, pontifex maximus, from the
revenue of Diana he saw to it that the temple and the Augusteum were
protected by a wall; when Gaius Asinius Gallus was proconsul, under the

supervision of Sextus Lartidius, legate.

455 |_eatherbury 2018, 380.

456 For a catalogue of bilingual inscriptions in Roman Asia Minor see Kearsley 2001.
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(Greek) Imperator Caesar Augustus, son of the god, consul for the twelfth time,
in the eighteenth year of tribunician power, from the sacred revenues of the
goddess he made provision that the temple and the Sebasteion be surrounded

by a wall; when Gaius Asinius Gallus was proconsul, under the supervision of
457

Sextus Lartidius, legate.

Figure 18: Copy of IVE 5. 1522. (Museum of Roman Civilisation, Rome Inv. No. MCR
276.)

Despite being an almost perfect contemporary of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate,
when compared to it, the construction of the Artemision wall indicates how varied the
process of architectural benefaction was in early Imperial Ephesus. The inscription
indicates the direct involvement of Rome in the construction of public monuments.
Augustus appears to have been involved in instigating the work at the Artemision, but
rather than using Imperial funds, the work was paid for by money from the temple’s
treasury. Although the work was paid for using Ephesian money, the man involved in
seeing that the work was carried out was a Roman legate. Sextus Lartidius was
undoubtedly sent to Ephesus to oversee this project, either directly from Rome or from
where his legion was stationed. The use of military personnel as the overseer of an
Imperial-instigated building project at a monument as important to Ephesus as the
Artemision indicates the increased involvement of Rome in its provinces. It also
indicates the Ephesian’s acceptance of Roman involvement in giving benefactions to

their important monuments.

4TVE. 5. 1522. Trans. Kearsley 201, 124.
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Another difference between these two architectural benefactions is the way that
bilingualism is used. Firstly, this text is not a dedicatory inscription; the sanctuary wall
was not dedicated to Augustus but was instigated by him. Secondly, the information
provided by the two texts are almost identical, - the Greek text is only missing
Augustus’ designation as pontifex maximus — whilst the texts on the Mazaeus and
Mithridates Gate provide different pieces of information. Thirdly, the Latin text is
much larger than the Greek in the text from the sanctuary wall, meaning that it was far
more visible and easier to read. The bisected Latin text from the Mazaeus and
Mithridates Gate is arguably harder to read than the Greek text located over the central
arch only. Whoever had this text inscribed wanted to convey the same information
about the instigator and the overseer of the project to both Latin- and Greek-speaking
audiences, but the message was very different. Here, Roman involvement is made very

clear.

The texts from the sanctuary wall and the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate indicate
variations in how major architectural benefactions could be instigated and overseen,
and how those involved were honoured and represented. Both locals and outsiders
could instigate major architectural benefactions in provincial cities, though someone
local carried out the work itself. Both monuments also honoured one or more members
of the Imperial family, one because of the work that they had carried out, the other as
a mark of respect by their former slaves. What appear to be the two earliest surviving
bilingual building inscriptions from Ephesus suggest that bilingualism was used not
only by Roman ‘outsiders’ but also by locals who, having had interactions with Rome
and Roman practices, had become Roman citizens. We cannot know for certain
whether locals first introduced bilingual building inscriptions to Ephesus, but they
adopted the practice, and adapted it in their own way for their own monumental
dedication. This resulted in them being represented as members of both a local

Ephesian, and a wider Roman, community.

The layout of the Latin and Greek texts on the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate aids our
understanding of the differences between them, and what they represented. To a
modern viewer, the shorter Greek text in the recessed arch appears to be less prominent
and noticeable than the Latin text, as though it had been pushed backwards. The
shadow cast onto the recessed arch would have made the gold letters even more

difficult to see. On a bright day, with the sun shining off the pronounced Latin text,
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the contrast in the visibility of the two texts would have been even greater. This
arrangement suggests that the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate’s primary function was
as a monument to honour their Roman patrons. The gate’s functions as the entrance to
the Agora and to honour the people of Ephesus appear secondary. However, someone
who used the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate everyday would have seen the texts very
differently from a modern viewer standing and admiring it. Potential readers, hurrying
into the Agora, would realistically only be able to snatch a quick glance up at the
inscriptions. The Greek text that was located only over one arch would have been the
easier to read than the more pronounced, yet bisected, Latin text. To those reading this
text, the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate was a monument to the patrons of two local

citizens, and the city of Ephesus, as befitting a functional public monument.

The texts of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate display two different messages to two
different audiences about both the influence of Rome on architectural benefaction and
how benefactors were represented through their monuments. To the Latin-speaking
citizens of Ephesus Mazaeus and Mithridates, despite not displaying their Roman tria
nomina, had demonstrable connections to the Roman Imperial family. They erected
an honorific monument to their Imperial patrons in the centre of Ephesus, inscribing a
dedication in a style familiar to their honorands. To those who could only read Greek,
Mazaeus and Mithridates were Greek speakers who dedicated a functional, public
monument to their patrons and their city, in their hometown, in their own language.
There is no indication of who their patrons were, or where they were from. Apart from
ndtpwot being a transliterated loan word from Latin, there is nothing in the Greek text
that indicates that Mazaeus and Mithridates had any connections to Rome, or
anywhere outside of Ephesus. The Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate was designed to
honour various honorands, separately and together, using a variety of dedicatory
rhetoric. As seen in the case of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate, variations in
representation used in architectural benefactions reflected both the benefactors’
position within their own cities, and their interactions with the Roman Imperial

system, in this case, the Imperial family themselves.

Whilst Mazaeus and Mithridates appear keen to represent themselves as well
connected to the Imperial family and the Roman world outside of Ephesus, they do
not make their Roman identities known publicly. They do not use the Roman tria

nomina granted them on their emancipation but keep their non-Roman names.
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Mazaeus and Mithridates’ lack of tria nomina is not unusual. In his study, Paul Weaver
has identified that over one in three recorded Imperial freedmen do not use their nomen
or have it recorded on their inscriptions.**® Amongst freedman procurators the absence
of tria nomina is even greater, with 125 of the 210 recorded not using their nomen.**°
There have been several reasons suggested for the absence of freedmen’s tria nomina
in the epigraphic record, though, rather dismissively, Weaver remarks that these
reasons are unclear and unimportant.*®® Unnecessary duplication is one reason for
these emissions, particularly in the instance of the freedmen of the Augusti liberti,
where the nomen was the same in both cases and omitted from the patron’s name.*®
Heinrich Chantraine’s study has shown that another reason for the omission of a
freedman’s nomen is that the emperor was named in extended form, whether as part
of the nomenclature of the freedman himself or elsewhere in the inscription. Thus, the
nomen of Imperial freedmen was usually given in such cases only when it differed
from that of the emperor in question.*®? Despite Weaver’s extensive study on the
subject, and the fact the Imperial freedmen omit their nomen frequently in all periods,
no trend in the practice is discernible.*® It appears that in terms of their nomenclature,
Imperial freedmen could be represented in a number of ways; they were under no

obligation to follow Roman naming-conventions.

The inscriptions on the gate are very different in style from the earlier dedications by
Zoilus at Aphrodisias. There is no mention of any titles or offices held by Mazaeus or
Mithridates, only those of Augustus and Agrippa. The city goddess Artemis is omitted,
and the demos of Ephesus are included only in the Greek text. Even there, however,
the dedicators’ Roman patrons replace the city’s goddess. A near-contemporary
comparison is the inscription from the western propylon of the Roman Agora at
Athens, dated to 11/10 B.C.:%%*

458 Weaver 1972, 37.

459 Weaver 1972, 37-38.

460 \Weaver 1972, 38.

41 E.g. CIL 111 2097: C. lulius Sceptus Ademti Aug. lib. [I]ib.; XIV 2780: Ti. Claudius Oniri Aug. I. I.
Domesticus; 51: P. Aelius Trophimi Aug. L. lib...

462 \Weaver 1972, 38; Chantraine 1967, 29; 53.

463 \Weaver 1972, 38.

464 Dickenson 2017, 240.
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0 O0fjog amo TV 000s1c®dV dwpe®dv V7o ['aiov Toviiov Kaicapog Beod.
kai Avtokpdaropog Kaicapog Beod viod Zefactod
ABnvat Apymy€tior otpatnyodvrog ml tovg omAitag Evkiéovg Mapabwviov

o0 Kol Stadegapévor v Empéretav vmep tod motpog Hpddov, tod Koi

mpecPedoavtog,
5 éni pyovtog Nikiov tod Zopamiwvog ABpovémc.

The people, from the funds given by the divine Gaius lulius Caesar and the
Emperor Caesar Augustus, son of the god (dedicate this) to Athena Archegetis
when Eukles of Marathon was Hoplite General, and also Ambassador, who
had succeeded his father as Epimeletes, during the archonship of Nikias, son

of Serapion, of Athmonon.#6°

There are obvious differences, in both the content and language of the texts and the
benefaction process in these cases, but Athena Archegetis (the Leader) is the sole
honorand here. The city did not honour Caesar and Augustus for their generosity in
providing funds alongside Athena, and it stressed that, because of Imperial funding,
the demos are the ones able to make this dedication. The inclusion of Athena’s epithet
Archegetis emphasised the fact that she was the one most worthy of honour, rather
than the new ‘leader’ of Athens, the Roman Emperor. Although this pair of entrances
into agorae are situated in different Roman provinces, there was clearly no standard
method of funding, or dedicating such a monument in the last decade of the first
century B.C. However, the Athenian propylon’s inscription, with the name of the
dedicator first, followed by the honorand, is more akin to late Hellenistic building
dedications such as Zoilus’ than it is to the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate, where the
order is reversed. The ‘recipient first’ dedicatory formula is thought to date from the
beginning of the first century A.D.,*%® but the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate, albeit
narrowly, precedes this date. These similarly functioning monuments also indicate
differences in representation between architectural benefactors. At Athens, although
acknowledging Caesar and Augustus’ financial contribution to the propylon, the

demos represented themselves as the primary benefactors of it. Despite this funding,

465 1G 1123175. Trans. Adapted after Dickenson 2017, 240.
466 Graham 2018, 282.
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the propylon was a monument made by the people, in honour of Athena. Through the

Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate, the benefactors were represented in a different way.

The differences in the content of the texts on the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate raise
questions as to the messages the texts were trying to convey and to whom. Whilst
Alzinger states that the formula of the texts can only be a bow to the native
population,*’ these texts are far more complicated than that and require further
discussion. The inscription from the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate is an unusual text
in that the Latin is far more informative than the Greek. Bilingual texts from the East
from the Augustan period generally give the same information in both languages, as
seen in the inscription from the wall of the Sanctuary of Artemis discussed below, or
the Greek is more informative, such as in Titus Arminius Tauriscus’ dedication of a

bridge to Augustus at Megalopolis:

[Imp(eratori) Caesa]ri Aug(usto) et civitati ita [iubente] / [senat]u ut promiserat
T(itus) Arm[i]/[niu]s Tauriscus pontem fecit // [Avtokp]dropt Kaicopt koi T
morer [T(itog) Appivi)/[og Tav]piockog &mdémoe v yépupav KaOAG
[émny]/[yeihato K]atd T Soypa TdV cuvédpmv 8¢° ®[te] / [MwecO]at avTov

10 émvépov kai Bardveo[---] / [dowmv] Exet Opsupdtov Sii Biov*®e

Latin: T. Arminius Tauriscus erected the bridge to Imperator Caesar Augustus

and to the city, just as he promised and with consent of the council.*®°

Greek: (Dedicated) to Imperator Caesar and the city T. Arminius Tauriscus
built the bridge as he had announced according to the councillors’ degree on
the condition that he would receive the pasture payment and acorns for all the

animals he has for life.

In addition to showing a different use of bilingualism in a Roman province, this text
also gives an insight into the process of how architectural benefactions were made.
Unlike many other building inscriptions considered in this study this one makes clear
that even by the early Roman period there was still an element of reciprocity involved

in the construction of public monuments. The text seems to imply that Tauriscus

467 Alzinger 1974, 12: “Er kann nur als Reverenz vor der einheimischen Bevdlkerung gewertet werden”.
468 CIL 3, 1.496.
469 Trans. Spawforth 2011, 210.
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requested his reward of pasture payment and enough acorns for all his animals for the
rest of his life, a reward that he presumably considered worth the cost of constructing
a bridge. The idea of performing a service for one’s city in exchange for a
predetermined reward is reminiscent of smaller scale euergetistic practices dating from
the Classical and Hellenistic periods, rather than architectural benefaction in the
Roman period. The inclusion of the details of the reward in only the Greek part of the
text is noteworthy. Such details would only be relevant to his fellow citizens, not only
to make sure that he was duly rewarded, but also to legitimise the rewards he received.
However, this selective use of language also affirms the importance of reciprocal
generosity in Greek society. This does not mean that reciprocal generosity did not exist
in Roman euergetic practices, but that it was more expected in Greek culture.
Comparing Tauriscus to Pollio and Proculus, who also built a bridge during the reign
of Augustus, there is nothing in the latter’s inscription to suggest that they carried out
the work in exchange for any pre-agreed reward. From this, one can infer that there
were different motivations behind the benefactors wanting to build their bridges.
Tauriscus built his bridge to gain material rewards, and to represent himself as a man
who fulfils his promises. Pollio and Proculus, as argued below, would have had
different motivations and their impressive structure represented both their loyalty to
the Imperial family and their position as new men in Ephesus. The cases of these two
bridge builders show the variations in both the practice of architectural benefaction
and how monuments could be used to represent their builders. Such diversity must be
taken into account when discussing the influence of Rome on its provinces,

particularly on tangible cultural aspects such as architecture.

The longer and more detailed Latin inscription on the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate
not only represented their position and role in Roman Ephesus and their relationship
with their Imperial patrons, but also reflected how the Ephesian population had
changed because of interactions with Rome. As discussed above, Asia had had Roman
residents long before annexation. Whilst Plutarch’s assertion that 150,000 Romans,
Italians, their freedmen and their families were killed in Ephesus in a single day during
the Mithridatic War was probably an exaggeration, it can be assumed that there was a

sizable population of Roman citizens residing there and elsewhere in the area at the
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time.*”® At Ephesus, its Roman citizens began to make their mark on the city’s
buildings and public spaces, and the civic life of the city after the civil wars and under
Augustus. The cult of Roma was established there in the first century B.C., and Roman
freedmen held the position of prytanis by the 20s B.C.*"* Many of the inscriptions and
monuments associated with Roman citizens were found in and around the city’s two
agorae. The Temple of Divine lulius and Roma, thought to have been located next to
the prytaneum, built by the city’s Roman citizens with Augustus’ permission in 29
B.C.,*”2 the Memmius Monument, the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate and, by the end
of the period, the buildings constructed by Gaius Sextilius Pollio and Gaius Ofillius
Proculus were all located in and around the agorae. The presence of buildings and
monuments of Roman citizens within the civic heart of an ancient Greek city by and
during the reign of Augustus emphasises the growing influence of Rome on provincial
society, facilitated by the works of Roman citizen benefactors. Mazaeus and
Mithridates’ Gate formed part of a landscape which represented this influence. Latin
never became the predominant language of the eastern empire, even at Ephesus Latin
dedications were rare, and the boule and demos never used Latin for Imperial
dedications.*” Its use here by two freedmen as the main language of a monument
associated with the civic heart of a Greek city, the agora, represents how integral Rome

had become to Ephesus.

The primary reason for the construction of the gate was to celebrate Mazaeus and
Mithridates” Roman patrons with a smaller, but still significant, nod to the city and
people of Ephesus. There was another important honorific function which the gate,
and particularly its bilingual inscriptions, would have performed. The inclusion of
their names in Latin and Greek and not, one should note, their patrons’ names, meant
that every literate person in Ephesus, regardless of their native language, would have
known exactly who was responsible, and had to be thanked, for the gate.*”* The
celebration of their Imperial patrons, and the opportunity to gain recognition for

themselves by this act, Burrell suggests, would have elevated them into a place hitherto

470 Plut. Sull. 24; Scherrer 2007, 63.

471 Scherrer 2007, 68-69.

472 Cassius Dio. 51. 20. 6; Scherrer 2007, 63; 68.
473 Eck 2009, 25.

474 Eck 2009, 25.
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unobtainable. She states that as neither are known to have held offices on an Imperial,
provincial or civic scale they would have struggled amongst freeborn Ephesians
without their Imperial connections.*” Dedicating such an impressive, albeit functional
monument in the heart of Ephesus, to their patrons and their city, represented the
cementation of Mazaeus and Mithridates’ place in Ephesian society. Furthermore, by
honouring their Roman patrons and respecting the traditions of the polis by dedicating
it to the demos of Ephesus*’® the freedmen represented not only the relationship which
they had with each party, but also how their honours and places in the world were
shaped by the relationships which they had with both Rome and Ephesus.

When first excavated in 1903, it was thought that the gate dated from the Hellenistic
period, due to the high quality of the stonework, the shape of the joints and the style
of the individual ornaments on it. Only after the discovery of the inscription was the
date of the monument placed much later: Augustus’s titulature dates the monument
precisely to 4/3 B.C.*’" The misidentification of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate as
a Hellenistic monument by its excavators suggests a continuation of earlier
architectural practices into the Imperial period. The Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate
was formed of blocks of square masonry, each layer measuring 0.5 metres high. The
facade is divided by four pillars, which carry a three-fascia architrave, a vine frieze, a
dentil frieze topped by egg-and-dart and beading, and a highly decorated cornice with
lion heads, acanthus involucres, trifoliate half-palmettes and upturned scrolls. Each
fascia is crowned by a rounded bar, and, underneath the architrave, on the inner corners
of the recessed arch, are bull’s heads. A highly mutilated female head was found on
the outer corner of the cornice, and dowel holes have been found on the central
entrance, indicative of further, similar, now lost images. The capitals of the pilasters
are decorated in a variety of ways but are typical of the lonic style. The doorjambs
each have three fasciae, each with strings of beads in between and the cornices above
the lintels are also richly ornamented.*’® There are niches in the sides of the archivolts,

a requisite, Alzinger states, of late Hellenistic art. Yet, these niches were not designed

475 Burrell 2009, 74

476 Eck 2009, 21; 25.

477 Burrell 2009, 74 is more precise than Alzinger 1974, 9, who suggests a date sometime between 4
and 2 B.C.

478 Alzinger 1974, 9-11.
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for holding sculptures, but were intended as a decorative feature.*’® The decorative
features of the facade of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate are overtly Hellenistic in

character; there is little evidence of Roman innovation here.

The Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate most likely was constructed as part of the
remodelling of the lower agora during the reign of Augustus. The Hellenistic agora,
perhaps due to earthquake damage, was razed to the ground, and rebuilt with two-
aisled, two-storey stoas on all four sides, with the gate being built directly into the
market halls.*®® As seen at Aphrodisias, there was a move from the end of the first
century B.C. onwards to enclose completely public spaces in a style reminiscent of the
Imperial fora in Rome. Completely enclosed Hellenistic agorae were rare, though
those that did exist date to the early Hellenistic period. Before this, it was more usual
for individual stoas to be erected along one or more sides of the space.*®! The earliest
known of these “peristyle” type agorae was at Pella in Macedonia, dating from the late
fourth century B.C.%®? Its total area of around 3.5 hectares, one of the largest in any
period of Greek history, was surrounded by four connected stoas. Prior to this,
peristyles were used only to surround the smaller courtyards of gymnasia and religious
complexes.*®®Like the Lower Agora at Ephesus, Pella’s agora also had a monumental
gateway that formed the main entrance into the complex. A smaller entrance on the
west had what the excavators have interpreted as guardrooms to check merchandise
coming into the square.*®* As discussed above, the building projects of many Roman
citizens were focused around the Ephesian agorae, and the work to remodel this space
coincided with the period that saw an increase in such activities. Thus, it would seem
more reasonable to suggest that the Augustan remodelling of the Lower Agora was

styled upon the fora of Italian cities, rather than a rare Hellenistic agora-type.

479 Alzinger 1974, 15.

480 Scherrer 2007, 64 remarks that the exact dating evidence for this reconstruction is unknown; Hueber
1997, 74.

481 Dickenson 2017, 55.

482 Dickenson 2017, 59-60.

483 Dickenson 2017, 57-58.

484 Dickenson 2017, 60.
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Figure 19: The Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate, Lower Agora, Ephesus (April 2011).

The iconography from the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate indicates both the
benefactors’ interactions with the Roman Imperial system and the variety of
decorative features used in architectural benefactions in the late first century B.C.
Statue base inscriptions for Augustus, and Gaius and Lucius Caesar, have been found
in association with the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate, and it is likely that statues of
the rest of the Imperial family were included on top of the gate.*®® There is no
mentioned of Agrippa and Iulia’s sons in the dedication of the gate, but the 0.065 metre
bronze letters, an uncommon feature in Ephesian statue bases, associate it with the
gate both contextually and aesthetically.*® The presence of a statue of Lucius Caesar
suggests that there were statues of all the members of Augustus and Agrippa’s families
on top of the gate.*®” Alongside the figures of the Imperial family, there were also
images more usually seen in Hellenistic contexts. In the centre of the tendril frieze
there is a female figure, who held her arm in a heraldic position. This pose, Alzinger

argues, involuntarily recalls the primitive wotvia Onpdv, or queen of the hunt. In

485 |vE 3006-3007; Raja 2012, 73; Graham 2013, 394.
486 Graham 2013, 394.
487 Raja 2012, 73; IVE 3006-3007.
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architecture dating from the Hellenistic period in Asia Minor, the figure in the centre
of the tendrils usually appears with wings and wearing a Kalathos. The figure on the
Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate has neither wings nor a Kalathos, but alongside her are
Erotes/Cupids and birds in the vines. These attributes characterise her as Aphrodite.

Figure 20: The ‘queen of the hunt’ goddess from the tendril frieze of the Mazaeus and
Mithridates Gate. (April 2011).

The image of Aphrodite emerging from foliage harks back to the ancient depictions of
her seen in the East but was used by the Greeks also.*®® The foliage and the birds
surrounding her indicate fertility and prosperity, whilst the accompanying Erotes
indicate not only passion, but also motherhood. Different audiences could have
interpreted this figure, like many other elements of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate,
in different ways. More expected in Ephesus would be to see depictions of Artemis,
rather than Aphrodite and Eros, but an Ephesian audience would have recognised this
figure as Aphrodite. A Roman audience would equate this image with Venus, and
whilst the image lacks the iconography associated with Venus Genetrix, the founding
mother of the Julio-Claudian dynasty, such as an apple and a pose in which she holds
her drapery, the link would be made to the Imperial family. Located on the frieze,
below the statues of the Julio-Claudians, the image of Venus literally provides the
foundation for the dynasty which the monument honours. Although the goddess’s
iconography would have been familiar to a Greek audience, her association with the
Julio-Claudians would have been less so. Paul Zanker’s seminal 1990 study The

Power of Images in the Age of Augustus devotes little attention to the use and reception

488 Alzinger 1974, 14. “Sie ist nicht nur die altorientalische Aphrodite, die dem sprieBenden Griin

entsteigt und die bei den Griechen zur "Aphrodite in den Gérten" wurde”
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of the association between Venus/Aphrodite and Augustan dynasty in visual culture
in the provinces. He does note, however, that in the East, despite not being treated as
equal to the gods, Augustus and his family were associated with the traditional cult of
the gods.*®® Given the frequent use of such images in Rome itself, it would not be
unfounded to suggest that similar “propaganda” images were also disseminated
throughout the provinces. Her placing here integrated the unfamiliar into a familiar
context, emphasising the growing influence of Rome and the honouring of the Imperial
family in the provinces.

A further decorative element of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate indicative of its

purpose to honour the Julio-Claudian dynasty are the carved bulls’ heads that adorn

the central arch, shown in Figure 21 below.

Figure 21: One of the bulls heads from the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate, Ephesus
(April 2011).

489 Zanker 1990, 298-299.
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Bull’s heads were popular requisites of triumphal symbolism, and were also used on
doors, usually decorating the keystone of the archivolt or on consoles.**° The bull’s
head was a recurring motif on public monuments from the early Imperial period, and
were found on the Arch of Augustus at Rimini, dating from 27 B.C. and the Porta
Tiburtina in Rome, dating from 5 B.C. The bull’s head was the emblem of Iulius
Caesar’s legion, the Legio X Equestris, as Taurus was the sign of the zodiac of the
month in which the protective deity of the lulian house, Venus Genetrix, governed.**

The bull also appeared on the obverse of lulius Caesar’s coins, including the Denarius

shown in Figure 22 below.

Figure 22: Denarius of lulius Caesar, with bull on the obverse (Crawford 526/04).

As in the case of their inclusion on Gaius Iulius Zoilus’ stage building at Aphrodisias,
their inclusion here indicates that by the very end of the first century B.C., the Imperial
family received honours through major architectural benefactions. Whilst the
symbolism of the bull’s head is strictly speaking that of the tenth legion rather than
the Imperial family, the bull’s link to Venus, and thus hers to the Julio-Claudians, can
explain their usage here.**2 The combination of both obviously Roman iconography,

490 Alzinger 1974, 14.

491 von Domaszewski 1909, 6.
492 An alternative interpretation of the inclusion of the bull’s heads is offered by Alzinger (1974, 14-
15) He associates them with the cult of Poseidon, and the connections between Poseidon and Octavian’s
naval victory at Actium. However, this seems a tenuous link. If Augustus was the arch’s sole dedicatee,
given its similarity in form to a Roman triumphal arch, the association between the bulls, Poseidon and

Actium may have been more plausible. Its dedication to members of the Imperial family who were not
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and Hellenistic iconography which could be seen to have Roman connotations
suggests that a variety of images, were being used to honour both the Imperial family,

and the people of Ephesus.

Burrell has claimed that each half of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate was
constructed by a different team of sculptors, further suggesting that each half of the
monument was dedicated by one of the men to their respective married patrons.*®® She
cites Charles Rose’s 1997 study of the monument’s inscriptions and statues in
Dynastic Commemoration and Imperial Portraiture in the Julio-Claudian period.

Rose, however, provides no substantial evidence for his claims:

“Information kindly supplied by F. Hueber of the Austrian Excavations at

Ephesus, who was director of the anastylosis project for the gate.”*%*

An examination of Friedmund Hueber’s discussion of the Mazaeus and Mithridates
Gate in his 1997 work Ephesos Gebaute Geschichte shows that whilst he claims that
the two halves were built simultaneously before being joined, not perfectly, together
in the centre, he provides neither detailed description of the architectural evidence, nor
any photographs of the join.**® As mentioned above, Burrell argues that Mazaeus was
a freedman of Augustus and Mithridates was a freedman of Agrippa, rather than either
them both being the property of Agrippa or being the property of both at some point
in their lives. The epigraphic evidence from the gate does not conclusively support
Burrell’s theory that each man belonged to one Imperial patron. If, as she claims, the
two halves of the gate were built simultaneously, this would add credence to her theory
that each benefactor worked independently to honour their own patron. However, her

lack of evidence to prove that the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate was built in two

involved in the Battle of Actium means it is more likely that the bull’s heads are an allusion to lulius
Caesar and Venus as founders of the dynasty honoured by this monument, rather than Octavian and
Poseidon.

493 Burrell 2009, 74.

494 Rose 1997, 276.

4% Hueber 1997, 76; “Es fand sich der Nachweis, daB der westliche und der 6stliche Gebaudefliigel
gleichzeitig, aber unabhdngig voneinander errichtet worden sind und dann - mit einigen Problemen bei

der Zusammenfiihrung - die Verbindung durch das mittlere Tor geschaffen wurde.”
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halves, as two simultaneous projects, considering the uncategorical epigraphic

evidence her interpretation borders on special pleading.

The epigraphic and iconographic evidence from the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate are
indicative of the benefactors’ interactions with the Roman Imperial system, and how
these interactions affected the way that they were represented through this medium in
their home city. The most obvious influence that interactions with the Roman Imperial
system had on the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate is the shape of the monument itself.
The Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate combines architectural features from a Greek and
a Roman monument type. In terms of elevation, the gate is reminiscent of a Roman
triumphal arch, whilst Alzinger describes its ground plan as more like a Greek

propylon.*®® Triumphal arches were completely new to Ephesus but the arches of the

Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate resembled the Arch of Augustus at Susa, built in 9/8
B.C.%7

Figure 23: The Arch of Augustus at

Susa (Rome Across Europe).*%®

4% Alzinger 1974, 13.
497 Kader 1996, 259-60; Burrell 2009, 74.
498 (http://www.romeacrosseurope .com/?p=700#sthash.60P86jY0.dpbs)
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The gate’s other features, such as its U-shape and triple passageway traces its ancestry

to much earlier back to Mnesicles’ Propylaea on the Athenian Acropolis.**°

Figure 24: Mnesicles’ Propylaea looking inwards (March 2013).

Figure 25: Mnesicles’ Propylaea looking outwards (March 2013).

499Alzinger 1974, 9-16; Ortac, 2002, 1757, 179-81.
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An example from the province of Asia is the South Propylon from the Sanctuary of
Zeus at Labraunda, which has the same three entrances as Mnesicles’ Propylaea and

the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate, but not the full colonnade in front of it as the former

does.

Figure 26: Surviving remains of the South Propylon, Labraunda (Labraunda
Organisation).>®

Figure 27: Reconstruction drawing of the facade of the South Propylon, Labraunda.

(Labraunda Organisation, after Jeppesen, 1955)°%

500 hitp:/Awww. labraunda.org/Labraunda.org/South_Propylon_eng.html (Last accessed 20/8/2019)
501 http://www.labraunda.org/Labraunda.org/South_Propylon_eng.html (Last accessed 20/8/2019)
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Side wings on buildings originated in fifth-century Greece, with the halls of the
Artemis-Brauronia on the Athenian Acropolis and the Zeus Stoa in the Agora being
notable early examples.>® However, the side wings of the Mazaeus and Mithridates
Gate are atypical, and unnecessary, for a triumphal arch.>® Peter Scherrer suggest that
the side wings of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate functioned as its benefactor’s final
resting place. He offers no archaeological evidence from the building itself, other than
the existence of the side wings, but offers Mithridates’ grave inscription, found nearby,
as evidence.®® Hilke Thiir takes Scherrer’s interpretation further. She erroneously
claims that Scherrer suggested that the eastern wing would have been Mithridates’
resting place in his 1995 paper. She concludes, therefore, that Mazaeus must have been
buried in the western wing.% Scherrer does assign resting places to both freedmen in
his 2000 edited volume Ephesus. The New Guide.>®® Considering the epigraphic
evidence from the gate, Thir and Scherrer’s conclusions make sense, however the
evidence for their theory is somewhat problematic. Mithridates’ grave inscription is
no longer in situ, having been reused to pave the Marble Road. It may have come from
anywhere in the city. Furthermore, there is very little left of either side wing, the west
wing having been removed to allow for the construction of the Library of Celsus,*®’
so it is impossible to identify a potential burial chamber in either wing. Despite
Scherrer and Thiir’s assertions, it is impossible to state categorically that Mazaeus and

Mithridates were buried within the structure of their gate.

The unnecessary, but Greek, additions to the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate shows
that it was designed to be seen neither simply as a freestanding arch that was built
solely in honour of a certain group of people, which alongside supporting statues was
the main function of such a monument,®® nor as a market gate designed to be the

entrance to the Agora. Its floorplan fitted into what was still a predominantly

502 For more details of these two monuments see Coulton 1976, 222 Stevens 1936, 459-470; Travlos
1971, 124-126 and Agora Guide 1976, 79-82; Camp 1986, 105-107; Coulton 1976, 222; Travlos 1971,
527-533 respectively.

503 Alzinger 1974, 12.

504 Scherrer 1995, 7.

505 Thir 1997, 74.

506 Scherrer 2000, 138.

507 Thir 1997, 74.

598 Burrell 2009, 74.
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Hellenistic space, yet its facade meant that it looked like a Roman honorific
monument.>® It was a clear attempt to combine two different architectural traditions,
and designed, like its inscriptions, to appeal to two different audiences in Early
Imperial Ephesus. To combine these features and dedicate such a monument to both
Roman and Greek honorands in the civic heart of the city further strengthens the
importance of both cultures in the life of a provincial city. For a Greek audience, the
Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate was just that, a gateway, a functional entranceway into
the Agora, dedicated by two local men, to the city’s deity and their unnamed patrons.
For a Latin-speaking audience this was a Roman monument honouring the Imperial
family erected by two Imperial freedmen. The Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate was not
a new monument forced upon the Ephesian population by the Romans, but a product
of cohesive interactions between Mazaeus and Mithridates and their Imperial
patrons.®® They chose to honour the Imperial family by constructing an archway in
their honour yet retained a Greek floorplan and decorative elements. The Mazaeus and
Mithridates Gate was unlike anything previously seen in Ephesus and was designed
by two residents to represent their affinity to both honorands: Rome and their home

town.

Further indications of how varied both the process of architectural benefaction, and
the way architectural benefactors were represented through their monuments in
Roman Asia Minor can be seen through a comparison between the texts of Zoilus’
monuments and those from the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate. A benefactor’s use of
bilingualism does not correspond to the level of interaction between themselves and
Rome. Nor were there any norms governing the use of one language or another.>!
Zoilus uses only the language of his native city, whilst Mazaeus and Mithridates used
both Latin and Greek. The use of Latin was never common in Aphrodisias, so whether

a city was publicly bilingual or not may have been a result of the whole city’s

509 Alzinger 1974, 13-14; Cramme 2001, 199.

510 weigand’s description of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate as being a piece of Roman art that was
planted brutally and powerfully into the middle of an environment which was quite different (Weigand
1928, 109) must be considered as in keeping with the theories and thinking about the impact of Rome
on its provinces at the time of writing. See Chapter 1 for a detailed discussion on the progression of
thought on the impact of Rome on the province of Asia.

511 Eck 2009, 28.



146

interaction with Rome, rather than the relationship between individuals and Rome.
Zoilus’ lack of dedications to the Imperial family suggests that in the early years of
the Principate dedicating major architectural benefactions to them was neither
expected nor standard practice, even amongst those who had had direct interactions
with the Imperial family and/or had been under their patronage. Zoilus’ dedicatory
inscriptions celebrated him and his achievements in life as much as they honoured the
intended recipients, whilst Mazaeus and Mithridates’ achievements were unheralded
and are now unknown. Architectural benefactions in Asia Minor in the late first
century B.C. could honour the benefactor, Imperial and local honorands, though
exactly who was honoured, and how, appears to be dictated by the individual
benefactor. Whilst both Zoilus’ and Mazaeus and Mithridates’ benefactions indicate
interactions with the Imperial family, Roman practices of benefaction were certainly
not imposed, either directly by the Roman administration, or by local benefactors.
Roman and non-Roman influences were used alongside each other in a variety of ways
depending upon the unique context of the monument, and the position of the
benefactor within local, and Roman society. Architectural benefactors were
represented in a manner which reflected the diversity, both of themselves as a group

of elites, and of Roman provincial society.

Major architectural benefaction in Early Roman Asia Minor was a diverse institution,
with the potential for variations within it, and the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate makes
this apparent. Although we know very few details about their lives, Mazaeus and
Mithridates, despite being Imperial freedmen, retained their non-Roman names and
identities. The surviving evidence does not tell us whether they held a civic office or
not, but as presumably wealthy citizens, they may have held some decree of influence
within the city. They both had interactions and connections with the Roman system
and built in a style that reflected and represented these interactions. The gate was a
composite monument, located in a city where evidence for interactions between it and
the Roman administrative system were beginning to show. The differences in the Latin
and Greek texts, not only in terms of language but also in content, indicate not only
that the benefactors wanted to present different messages, but also the variety of
audiences which would have seen and read the text. The gate’s combination of
architectural features from a Roman triumphal arch and a Greek propylon, in addition

to its dual function as both an honorific monument and a gateway into the Lower
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Agora, also indicates that there was scope for variation in architectural benefaction in
early Imperial Ephesus. Contrasting the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate with the
monuments of Zoilus discussed in Chapter 2, the possible variations in architectural
benefactions, and their benefactors in the latter half of the first century B.C. in Roman
Asia Minor become more apparent. Although both of freedman status, Zoilus built and
dedicated his monuments largely in a Hellenistic style, whilst Mazaeus and
Mithridates built and dedicated in a style that retained some older elements but were
predominantly Roman. The differences between how Zoilus on the one hand, and
Mazaeus and Mithridates on the other, named themselves on their monuments, the
former used his tria nomina whilst the latter used their non-Roman names, indicate
how men of a similar status within Roman society were represented in different ways
in their provincial cities. Although separated chronologically and spatially, the
monuments of Zoilus, and Mazaeus and Mithridates indicate that Imperial freedmen
were represented in a variety of ways through their architectural benefactions. Zoilus,
and Mazaeus and Mithridates had similar interactions with Rome and status within the
Roman Imperial system but the differences in representation of these Imperial
freedmen show that there was not one standard way that freedmen could or should be
presented in such a context. There must have been scope for choosing how a
benefactor was represented through their architectural benefaction, dictated by a
combination of their or their city’s preferences, and the unique social and spatial

context of the building itself.
3.3. Gaius Sextilius Pollio and Gaius Ofillius Proculus.

A second pair of Ephesian benefactors active during the reign of Augustus were Gaius
Sextilius Pollio and Gaius Ofillius Proculus. The father and stepson were Roman
citizens and they were involved in two major architectural benefactions in and around
the city. Few firm details of Pollio’s life survive, other than that his full name was
Gaius Sextilius Pollio, son of Publius of the Voturia tribe. The Voturia tribe was the
original tribe of Rome’s port Ostia, but the other two locations of Veturii were also
port towns; Antium and Caere.®*? Pollio may have originated from one of these port
cities and it can be speculated that he had previous experience that would have

rendered him a suitable candidate to oversee a provincial public building project. Due

512 Taylor 1960, 42.
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to his cognomina, there has been some speculation as to whether he was a relative, or
the freedman of, Vedius Pollio, a friend of Augustus.®*® As we know his father’s name,
he could not have been the son or adopted son of Vedius Pollio, and since his father
was also Roman, Pollio could not have been a freedman of Vedius Pollio. In most of
the inscriptions, Proculus is called Pollio’s son, apart from the one on the Pollio
monument, where Proculus is named as Gaius Ofillius Proculus, son of Aulus, of the
Cornelia tribe.>** The location of the Cornelia tribe is less clearly defined than the
Voturia, but they seem to have originated from the area immediately north east of
Rome.>®® Ofillia Bassa, Pollio’s wife and Proculus’ mother, is mentioned alongside
them in the dedications. Sometime after the erection of these monuments, Pollio
adopted Proculus. They were named together on a subscription list dating from the

reign of Tiberius, but Proculus’ tria nomina had become Gaius Sextilius Proculus.>®

Pollio and Proculus are known from numerous monuments and inscriptions from in
and around the city. They oversaw the construction of the Aqua Throessitica and built
the aqueduct bridge over the Marnas Valley. They also built the Basilica Stoa on the
north side of the Upper Agora and Proculus dedicated a monument to Pollio. Proculus
also erected statues of Pollio and Ofillia Bassa. Pollio and Proculus’, probable, initial
role as overseers of an aqueduct and their proudly acclaimed Italian origins suggests
that they were sent from Italy on the emperor’s behalf to carry out this project. Their
other architectural benefactions to Ephesus and the appearance of Pollio and Proculus
on the Tiberian subscription list suggests that they continued to reside in Ephesus after
the Aqua Throessitica was complete.

513 Kirbihler 2007, 30: “Sein Beiname erinnert vielleicht an eine Freundschaft oder Verwandtschaft mit
bzw. Erbschaft von Vedius Pollio.”; 27 ““.. .ein personslicher Freund des Augustus.”

514 |vE 405.

515 Taylor 1960, 34.

516 Text discussed in Knibbe, Engelmann and Iplikcioglu 1989, 200-202; Knibbe, D., and Buyukkolanci,
M. 1989, 45, designated Fragment a, column 2, line 4-6. Proculus’ name, before and after his adoption,
is unusual. Kajanto 1965, 32; states that from the Republican period an adopted person’s cognomen
was formed from the gentilicium of the father, which was added to the praenomen and gentilicium
obtained from the adoptive father Before adoption, Proculus has his mother’s gentilicium, rather than
his father Aulus’, but on adoption, he only takes Pollio’s gentilicium, as opposed to changing and adding

to his name.
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Another inscription, found on Domitian Street, may bear his name. It is highly
fragmentary, and it is impossible to determine whether it was from a stele or a statue

base. The reconstruction reads:

N PovA[n xoi 6 Ofuoc] éEteiun[cav Tdiov Xe&ti]aov I[omhiov vioV]

Ovot[ovpia [ToAriova

The boule [and the people] honoured [Gaius Sexti]lius P[ollio, son] of Publius
of the Vot[uria] tribe.>!’

The fragmentary state of this dedicatory inscription makes it difficult to identify the
recipient definitively as Gaius Sextilius Pollio, but the survival of “Aov IT” and
“Ovot” on the stone, and the fact that he gave number of benefactions to the city,518
suggests that he was the recipient of this dedication. The text’s find spot, near both the
Pollio Monument and the Basilica Stoa, strengthens the case for Pollio being the
honorand. Two other statue bases survive, one of Pollio and one of Ofillia Bassa, each
with a hole for a plinth on top, one with moulding across the top.5!° These were found
in the rubble of the Byzantine house east of the Basilica Stoa and were dedicated by
Proculus in honour of his parents.>? The bilingual texts which are further evidence for
both the combination of both Roman and Greek cultures in provincial cities and

Proculus’ desire to represent and honour his parents in a way that all would understand,

read:

C« Sextilio Pollion][i]

C « Ofillius « Proculus patri

I'diov X[e]étiMov TToArdVa

['4[tog Opérr]og [TIporhog TO]v Tatépa
SI7 IVE 717 A

518 Zuiderhoek 2009, 7; argues that virtually all public benefactors would have received a statue from
the city.

519 Kearsley 2001, 85.

520Alzinger 1974, 269.
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For Gaius Sextilius Pollio
Gaius Ofillius Proculus for his father
(Honouring) his father Gaius Sextilius Pollio

Gaius Ofillius Proculus

Ofilliae < Bassae

C « Ofillius « Proculus matri

‘OpéAiav Baoooav

I'[&]iog Opértog TTpoKAog TV unTépa
For Ofillia Bassa

Gaius Ofillius Proculus for his mother
(Honouring) his mother Ofillia Bassa
Gaius Ofillius Proculus.®*

The discovery of these statue bases near the Basilica Stoa is particularly significant. It
indicates strongly that the statues were either located in the building or outside of it.
Had they been located outside of the Basilica Stoa, they would have been visible to all
who visited the Agora, This, combined with the dedicatory inscription above their
heads, would have told any onlooker who was responsible for the construction of the
Basilica Stoa. If they were located within the Basilica Stoa, their find spot suggests
they may have been located within the East Hall, alongside the statues of Augustus

and Livia; a clear indication of the way Proculus wanted his parents to be seen.

The most significant of Pollio’s rewards was an honorific monument, now known as
the Pollio Monument. It is located in a prominent position on ‘Domitian Street,” near
both the terminus of the Aqua Throessitica and the Basilica Stoa, between Curetes

Street and the western boundary of the Upper Agora.>??

21 |vE 11 407; Kearsley 2001, 85.
522 Akurgal 1973, 166; Aristodemou 2002, 1; Halfmann 2004, 41.
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Its location would have created a visual link between the reasons that Pollio was
honoured and the honour that he received for the work. Its siting, just off the agora,
also places Roman Pollio at the heart of the Greek city that became his home and kept
his memory and achievements alive there. The Pollio Monument’s bilingual
inscription, located on its western wall, is particularly fragmentary. The Latin
inscription is thought to have been higher up on the monument than the Greek, located
at the beginning of the archway, whilst the Greek text was lower down, as seen on
Figure 28 below.>? Although very little has survived of the Greek text, it is assumed
that the Latin and Greek texts gave similar information. Thus, the following

interpretation has been suggested:
C(aio) Sextilio P(ublii) f(ilio) Vot(uria) Pollioni
C(aius) Ofillius A(uli) f(ilius) Cor(nelia) Proculus patri
[[Caiov Xe&rihov TTomAiov]
[viov Ovotovpia [ToAriwva]
[["diog OpéArtog AvAovviog Kop]-
dato a civitat[e loco.] vniia Ipok[hog TOv Tatépal]
10 ToVd00[£vTog VIO ToD dNpOv.
For Gaius Sextilius Pollio, son of Publius, VVoturia (tribe)
Gaius Ofillius Proculus, son of Aulus, Cornelia (tribe), for his father.
The site was granted by the citizens.
(Honouring) his father Gaius Sextilius Pollio, son of Publius, Voturia (tribe);
Gaius Ofillius Proculus, son of Aulus, Cornelia (tribe).

The site was granted by the people.>?*

523 Bammer 1976, 83-84.
524 |VE 405; Trans. adapted after Kearsley 2001, 84. Kearsley translated civitate as “the people”.



152

WESTANSICHT~POLLIOBAU [REXONSTRUKTION)

ey 1364 - o
| P03 , v PDIC '34.385 t 000
s = = e P /
s o /" 1|"_':\ s [ | }
g Lo U PB1R3 BT | NN | PBI8 E
!  GEEXSIOREVOT- Pow'o.i; s & RN it e -1.283
:\V L CONWIYS B CoR PROEVA A - H ". } ke N . ) 4
i [ PDI2 [ M H™ 1 .PD27 | ]
:,! ' ) R} ] S E 5 WEHRET
bt | M | i .
1. [FDY_ | 'Ll [PD2 y
5 oATOY ) i ‘,I &l p.w.mum_]_ I i’ﬁm
1 78 . H ! -
g g .T— e ; uey ' : ey " ns c
— s — ) 'Ll 5“‘ | — 1acs — _E_ I — s ey _L -3.651
| l T m— A
| & s R T T e - 4
j i b ; i X B
I ST TR SR iR EEy)
I T e
E | [ 4 ;
} A B B :
5 i e i e e e e 27966
- T i TSN (TN SO JHE T L d
i I I EAERE PP N B | i -
I
é L[ p— _71, — ) W e Y P ‘l-T

' " s },-)no,---_.__ra\)_, e
—- Mo —p— Wb —— &L 6 o@s ) ome _.{.-..-, |

3: Grundrifl und Westansicht

Figure 28: Reconstruction of the Facade of the Pollio Monument (Bammer 1976, 83-
84).

The text makes clear that Proculus was the dedicator of the monument, and that the
people of Ephesus granted the land it was built on. No reference is made to the city
being involved in its construction, or that the monument was a public honour. It has
been argued, largely due to its proximity to the earlier funerary monument of
Memmius, the grandson of Sulla, that the Pollio Monument was his funerary
monument.>?® However, there is both epigraphic and archaeological evidence that
questions this interpretation. The form of Proculus’ name in the texts suggests that the
Pollio Monument was erected prior to his adoption, so Pollio was still alive when the
monument was completed. In addition, although its survival is affected by the later
construction of the Fountain of Domitian,?® none of the surviving archaeological

evidence suggests that it was used as a funerary monument.>?” Martin Steskal states

525 Alzinger 1974, 24; Bammer 1976, 77-92; Berns 2003, 197-198.
526 |_ongfellow 2011, 61; IVE 413.1; IVE 413.2; IVE 419.
527 Steskal 2011, 249.
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that there may have been an inaccessible burial chamber, a sarcophagus in an upper

story or an urn for ashes,®®

which, while plausible, is entirely unsupported by the
available evidence. Whether or not the Pollio Monument was its namesake’s final
resting place, and despite his stepson rather than the city of Ephesus having erected it,
it would still undoubtedly have been considered as a great honour for Pollio and a
celebration of him. As with all the other texts associated with Pollio and Proculus,
whilst they are very similar, there are subtle differences between the Latin and Greek
texts. The Latin is in the dative case, suggesting that the monument was for Pollio, or
given to him, whilst the Greek text is in the accusative case. Although a verb of
honouring is absent from the text, it is implied that Proculus erected this monument to
honour his father. The construction of the Greek text, particularly when considered
alongside how Proculus was named in it, suggests that the monument was erected

while Pollio was alive rather than after he had died.

The location of the Pollio Monument is particularly significant, both in relation to
Pollio and Proculus’ architectural benefactions and to the wider topography. The
Pollio Monument is located near to both the terminus of the Aqua Throessitica and the
Basilica Stoa. The proximity of these two architectural benefactions to the honorific
monument of their benefactor would have resulted in greater evocation of the
benefactor and his works given to the city of Ephesus. It is also located just off the
Upper Agora, near the main thoroughfare between the upper and lower city, so people
would have seen it as they moved through the city. The visibility of the Pollio
Monument would only add to the evocation of him and his generosity to the city. The
surviving archaeological evidence for the Pollio Monument does not tell us whether
there were statues of him, or other members of his family, but if there were, in addition
to the statues of him located at the Basilica Stoa, they would have given further visual
reminders of Pollio the benefactor. The Pollio Monument, and the statues of Pollio
and Ofillia Bassa, located in prominent places near the monuments that the family
constructed, created a landscape of honour and memory, representing and evoking a

great benefactor of the city of Ephesus.

Very little of the structure of the Pollio Monument survives as a result of the

construction of the Fountain of Domitian adjacent to it. Excavations have shown that

528 Steskal 2011, 249.
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the floorplan of the first phase of the monument measured 8.03 x 6.57 metres, and it
stood 6.399 metres high.%?° A Nymphaeum, thought to be separate from the Fountain
of Domitian, was built over the Pollio Monument, either during the Flavian period or
during the reign of Trajan. It was U-shaped, richly decorated with an elaborate edifice,
with Corinthian pilasters, aediculae, a three-fascia architrave, and a relief frieze. The
water-supply system has survived, in the form of clay pipes.>*® Much of the surviving
visible archaeological evidence is from the later phase of construction.>*! Enough of
the original structure survives to show that the Pollio Monument’s walls were
constructed with what Alzinger and Bammer describe as a core of opus caementicium,
which was covered with lime plaster, and faced with marble slabs.>®? Yet, as will be
discussed in the context of the Marnas aqueduct bridge, this material is likely to be a
local attempt at opus caementicium, using available materials rather than true opus
caementicium. In the centre of the monument was a niche measuring 1.81 metres wide,
1.1 metres deep and 3.06 metres high; this may have once contained a statue of
Pollio.>*3 Five of the marble slabs mentioned by Alzinger that would have originally
formed part of a parapet cannot be placed on either the Fountain of Domitian, or the
Pollio Monument. This has led to the conclusion that they once formed the fagade of
a basin associated with the first phase of the Pollio Monument. The basin, measuring
3.5 x 1.2 metres, was placed on the western side of the Pollio Monument, with the wall
of the Pollio Monument functioned as the basin’s rear wall. Whilst no trace of a water
supply survives for the first phase of the monument, the terminus of the Aqua
Throessitica was close enough to suggest that the monument and its basin formed the

end of the aqueduct.>®*

529 Bammer 1976, 85-86; Aristodemou 2002, 1. The latter’s measurements are less precise, recording
the structure as measuring 8 x 6.5 x 6.4 metres.

530 Bammer 1976, 86; Aristodemou 2002, 2.

531 Halfmann 2004, 41.

532 Alzinger 1974, 24, Bammer 1976, 86.

533 Bammer 1976, 86; 91.

534 Aristodemou 2002, 1.



155

Figure 30: Fragments of sculptural decoration from the later Nymphaeum of Pollio,
Ephesus. (April 2011.)
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The recognition Pollio received tells us much about the variety of rewards which
architectural benefactions could receive, and how there were many processes by which
a benefactor could be rewarded. Pollio’s rewards show that in Early Roman Asia
Minor, major architectural benefactors could receive both public dedications from the
recipient city and private ones from members of his own family. There was also not
one prescribed honour for major architectural benefactors. Pollio received inscribed
honours from the city of Ephesus, and statues and a monument from Proculus. Pollio’s
various rewards also indicate that there was no guarantee of major honours from the
recipient city, even for numerous major architectural benefactions. Proculus, not the
city of Ephesus, built the Pollio Monument, the grandest and most visible of Pollio’s
rewards, which has survived in the city. The city’s role in this reward only went as far

as donating the land on which it stood.

Although a very different monument in form to the Pollio monument, the monument
of Gnaeus Babbius Philinus at Corinth, constructed in the early first century A.D. isa
comparable example of an honorific monument that the city neither granted nor

erected. The text reads:

[C]n(aeus) Babbius Philinus aed(ilis) pontif[ex] [d(e)] s(ua) p(ecunia)

f(aciendum) ¢(uravit), idemque Ilvir p(robavit)

Cnaeus Babbius Philinus, aedile, pontifex, undertook the construction at his

own expense, and the same, as duovir, approved it.>*®

Unlike the Pollio monument, the Babbius monument was built, not by his son or
another member of his family, but by Babbius himself. He then used his position as
duovir to approve its construction. Whilst it was normal and expected for a duovir to
approve public building projects, ensuring that they have been constructed correctly
and as stated in the contract,>*® Babbius is represented here as more than working in
his official capacity as duovir. He represented himself in positions of power where he
could not only build a monument, but also legally ensure that the work was completed
safely. Babbius’ motivation behind this must have been associated with representing

himself as a prominent, important citizen within Roman Corinth. Babbius considered

535 PHI Corinth 8, 2 132. Trans. American School of Classical Studies online catalogue. Last Accessed
9/1/18.
536 Martin 1986, 323.
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himself worthy enough to represent himself and his contribution to the life of Corinth
by having a grand honorific monument erected in the city. Arguably, Proculus thought
the same of Pollio and wanted to represent him in this same manner. Though in this
case the city granted the land on which the Pollio monument stood. This may also have
been the case with the Babbius monument, but it was not declared in the inscription.
The Pollio and Babbius monuments indicate that provincial elites strove to represent
themselves, or other members of their family, in a manner that they considered the
honorand deserved. Furthermore, they provide further evidence for the variety of ways
in which elite members of provincial society used architectural benefaction as a means

of representation.

3.3.1. The Overseeing of the Aqua Throessitica
The first of Pollio and Proculus’ architectural projects in Ephesus was not one that
they paid for, or instigated, themselves. A bilingual inscription found reused in the

western fagade of the Vedius Gymnasium®’ reads:
Imp(erator) Caesar Aug(ustus) et Ti(berius)
Caesar Aug(usti) f(ilius)
Aquam Throessiticam
induxerunt curam
agentibus C(aio) Sextilio P(ublii) f(ilio) Pollione
et C(aio) Offilio Proculo.
Avtokphrop Kaicap
2efaotog
kol Tipéprog Kaicap, Xefaoctod
V106G,
10 Opogooettikov VOwp gioryoyo[v]

gmpein0évtov Toiov Tettid[iov,]

537 Keil 1943, 102; Waelkens 1987, 96; Kearsley 2001, 126; Aristodemou 2002, 1.
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[[TomAiov viod, TwAlwvog koi Tatov]

[O@iAriov TTpoxiov.]

Imperator Caesar Augustus and Tiberius
Caesar, son of Augustus,

brought in the Throessitica water.

Gaius Sextilius Pollio, son of Publius
and Gaius Ofillius Proculus

oversaw the work.>%8

Figure 31: Surviving remains of IVE 402 (Keil 1943, 103).

538 Keil 1943, 102; IVE 402; trans Kearsley 2001, 127.
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The text is inscribed on a slab of bluish marble, cut off at the bottom, measuring 0.53

539 1t refers to the

x 0.6 metres, with letters ranging between 0.022 and 0.035 metres.
construction by Augustus and Tiberius of an aqueduct called the Aqua Throessitica.>*
The inscription is undated though the presence of both Augustus and Tiberius’ names
mean it can be dated, relatively, to between A.D. 4 and 14. The inscription, like the
one on the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate, began by naming the members of the
Imperial family, before naming the men who were involved in carrying out the project.
This inscription is not dedicatory in nature: Augustus’ and Tiberius’ names appear in
the nominative, not in the dative as in a dedicatory inscription. Therefore the primary
function of this text was to commemorate Augustus and Tiberius provision of the
required finances for this water pipe.>** The word agentibus in this inscription is
particularly noteworthy as it represented Pollio and Proculus as the ones who carried
out the Emperor’s work in Ephesus. For this project, their primary role was to oversee

the work, there is no indication here that they provided any funds for the project.

Overseers of privately funded projects were rare in this period, those attested are most

539 Keil 1943, 102.

%40 The name of the water channel has received very little discussion in scholarship. Throessitica is
unattested elsewhere in the Ephesian toponymy, so it may not refer to part of the local landscape. (Keil
1943, 105.) The lack of an obviously local name for this monument could be indicative of the outside
involvement in the project. Keil suggests two different interpretations for the origins of the monuments’
name. His first suggestion is that @pogooetikog derives from either Opdog or Opoiw. (Ibid.) This, he
argues, refers to the noise of the bubbling water that the aqueduct would have carried. (Ibid; Keil
translates the name as “Tosende” - thunderous). Opdog and Bpoéw can be translated as “noise” and “cry
out” respectively, and particularly the former could be applied to running water. The name Throessitica,
found only in the inscription that states Augustus and Tiberius’ involvement in the project, is not
included in the dedicatory inscriptions on the Marnas aqueduct bridge. Keil’s second interpretation is
that it derives from the name ®pvdecoa. (Ibid.) The name has Homeric origins, the city of Thryoessa
appears in the lliad and is described as a steep-hill town beside the Alpheus. (Hom. II. 11. 711.) Derived
from Opvov, reed or rush, the name does have a tenuous link to water “reedy” does not seem to be the
most appropriate description for water carried by an aqueduct. Keil admits that he is unsure of the
origins of the water channel’s name, and that he has merely suggested some possibilities, (Keil 1943,
105-106.) but neither of his suggestions for the origin of ®poeccetikdg are entirely appropriate for an
aqueduct.

%41 Keil 1943, 104-105.
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likely to be associated with public works.>* As seen with both Timarchus and
Heracleides, and Zoilus, local elites constructing public monuments on behalf of rulers
was not a new phenomenon, but the role played by Proculus and Pollio was different
from that of these earlier cases. Timarchus and Heracleides built the Milesian
bouleuterion on behalf of Antiochus IV, whilst Zoilus set up the boundary stones of
the precinct of the Temple of Aphrodite after Caesar defined its location. In both cases,
those who were working on the other’s behalf paid for the work. Contributing
financially to the construction of the Aqua Throessitica may not have been Pollio and
Proculus’ primary role in the project, but their work must have been of considerable

importance to be commemorated in the inscription alongside Augustus and Tiberius.

This text indicates that a variety of factors influenced major architectural benefaction
in Asia Minor in the early first century A.D. It indicates a greater Imperial involvement
in such work in provincial cities. Whilst Caesar was directly involved in defining the
boundary of the temple precinct at Aphrodisias, Zoilus would have paid for the
boundary stones and had them erected. Here, Augustus and Tiberius have instigated
this project, set aside Imperial funds for it, and sent two men to Ephesus to oversee the
work. The Imperial involvement in this project, when considered alongside the
Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate that was built a decade or so earlier, indicates that a
variety of people, both locals and outsiders, were actively involved in architectural
benefaction in first century A.D. Ephesus. Pollio and Proculus’ arrival from Rome to
oversee an Imperial-instigated project resulted in greater interactions between Roman,
and non-Roman elites, and thus the potential for the introduction of Roman practices
of benefaction and building techniques into provincial contexts increased. If others
like them also remained in the province after the completion of their original task, the

potential for such introductions and interactions became even greater.

542 Cramme 2001, 75-76.
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3.3.2. The Marnas Aqueduct Bridge

Epigraphic evidence states that Pollio and Proculus not only oversaw the Imperial-led
construction of the Aqua Throessitica but also that they paid for, and dedicated, the
most spectacular part of the channel.>*® Described as “one of the finest and oldest
aqueducts in Anatolia”,>** the aqueduct bridge, now known as the Marnas aqueduct
bridge, is located about 4 kilometres to the southeast of the city, spanning the valley
after which it is named and the road to Magnesia-on-the-Maeander.>* Pollio and
Proculus’ association with the aqueduct is evident in the bilingual inscription, found

on the north and south sides of the bridge.>*® The texts read:

Deanae Ephesiae et Imp(eratori) Caesari Aug(usto) et Ti(berio) Caesari
Aug(usti) f(ilio) et civitati Ephesiae C(aius) Sextilius P(ublii) f(ilius) Vot(uria)
Pollio cum Ofillia A(uli) f(ilia) Bassa uxore sua et C(aio) Ofillio Proculo f(ilio)

suo cetereisque leibereis sueis pontem de sua pecunia faciundum curavit.

Aptéudt ‘Epeo[iJon kol Avtokpatopt Klai]Joopt Xefactdr kai TiPepiomt
Kaicapt Zefactod vidt kai Tdt dMumt tdv 'Eeeciov [Ndiog Xe&tidog [Tomdiov
v10g Ovotovpia [MoAriwv cvv ‘O@eAdlig AbDAo[v] Bvyatpl Bdaoon ti] £otod
yovauki kai Foiot O@[ed]Aiot [Tpdrdmt Tdt atod vidt koi Toig Aowroig Tékvolg

TNV YEQUpaV €K TOV 1010V AvEOnKeV.

For Ephesian Diana and for Imperator Caesar Augustus and for Tiberius
Caesar, son of Augustus, and for the people of Ephesus, Gaius Sextilius Pollio,
son of Publius, Voturia (tribe) with Ofillia Bassa, daughter of Aulus, his wife
and Gaius Ofillius Proculus, his son, and with the rest of their children

provided for the making of a bridge with their own money.

For Artemis Ephesia and for Imperator Caesar Augustus and for Tiberius
Caesar, son of Augustus, and for the people of Ephesus, Gaius Sextilius Pollio,

son of Publius, Voturia (tribe) with Ofillia Bassa, daughter of Aulus, his wife

543 Keil 1943, 105.

544 Bean 1966, 252.

545 Akurgal 1973, 166; Alzinger 1974, 21; Halfmann 2004, 41.
546 Graham 2013, 396.
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and Gaius Ofillius Proculus, his son, and with the rest of their children

dedicated the bridge with their own money’>*

The aqueduct bridge was two-tiered, but the text is found only across the west and
central of the three arches of the lower tier. The ancient road between Ephesus and
Magnesia-on-the-Maeander ran under these two arches, whilst the River Denenddere
runs through the eastern arch. The explanation of the asymmetry of the inscription is
a desire to improve its visibility to travellers along the road.>* The upper register was
half the height of the lower storey, but there were twice as many arches.>* On the
north side, the arrangement of the letters was in two lines, with Latin above and Greek
below. On the south side, the arrangement was slightly different: there was an
additional, short, centred, third line. On the south side, faciendum was written out in
full, and on the north, it was abbreviated.>*° On both sides of the bridge the Latin text
was inscribed on the top line in larger letters than its Greek counterpart on the lower.
The heights of the Latin letters are 0.115 metres on the north side and 0.075 metres on
the south, whilst the Greek letters are 0.07 metres on the north side and 0.06 metres
on the south.*! The reason for the differing heights of the letters was most likely for
reasons of practicality, rather than as a suppression of Greek in favour of Latin. The
Greek inscription consists of more letters than the Latin, so making the letters smaller
would have made the two texts appear the same length. All the letters would have been

the same size if this was not desired.

The Marnas aqueduct bridge’s texts, being almost identical in length and content, are
markedly different from those on the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate. On the latter
monument, the Latin celebrates only the freedmen’s Imperial patrons, whilst the
shorter Greek includes both their patrons and the demos. Here, in both languages, the
honoured members of the Imperial family were placed between two honorands
ubiquitous in Hellenistic dedications, the local deity, and the people of the recipient

city. This was followed by the names of the benefactors and the gift that they made.

S4T|VE 7(1) 3092; Trans. Adapted after Kearsley 2001, 126.
548 Akurgal 1973, 169; Alzinger 1974, 21; Graham 2013, 396.
549 Alzinger 1974, 22.

550 Kearsley 2001, 126.

551 Graham 2013, 396.
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Without the Imperial honorands, the Marnas aqueduct bridge’s texts included
elements typical of a Hellenistic monumental dedication. However, the structure of
the Marnas aqueduct bridge’s texts is very different from those on Zoilus’ monuments.
Zoilus’ texts mention himself, and his gift, before the honorands. The structure of the
Marnas aqueduct bridge’s texts begins with the honorands, then the benefactors, then
the details of the gift. The transition seen between Zoilus, Mazaeus and Mithridates,
and Pollio and Proculus’ in terms of structure indicates the influence Roman
dedicatory practices had on provincial monumental benefaction. The transition was

complete by the end of the Julio-Claudian period.

This inscription, unlike the one found re-used in the Vedius Gymnasium is a
dedication as, in both languages, the Imperial family are named in the dative rather
than the nominative. The naming of Augustus and Tiberius in the nominative in the
re-used inscription suggests that they were the ones who constructed the Aqua
Throessitica. In the Marnas aqueduct bridge’s dedication, Pollio, Ofillia Bassa, and
Proculus are named as those who provided the funds for the project. The two texts are
very similar, but the last phrases of each text differ. The Greek text uses avébnkev,
implying that the monument was dedicated to Artemis, Augustus, Tiberius, and the
people of Ephesus. The word davébnkev was used in inscriptions from the Archaic
Period to Late Antiquity and whilst a&vatiOnui can be defined as ‘to put up’ or ‘to erect’
it is usually defined as ‘to dedicate.” John Ma asserts that dvatiOnui, has religious
connotations and should be expressed as meaning “to dedicate”,>*? and this is
supported through its usage in the epigraphic record.>? The Latin text lacks a specific

verb of dedication, but instead uses the phrase faciundum curavit, meaning that they

552 Ma 2013, 26.

553 As part of the preparatory work in the early stages of this thesis, an epigraphic survey, using the
online version of SEG, of the use of the term avédnkev in dedicatory inscriptions was undertaken. This
work found that the term’s usage began in the Archaic period and was used only in dedications in
honour of deities and in texts associated with sacred laws and traditions. It was not until the fourth
century B.C. that avéBnkev began to be used in relation to dedications to mortals (SEG 33, 200; SEG
18 208), but these are unusual cases. The term’s association with dedications to mortals became more
common from the third century B.C., with Hellenistic Kings being honoured in this way (SEG 20, 467;
SEG 25 417; SEG 8 467) By the first century B.C. fewer dedications to deities containing the word
avédnkev seem to have survived, whilst the term was now used as often to honour people, particularly

Roman citizens (SEG 24 214; SEG 49 1508; SEG 51 1588; SEG 49 1510; SEG 51 1590; SEG 54 752).
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took care of the building of the monument. Although less specifically dedicatory in
nature the naming of the honorands in the dative case make it clear that the Marnas
aqueduct bridge was built for them. The use of faciendum curavit in this text, although
specifically referring to the bridge upon which it was inscribed, rather than in relation
to the whole Aqua Throessitica, suggests to a Latin-speaking audience that although
Pollio and Proculus’ money, rather than Imperial funds, paid for this part of the
channel, their involvement was still one associated with their role as overseers. It
suggests that they stepped in with their own money to complete the project, whether
by choice or necessity. Regardless of the reason, they ensured that their financial
contribution was known. Unlike faciendum curavit, avédnkev does not have the same
‘overseeing’ or ‘taking care of’ connotations. Instead, both senses of the word
avédbnkev imply that Pollio and Proculus were more directly involved than merely
overseeing the building work. They used their own money to dedicate an aqueduct
bridge to the honorands of their choice. To a Greek-speaking audience, this was their
building project, built as part of a wider programme to bring water into Ephesus, and
dedicated to both local and Imperial honorands

The Marnas aqueduct bridge must have been dedicated between Augustus naming
Tiberius as his heir in A.D. 4, indicated by the latter’s designation as Imperator, and
Augustus’ death in A.D. 14.%* In addition to Pollio, Ofillia Bassa and Proculus,®
Pont suggests, unlike Kearsley and the editors of Inschriften von Ephesos, that tékvov
and liberi refer to the family’s freedmen rather than other children being involved in
the project. However, a flaw in her reasoning is that she states that the only other
known attestation of this practice is from the Basilica Stoa.>*® Whilst we know of no
children born to Pollio and Ofillia Bassa — Proculus being the only dedicatee on his
mother and step-father’s statue bases may indicate that he was their only surviving
child - we also have no evidence of any freedmen. Without any comparable examples,
aside from one built by the same benefactors, it is impossible to prove that Pollio and

Proculus’ freedmen, if there were any at all, were involved in building either of these

554 Ward-Perkins 1981, 273

5% Keil 1943, 105; IVE 402; Pont 2010, 336.

556 pont 2010, 334; «...les affranchis de C. Sextilius Pollio furent associés par leur patron a la dédicace
de la basilique entre 11 et 14, et a celle du pont d'un aqueduc entre 4 et 14, pratique dont nous n'avons

pas trouvé d'autre attestation.”
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monuments. Regardless of exactly whom téxvov and liberi refer to in this inscription,
at the end of the reign of Augustus architectural benefaction in Asia could be a family
affair. This was certainly a trend that continued in the province of Asia Julio-Claudian
period, as will be discussed in Chapter 4.°” The decision by Pollio, Proculus and the
rest of the family to pay for this section of the Aqua Throessitica themselves, rather
than use Imperial funds, suggests that the family were becoming involved in major
architectural benefaction in Ephesus on a personal, rather than an official level. They
used the opportunity to pay for the construction of the Marnas aqueduct bridge to
establish themselves within the elite of the city and dedicate it to both the Imperial
family and the traditional honorands of their home town. Through this dedication,
Pollio and Proculus were represented as both citizens loyal to Rome, and residents of
a province willing to respect and honour local traditions. This initial gesture of
beneficence towards the city of Ephesus would have resulted in the influence within
the city that they as outsiders needed to be able to build within the city itself.

Figure 32: The Marnas aqueduct bridge viewed from the modern road between

Ephesus and Magnesia-on-the-Maeander. (April 2011).

557 Several generations of families working together to construct public monuments was neither a unique

phenomenon, nor a practice reserved for provincial-based Roman citizens.
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The sections of the aqueduct’s arches are made of dressed stone, and carried by piers
with an ashlar facing around a fill of opus incertum.>®® The ashlar facing of the lower
storey was cut far more regularly than on the upper storey.>®® Its abutments and
superstructure consist of mortared rubble faced with small irregular stones.*®® Clay
pipes carried the water the length of the channel: surviving examples from outside of
the city measure 0.022 metres in diameter with walls measuring 0.035 metres thick.
The pipes were mortared into place on supporting berms.*! This technique is different
from later water channels in Ephesus. The channel of the second-century A.D.
aqueduct dedicated by Tiberius Claudius Aristion is formed of an opus signinum
culvert, covered by a stone vault.®®® The use of clay pipes mortared together, as
opposed to vaulted culverts, suggests a continuation of less ostentatious Greek
methods of water management. A reason that free-standing aqueducts were not present
in the Greek world prior to the Pax Romana was that, until that point, the area was not
stable enough to display to your enemies that you were relying on an external water
supply, which could be cut off.% If this mind set was prevalent in the early Imperial
period, clay pipes mortared together, as opposed to a vaulted culvert, may have been
considered a safer option. The Marnas aqueduct bridge illustrates the results of
interaction between Roman and non-Roman cultures and their representation through
architectural benefaction. Pollio and Proculus went to Ephesus to oversee the
construction of the Aqua Throessitica and, most likely, took a Roman workforce, or at
least a Roman architect with them. Yet, the inclusion of local water management
techniques within an overtly Roman structure shows that local techniques, and
probably local workers, were also used. The combination of architectural techniques
used in the Marnas aqueduct bridge emphasises the interactions between Roman and
local parties. There was not an imposition of Roman water management techniques

upon Ephesus, but they were used alongside existing practices. The results of these

58 Alzinger 1974, 22: N.B. Alzinger here refers to a different building material (opus incertum) rather
than opus caementicium, which is usually what the infill of the Marnas aqueduct bridge is designated
as. For further discussion of the building materials used in the Marnas aqueduct bridge, see below.

559 Alzinger 1974, 22.

560 Waelkens 1987, 96.

561 Wiplinger 2006, 24.

562 Wiplinger 2006, 28.

563 Coulton 1987, 72-73.
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interactions indicate the use of a variety of techniques in major provincial architectural

benefaction in the early first century A.D.

Further evidence for interactions between Roman and local architectural practices is
found in the materials of which the Marnas aqueduct bridge was constructed. Although
often cited as the earliest example of the use of Roman concrete, or opus caementicium
in Asia Minor,*** Hazel Dodge has argued against this, reasoning that the mortared
rubble from which the Marnas aqueduct bridge was constructed may look like opus
caementicium, but had different physical properties to true Roman concrete.*® She
states that opus caementicium was used in the Eastern Mediterranean, but only in very
localised cases where there was direct Roman influence on building and the
availability of the right materials.®®® Vitruvius states that the necessary materials were
sand, lime, and what he describes as “the powder which comes from the country
extending from Cumae to the promontory of Minerva.”®®’ This powder is volcanic ash,
or pozzolana, desired for its properties for creating a material of exceptional
strength.>%® Pozzolana does not occur outside of Italy, but Dodge acknowledges the
use of “pozzolanic materials”®® which would have produced mixtures of similar
strength to those using pozzolana. Examples of the use of opus caementicium in the
East include “a unique Hellenistic use” in a second century B.C. fountain of the Upper
Pirene at Corinth, the so-called Reticulate Baths and the harbour mole at Elaeusa-
Sebaste and the bath-buildings at Corycus, dating from the Roman period.5® There
was certainly direct Roman influence in the construction of the Marnas aqueduct
bridge, but the materials to make Italian opus caementicium were not available locally

or able to be imported alongside a Roman workforce.

Dodge claims that the standard of opus caementicium found in Rome and Italy did not

occur in the eastern Roman provinces.®’* Whilst she dismisses the Marnas aqueduct

564 Akurgal 1973, 169; Ward-Perkins, 1981, 273.
%65 Dodge 1984, 160.

566 Dodge 1984, 160 (Figure 13).

567 Vitr. 2.5.1; Vitr. 5.12.2.

568 Dodge 1984, 39; Humphrey 2006, 169.

569 Dodge 1984, 42.

570 Dodge 1984, 43.

571 Dodge 1984, 42.
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bridge as the first usage of opus caementicium in Asia Minor, she acknowledges that
it is the earliest instance of mortared rubble employed for wall construction in the
province.>’? The Greeks knew the technique of making and using mortar, and its
waterproofing properties, from as early as the sixth and fifth centuries B.C. The use of
mortar as a binding agent for rubble walls did not appear in the Greek world until its
usage in the walls of houses on Thera and Delos in the first century B.C. However, the
technique was not fully utilised and developed until the Roman period.>”® Marc
Waelkens’ extensive survey of the mortars used in buildings at Sagalassus suggests
that there was little evidence for the use of building mortar in the city prior to A.D.
120 with only one sample possibly dating from the Augustan period; this date is
uncertain.>™* The evidence from Sagalassus is not indicative of empire-wide practices
of mortar usage, but the sharp increase in usage after approximately A.D. 120 may
suggest that mortared rubble was not a common building material in Asia in the early
Imperial period. This survey does not prove that the Marnas aqueduct bridge was the
first example of mortared rubble used in a Roman manner in Asia Minor, but does add
credence to the theory. The Marnas aqueduct bridge was not made of opus
caementicium, so Rome’s impact on provincial benefactors and architectural
benefaction was not one that created increased homogeny in architectural techniques.
Rather, it added to the variety. The techniques brought to Ephesus by Pollio and
Proculus were adapted to, and by, the materials and knowledge that was available
locally. These adaptations resulted in a monument that reflected the Marnas aqueduct
bridge and represented its benefactors’ unique place within the diverse architectural

history of both Ephesus and the province of Asia.

Another standing aqueduct on the channel provides further evidence that the only part
of the Aqua Throessitica that Pollio and Proculus personally paid for was the Marnas
aqueduct bridge. The Bulliikdere aqueduct is another bridge on the channel, formed
of a single arch with a span of 7.9 metres. It stood approximately 4.5 metres high and

had a depth of 2.8 metres at the apex and 3.2 metres at the supports. It is made of large,

572 Dodge 1984, 164.
573 Viaene, Waelkens, Ottenburgs and Callebaut 1997, 405.
574 Viaene, Waelkens, Ottenburgs and Callebaut 1997, 409-410; the ‘Augustan’ sample has not been

firmly dated, and could also date from the second century A.D.
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un-mortared, stone blocks in a pre-Roman technique,®” though as Augustus and
Tiberius instigated the project, the Biillikdere Aqueduct must be Roman in date. The
differences between the aqueduct bridges indicate the variety of building techniques
used in major monumental benefactions in the early first century A.D. The simpler,
and most likely local, technique of building the Bulliikdere Aqueduct suggests that
local builders made part of the Aqua Throessitica, using techniques familiar to them,
whilst the construction techniques used in the Marnas aqueduct bridge are suggestive
of local attempts to replicate Roman practices. The Bullikdere aqueduct has no
surviving associated epigraphy, so it is impossible to determine its funding source.
However, its functional, rather than spectacular, appearance suggests that it did not
perform an honorific function, as the Marnas aqueduct bridge did. If Pollio and
Proculus had paid for and dedicated the Bullikdere aqueduct to the Imperial family,
they would have built it in style befitting an honorific dedication. Although none of
the available evidence is conclusive, it seems most likely that Pollio and Proculus paid
for the Marnas Aqueduct Bridge from their own private wealth and the rest of the
Aqua Throessitica, including the Billikdere aqueduct, was built under their

supervision using Imperial funding.

The Aqua Throessitica and the Marnas aqueduct bridge indicate how varied both
major architectural benefactors, and their benefactions, were in Early Roman Asia.
These monuments also indicate the increased involvement that Rome was beginning
to have in the province by the beginning of the first century A.D. Whilst Caesar was
only involved in defining the boundary of the sanctuary of Aphrodite at Aphrodisias,
Augustus and Tiberius instigated and paid for the Aqua Throessitica. Although they
dutifully carried out the work of the Imperial family, Pollio and Proculus did not allow
the opportunity to gain some personal prestige to pass them by. Constructing the
Marnas aqueduct bridge, the most splendid and most visible part of the channel with
their own money, showed those passing on the road that they were important members
of society. Whilst dedicating monuments to the Imperial family was becoming more
common amongst Roman citizens by the late Augustan period, the fact that they also
dedicated it to the patron deity and the people of Ephesus suggests that Pollio and

Proculus were attempting to establish, and represent, themselves as prominent citizens

575 Wiplinger 2006, 24; refers to the construction technique as being “vorromische”.
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within Ephesian society too. This is different from both Zoilus, and Mazaeus and
Mithridates, as they gave their monuments to their home cities, implying that they
were already considered amongst the prominent citizens of Aphrodisias and Ephesus,
respectively. The tribute list from the reign of Tiberius tells us that Pollio and Proculus
remained in Ephesus long after the completion of the project they went to oversee.
Their giving of tribute to, and further major architectural benefactions in, Ephesus
suggests that they succeeded in establishing themselves within the highest echelons of
Ephesian society. The variety of building techniques used throughout the water supply
system is indicative of the interactions between Roman and local cultures and practices
at work in Augustan Ephesus. Aqueduct bridges were a new phenomenon in the Greek
world at that time, and Pollio and Proculus’ attempts to construct their bridge in a
manner which replicated Roman building materials as accurately as possible with
locally available resources indicates how interactions with the Roman Imperial system
had an impact on architectural benefaction in Asia during the early first century A.D.
In a similar way, Mazaeus and Mithridates combined both Roman and local building
techniques and dedicatory rhetoric, but both their project, and Pollio and Proculus’
differ from those of Zoilus’ as Zoilus, despite his interactions with Rome, builds and
dedicates in an overtly Hellenistic manner. The overseeing of the Aqua Throessitica
and the construction of the Marnas aqueduct bridge by Pollio and Proculus shows how
major architectural benefaction in early Roman Asia Minor was a varied process.
Roman outsiders, as well as locals who had interacted with Rome, were involved and
by combining both Roman and local techniques, created diverse, composite
monuments that reflected the unique spatial, and socio-historical contexts of the

monuments and their benefactors.
3.3.3 The Basilica Stoa

The second monument dedicated by Pollio and Proculus was the Basilica Stoa. Built
sometime between A.D. 10/11 and A.D. 14, it was located on the north side of the
Upper Agora.>’

576 Knibbe and Biiyiikkolanci 1989, 43-45; Raja 2012, 68.
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Figure 33: Surviving remains of the nave of the Basilica Stoa, Ephesus. (April 2011)

The Basilica Stoa’s inscription, in bronze letters, was located on the frieze.>’” Like the
inscription on the Marnas Aqueduct Bridge, the Latin letters were larger than the
Greek ones, measuring 0.19-0.2 metres. and 0.11-0.12 metres respectively, running on
one line, Latin followed by Greek.%”® The different lengths of the inscriptions can
explain the variance in the letter sizes between the two languages.®”® As discussed
above, the use of bronze letters shows the growing influence of Imperial epigraphic
traditions in the city. The location of the inscription on the frieze is unusual. In Rome
and the West, inscriptions were usually located on the frieze, whilst in the Greek East
they were more usually located on the architrave. The frieze is the tallest section of
the entablature and given the length of the inscription and the height of the building,
so perhaps it was considered the place where the text would be the most visible.
Measures were made to improve the visibility of the text of the Marnas aqueduct

577 Knibbe and Biiyiikkolanci 1989, 43 refer to the stone with the text on it as “Friesfragmentes”; Gros
1996, 111.

578 Knibbe and Bilyiikkolanci 1989, 44; Pont, 2010, 88.

579 Raja 2012, 85.
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bridge from the road, so a similar measure may have been taken here. The inscription

reads:

basili[cam- Dianae- Ephesiac- et- Imp(eratori)- Caesari- Divi- f(ilio)- Augusto-
pontifici- maximo- tribunicia- potestater XXX - - - co(n)s(uli)- XIII-
imp(eratori): XX- patri- patriae- et- Tiberio- Claesa[ri- AJu[gusti- f(ilio)-
tribunicia- potestate: - - - "= co(n)s(uli)- II- imp(eratori)- - - -+ et:] civitati-
Eph[esiorum- C(aius)- Sextilius- P(ublii)- f(ilius): Vot(uria): Pollio- cum-]
Ofil[lia- A(uli)- f(ilia)- Cor(nelia)- Bassa-] uxor[e- sua-] e[t- C(aio)- Ofillio-]
A(uli)- f(ilio)- Cor(nelia)- Pro[culo- f(ilio)- suo- cetereisqu]e- le[ibereis- sueis-]

d(e) s(ua)- [p(ecunia)- f(aciendam)- curavit.]

Baocu[knv: otoav: Aptléudor Egecior kai- Avtokpatopt Kaicapt 0eod-]
VIB[1 ZefacTdi apylepel: peyiotmr dnpapykig éEovoiog T0° A’ dmdtwt TO-
1y avtokpatopr] TO° K[+ matpl- matpidoc kai- TiPepior] Kaicapt
Yefac[tod: vidr dINuapykis €€ovaiag To- - - - kal: Td i Mu[or Eeeciov:
[diog: Xe&tidog Tlomhiov: vidg: Ovotovpia]: Io[AAiov: odv: Ogeliior
ABlov: Buyarpi- Kopvniio: Béoonr it yovaki: kai- Toior ‘Oeedi]ov
Kop[vniia: TTpoxi]mt tdr vidi[- Kol 10l Aowmoig: tékvolg €k TV idimv:

avéonkev-.]

For Ephesian Diana and for Imperator Caesar Augustus, son of the god,
Pontifex maximus, in the thirty-...year of tribunican power, consul for the
thirteenth time, imperator for the twentieth time, father of his native land, and
for Tiberius Caesar, son of Augustus, in the ...year of tribunician power,
consul for the second time, imperator for the...time, and for the city of the
Ephesians, Gaius Sextilius Pollio, son of Publius, Voturia (tribe) with Ofillia
Bassa, daughter of Aulus, his wife and Gaius Ofillius Proculus, his son, and
with the rest of their children caused the basilica to be constructed from their

own money.

For Artemis Ephesia and for Imperator Caesar Augustus, son of the god,
Pontifex maximus, in the thirty-...year of tribunican power, consul for the
thirteenth time, imperator for the twentieth time, father of his native land, and
for Tiberius Caesar, son of Augustus, in the ...year of tribunician power,

consul for the second time, imperator for the...time, and for the demos of the
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Ephesians, Gaius Sextilius Pollio, son of Publius, Voturia (tribe) with Ofillia
Bassa, daughter of Aulus, his wife and Gaius Ofillius Proculus, his son, and

with the rest of their children dedicated the basilica from their own funds.>&

The structure of both the Latin and the Greek inscriptions has been reconstructed in
the same way as those on the Marnas aqueduct bridge, but unlike the Marnas aqueduct
bridge, the full titles of both Augustus and Tiberius are included. It has been argued
that the location of the dedication to Augustus and Tiberius, between those to the
patron deity and the people of Ephesus, hints at a clarification of hierarchy; the
Imperial family were now ruling over the city and its people, but the local patron
goddess ruled over all.®®! The inclusion of the patron deity and the people suggests a
continuation of familiar, Hellenistic dedicatory practices, but by adding the Imperial
honorands, Gaius Sextilius Pollio placed the unfamiliar into a familiar context, and
adopted Roman dedicatory practices. Unlike the Aqua Throessitica, which was an
Imperial project overseen by Pollio and Proculus, the Basilica Stoa was their own
project. Whilst the two monuments could be contemporary, the argument that the
beginning of the Basilica Stoa post-dates the construction of the Aqua Throessitica
and Marnas aqueduct bridge will be made. Their involvement in an Imperial project
and their permanent settlement in Ephesus brought them to the attention of the local
community. In addition, the dedication of the Marnas aqueduct bridge with their own
money to local and Roman honorands would have helped them to gain further prestige
and local influence. The Basilica Stoa, built in the city itself suggests that by the time
of its construction, Pollio and Proculus had gained enough influence to be able to

construct a monument in such a prominent place within the city.

The Upper, or State, Agora at Ephesus was first laid out in the Late Hellenistic period,
though human activity had been present there since the early Hellenistic period. Little
remains of the pre-Roman phase of the Upper Agora, which was subject to expansion
and development during the reign of Augustus, most likely due to suffering earthquake
damage in the late Hellenistic period. A long terrace wall with an oblique west end,

found on the north side of the site, dating to the third century B.C., is a rare pre-Roman

580 |yE 404; trans. Kearsley 2001, 128.
581 Graham 2013, 395.
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survivor, and may have been the foundations of an early stadium.>®? Directly below
the Augustan Basilica Stoa, lie the foundations of an earlier one-aisled stoa, probably
built in the Doric order, which has been dated to the first half of the second century
B.C. by the pottery found in association with it. This was most likely built in the Doric
order, an assumption based on the evidence from the other two stoas in the agora, those
of the south and east sides.*® There was also a Doric gatehouse on the southeast corner
of the Upper Agora, loosely dated from between the middle of the second century B.C
and the Augustan period.® The west side of the Upper Agora appears not to have
been colonnaded. Instead, the retaining wall bordering Domitian Street formed the

boundary.>8

The area covered by the Basilica Stoa measured c. 180 x 20 metres®®® and it would
have stood approximately 11 metres high.%®” Of this total length, the middle section
measured 164 metres, whilst the east and west rooms measured 15.5 metres and 16.4
metres long respectively.®® These proportions are very elongated for a Roman
Basilica. Vitruvius states that the normal proportions of Roman Basilicas were as

follows:

582 Alzinger 1988, 21; Scherrer 2001, 71-74. Scherrer bases the identification of this wall as part of a
stadium on its overall length of c. 180 m, the apparent lack of an early-Hellenistic phase of either the
extant theatre or the stadium, and its proximity to a gymnasium. He also argues that the gymnasium
situated next to the site for the Imperial cult was for the neoi of Ephesus, and that it originated as early
as the second, if not third, century B.C.

583 Alzinger 1974, 50; Knibbe and Bilyiikkolanci, 1989, 44; Wiplinger and Wlach 1996, 82; Thiir 2007,
80; Raja 2012, 65 it is assumed that this earlier stoa was Doric as the two-aisled stoa on the south side
of the Upper Agora was built in that Order, and the east stoa may also have been, though its exact nature
is unclear. For the date see Thir 2007, 79.

%84 Thiir 2007, 80; This loose dating is based upon construction and ornamental typologies as, at the
time of Thiir’s publication, the analysis of the pottery from the excavations has not been completed, so
an accurate date for the gatehouse is not possible.

585 Alzinger 1974, 50; Thir 2007, 80.

586 Stinson 2007, 92; these dimensions appear to include the surviving east hall, Gros 1996, 111 states
that the stoa basilica is 160 metres long; Halfmann, 2004, 40; 164 metres.

587 yon Hesburg 2002, 151.

588 Thir 2007, 82.



175

“In breadth they should be not less than one third nor more than one half of
their length, unless the site is naturally such as to prevent this and to oblige an

alteration in these proportions.”%

Vitruvius also notes that basilicas should have rectangular proportions and consist of
three aisles divided by columns, the central nave being considerably wider and taller
than the side aisles.>® These features were present in the Basilica Stoa, which was
divided into two side aisles and a central nave by two rows of columns, the former
being two-thirds the height of the latter.>** The central nave was the widest of the three,
measuring 6.85 metres across, with the outer aisles measuring 4.72 metres.>*? The
interior colonnades’ inter-axial spacing was originally 4.8 metres; double that of the
outer front colonnade.*® The building opened on to the square by its one long side,>**
and in addition to being comparatively elongated, it was comparatively low in
height.>® In setting the inter-axial spaces in the ratios that they did, the builders and
the architect of the Basilica Stoa respected longstanding traditions in the planning and
construction of Greek stoas.>*® Whereas the architect was clearly attempting to respect
local traditions in the lower story of the Basilica Stoa, he also took risks in attempting
to be innovative. By insisting on a wide inter-axial spacing for the lower story, and
halving the spacing on the upper story, he jeopardised the structural integrity of the
whole building.5®” The wider spacing, Thiir argues, would have “created a totally new
interior spatial structure, which was flooded with light.”*® Stinson claims that the
Basilica Stoa is the earliest structure in Asia Minor with elements influenced by the
Roman basilica,>® usually defined as an enclosed, rectangular building that functioned

589 Vitr. 5. 1. 4.

50 Vitr.5.1.5

591 Akurgal 1973, 166-167.

592 Alzinger 1974, 29; Fossel-Peschl 1982, 5.

593 Stinson 2007, 92; these inter-axial measurements are between the columns with lonic capitals,
prior to the addition of the columns with Corinthian capitals

594 Raja 2012, 68.

59 Stinson 2007, 92.

5% Stinson 2007, 92.

597 Stinson 2007, 93.

598 Thiir 2007, 83; «...schufen ein absolut neues Inneraumgefiige, das von Licht durchflutet war.”
599 Stinson 2007, 92.
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as a roofed extension of the forum with a spacious, protected interior that permitted
activities to take place in any kind of weather.®® If the Basilica Stoa was perceived
differently from existing Greek stoas, even if to look at, it shared a number of
characteristics with its predecessors, this is important evidence for the impact that
interactions with the Roman Imperial system had on major architectural benefaction.
A colonnaded building, full of light, rather than a shaded stoa, implies a monument
designed for something more than sheltering from the weather or defining a public
space. Aside from housing statues of Augustus and Livia, we cannot be sure exactly
what purpose the Basilica Stoa had. If it had a similar function to basilicas in Rome,
such as for law courts, then it would have been obvious that this building was not just
a place of shelter. It may have had a similar function to the so-called Julian Basilica at
Corinth, built in the early first century, that closed off the east end of the main forum.
This basilica has an identifiable tribunal within it and held statues of the first Imperial
dynasty. Both of these features affirm suggestions that it may have had a political
function.®®* The rooms at either end of the Basilica Stoa could have been used for such
a purpose, even though they lacked the shaping of a traditional Roman tribunal. The
lack of obvious remains of shops or seats in the Basilica Stoa also marks this building
out as something different from the rest of the stoas surrounding the Upper Agora.
Alzinger maintains that typologically, the Basilica Stoa was nothing like Italian

basilicas,%?

yet in his analysis, Henner von Hesberg saw strong references to Italian
monuments.®® However, the Basilica Stoa was sufficiently different from both typical
Greek stoas known in the area, and the rest of the colonnades surrounding the Upper
Agora. Thus, onlookers were aware that the Basilica Stoa was a different type of
monument, one built for a different purpose to the others that formed the rest of the
Upper Agora. Such measures were not an after-thought, so the architectural
innovations and their risks, were calculated and planned for prior to the monument’s

construction.

600 Fossel-Peschl 1982, 3-4; Stinson 2007, 91; von Hesberg 2002, 149.
801 Djckenson 2017, 287.
602 Alzinger 1974, 37.

603 yon Hesberg 2002, 149.
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EPHESCS

Figure 34: Proposed elevation of the Basilica Stoa, Ephesus. (Stinson 2007, 99).

EPHESOS

Figure 35: Proposed floorplan of the Basilica Stoa, Ephesus. (Stinson 2007, 99).

At the east end of the Basilica Stoa’s nave there was a rectangular hall, and there
probably was a corresponding room at the west end. If a west hall existed, it would
protrude beyond the boundary of the agora, as the east hall does; there is space at that
end of the Basilica Stoa to allow for such a construction. Thir states that it measured

16.4 metres long,%%*

slightly longer than the east hall, which measures 20 x 14.5 metres,
with an entrance from the nave through a wide archway and from the side aisles
through trabeated openings. The hall’s exact function is uncertain, but possible
functions include meetings of various kinds, or for tribunals, if indeed the Basilica
Stoa had a governmental function.®% Direct parallels cannot be made between the east
hall at Ephesus and the tribunals of contemporary Roman basilicas, as it is not attached

to the middle of the back wall as recommended by Vitruvius,®% but to the short end of

604 Thijr 2007, 82.
605 Stinson 2007, 93.

86 vitr. 5. 1. 7.
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the nave’s longitudinal axis.®%” Such spaces exist on the ends of Hellenistic stoas
elsewhere in Asia, such as the North Stoa at Assus and the South Stoa at Magnesia-
on-the-Maeander.®®® The east hall has been called a chalcidicum.®® Vitruvius states
that a chalcidicum was built at the end of a basilica if the site was too long,**° implying
that the east hall was built to solve a practical problem, rather than having a particular
purpose. Stinson argues that the east hall was a “major destination point,”®!* rather
than a porch or vestibule, so the name chalcidicum is therefore inappropriate. There is
surviving evidence that suggests that the east hall was built for a specific function
rather than as a space-filling vestibule: the over-life-sized statues of Augustus and
Livia found there. Scherrer claims that the purpose of the Basilica Stoa was to serve
as a portrait gallery of the Julio-Claudian house,%'? whilst Helmut Englemann claims
that this was the purpose of the East Room alone.®** However, it seems more plausible
that the presence of these statues in this location indicate that the east hall had an

Imperial cult function, perhaps for the display of honorific dedications.5*

The Basilica Stoa, by combining the elongation and inter-axial spacing typical of a
Greek stoa, and the elevation, aisles, and annexes more typically associated with
Roman basilicas, shows how a variety of architectural features were combined within
a single monument. The Basilica Stoa also indicates how varied colonnaded halls
could be in the Roman Empire. Whilst Vitruvius’ guidelines for the ideally
proportioned basilica seem neatly defined, a closer look shows that his own definition
allows for variations. Thus, basilicas were constructed in a variety of shapes and sizes.
Walthew’s study of Roman basilicas in Italy discusses the measurements of ten
basilicas. Only one of the ten follows the proportions outlined by Vitruvius, that of

Alba Fucens, which measured 180 x 78.75 Roman feet. The basilica at Ardea in Lazio

807 Stinson 2007, 93.

608 Stinson 2007, 94.

609 Fossel-Peschl 1982, 42 refers to both an “Ost- und Westchalkidicum.”
610 vitr. 5, 1, 4.

611 Stinson 2007, 94.

812 Scherrer 2001, 71.

613 Engelmann 1993, 279.

614 Stinson 2007, 93; Raja 2012, 70.
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is the only other one that came close to fitting Vitruvius’ ideal dimensions, measuring
157.5 x 82.5 Roman feet. Whilst seven of the remaining eight are disproportionately
wide, %! the basilica at luvanum is, like the Basilica Stoa, disproportionately narrow,
measuring 123.75 x 33.75 Roman feet. It also had annexes on the east and west ends,
increasing the length of the monument to 157.5 Roman feet. However, unlike the
Basilica Stoa, the basilica at luvanum did not have an internal colonnade, and on the
north side, there was an apsidal room, which functioned either as a curia or as an aedes
Augusti, which increased the building’s overall width, including the apse, to 86.25
Roman feet.*® The late-Republican Basilica at Lucus Feroniae had an aedes Augusti
added onto the back sometime during the Augustan period. As at luvanum, the aedes
Augusti at Lucus Feroniae was an apsidal room, it was over 6 metres long with a
mosaic floor. The east and west walls were each flanked by four pedestals, whilst the
apse at the north was occupied by two large statue bases. These bases and pedestals
probably carried statues of Augustus, Agrippa and other members of the Julio-
Claudian house. Walthew interprets the introduction of the aedes Augusti here as part
of a policy to create both a more formal and ceremonial role for basilicas, and in doing
so enhance the prestige of the Imperial family in Italy and the provinces.®*” The
presence of statues of the Imperial family within rooms attached to basilicas in both
Italy and the provinces in the Augustan period could also be indicative of the
development of the Imperial cult. Pollio and Proculus, tasked with building public
monuments on the Imperial family’s behalf probably would have either known about
such plans and policies for the empire’s existing basilicas or commissioned architects
that did, so they may have built their new one with this very purpose in mind. The
inclusion of statues of the Imperial family here and in the Basilica Stoa more than

confirms that there was an honorific and cultic component to these monuments.

The Basilica Stoa was built using a variety of building techniques and materials. The
stereobate consisted of medium-large sized pieces of rubble in mortar, whilst the

northern side of the Basilica Stoa consisted of a continuous wall of opus incertum, on

S15A11 measurements in Roman feet: Cosa 117.25 x 88.75; Egnazia 117 (N) 120 (S) x 71.25; Lucus
Feroniae 69 x 48.75; Ordona 142.5 x 93.75; Ostia 140 x 82.5; Roselle 105 x 67.5; Saepinum ?105 x
63.75.

616 Walthew 1995, 138.

617 Walthew 1995, 146-147.
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a base of marble blocks.%!8 These are typical Roman building techniques. Remains of
a three-tiered entablature, formed of an architrave, a frieze that carried the dedicatory
inscription and a dentil geison were found. In the central nave, the architrave has three
fasciae, whilst in the central aisles it has two fasciae.’'® The geison has rounded
dentils, a rounded drip gulley and a sima with lion-head waterspouts on the outside.®?
These are all typical Hellenistic architectural features. The Basilica Stoa was built in
the Tonic order with bulls’ heads decorating the capitals on two sides.®?! Bulls’ heads
as decoration for lonic capitals is not unique to the Basilica Stoa. Hellenistic examples
survive in several locations. These include the agora at Magnesia-on-the-Maeander;
the market hall at Aegae; and the so-called “Hall of the Bulls” on Delos.??? The Hall
of the Bulls dates to around 300 B.C.%% Whilst Webb does not describe the bulls’ head
capitals in detail, citing their damage,®?* she does describe those on the triglyphs. They
are nearly in the round with pronounced forelocks and forward projecting horns; partly
visible ears; round protruding eyes, some of which had red paint on them; and broad
muzzles with delineated nostrils.®? Unlike these Hellenistic examples however,
Alzinger states that those from the Basilica Stoa were not of as high a quality in terms
of carving technique. The only part of the carving that he describes as having any
degree of vividness is the forelocks, which he compares to the fringes of Augustan
portraits.®? This technique would have been brought in either by sculptors from Rome
commissioned to carry out the work, or by local sculptors who learned this technique
from interacting with Roman sculptors. The similarity between the curls of the bull’s

forelocks on the Basilica Stoa and the fringes of contemporary Imperial portraiture

618 Alzinger 1974, 29-30.

619 Alzinger 1974, 30.

620 Alzinger 1974, 30-31.

621 Akurgal 1973, 167.

622 \Webb 1996, 93 (Magnesia on the Maeander); 18 (Aegae) Here, a marble console composed of a
bull’s head and neck has been found dating to the third quarter of the second century B.C; 10; 136
(Delos) Here bulls’ head capitals appear on the upper, lonic storey, above the lower, Doric, storey, and
on the triglyphs of the frieze.

623 Webb 1996, 134.

624 \Webb 1996, 135

625 \Webb 1996, 136-137.

626 Alzinger 1974, 36.
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clearly expresses the influence of Roman sculptors and sculptural techniques on

provincial architecture.

™

Figure 36: BuIIhea capitls, Basilica ta, Ephesus. (April ‘-2011).

ST

Sometime during the life of the building, columns with Corinthian capitals were
placed between those adorned with bulls” heads. It has been argued that this occurred
during the late Imperial period,®?” possibly as part of post-earthquake rebuilding and
repairs, which occurred many times over the building’s lifetime.5?® Another argument
is that this occurred during the initial phase of construction, as to carry out this work
at a later stage would have required “significant efforts”.%?° The most likely purpose
for the addition of the columns with Corinthian capitals was to give extra support to
the nave. As discussed above, the architect put various measures into place to increase
the building’s stability, most notably the widening of the abacus of the lonic capitals.
If the need for increased support occurred during the initial construction, it seems

likely that the architect, aware that instability may occur, would have rectified the

627 Akurgal 1973, 167.
628 Fossel-Peschl 1982, 4 ; 17.

629 Stinson 2007, 93.
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situation, by either further widening the capitals or adding more lonic columns. If the
Corinthian columns were a later addition, they were perhaps part of a rebuilding phase
after one of the devastating earthquakes in the third century A.D. We also know that
two priestesses of Artemis repaired the Basilica Stoa, possibly during the reign of
Domitian;** the Corinthian columns could have been added then. Whilst it would have
required ““significant efforts” to add the Corinthian columns at a later stage whilst the

building was intact, it would have been far easier to add these columns as part of a

rebuilding phase whilst the building was in ruins.

Figure 37: Columns with both Corinthian and lonic capitals, Basilica Stoa, Ephesus.
(April 2011).

630 |vE 987 ; Cramme 2001, 190.
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The walls, like the Marnas aqueduct bridge and the Pollio Monument, were made of
mortared rubble, and were dressed with yellowish-white, medium-grained marble,
whilst the original floor surface was also most likely to have been marble.®! Much of
the original decoration of the Basilica Stoa is now lost or fragmentary, but the
surviving evidence is fine enough to lead to its description as a classic example of
Graeco-Roman architectural decoration.®®2 The so-called “architectural masterpieces”
of the monument are its mature, well-structured wall designs with half columns,
pilasters, arches, elegant intersections and well-composed, richly decorated bulls-head
capitals with diagonal volutes.®® A frieze also ran around the sidewalls of the Basilica
Stoa, and the architrave and the blocks were tapered to correspond with their locations
between or above the columns.®** These are further examples of the Basilica Stoa’s
architect attempting to be innovative whilst ensuring the structural integrity of the

building.

Temples in honour of the Roman Emperor had already been built in Ephesus before
Pollio and Proculus dedicated the Basilica Stoa. The double temple, located beside the
council house, has been identified as the Temple of Roma and Julius Caesar, whose
usage by the Roman citizens of Asia was authorised by Augustus.®® There was also a
Temple of Augustus within the Artemision,®3® and another in the centre of the Upper
Agora itself, founded in 27 B.C.5%" The Basilica Stoa was a secular building used for
a number of functions, in addition to being a place honouring the Imperial family. The
inclusion of these honorific elements within the Basilica Stoa indicate that in Early
Roman Asia Minor a variety of buildings were used as places of honour for the
Imperial family, even if their primary purpose was not as a cult centre. The dedication

of both temples and secular buildings to the Imperial family indicate different ways of

631 Fossel-Peschl 1982, 9-10; 12.

632 Fossel-Peschl 1982, 17; “Es findet sich hier ein klassisches Beispiel hoher, griechisch-rémischer
Architektenkunst.”

633 Fossel-Peschl 1982, 17.

634 Fossel-Peschl 1982, 31.

635 Cassius Dio 51, 20, 6; Price 1984, 254; Scherrer 1995, 4; 2001, 69; Burrell, 2004, 59.
636 CIL 111 7118; 1. Eph 11 412; Price 1984, 254.

837 | Eph. 111 902; Price 1984, 254.
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honouring the Imperial family, both as deities, but also as worthy Roman citizens.
Architectural benefactions in Early Roman Ephesus celebrated and honoured both the

human and divine perceptions of the Emperor and his family.

In addition to statues of the Imperial family, the statues of Pollio and Ofillia Bassa
discussed above may have stood in or near the Basilica Stoa.®® These statues, and
their placement within a monument that was not only dedicated to the Imperial family,
but also had an explicit honorific function, tells us much about the different ways
major architectural benefactors were rewarded in Early Roman Asia Minor. The city
of Ephesus did not put up these statues of Pollio and Ofillia Bassa; Proculus erected
them. Despite being put up in a very public place, either within the Basilica Stoa itself
or within the Agora, as Proculus paid for them, they were private, not “public”,
dedications i.e. the city of Ephesus had no material involvement in their erection.
Whether the statues were inside the Basilica Stoa, or outside of it, the city would have
had to give permission for their placement there. If the fragmentary honorific text
discussed above does refer to Pollio, then it shows that the city at least honoured him
for his work, even if his wife and stepson’s involvement was not honoured. This
honorific text is too fragmentary to ascertain whether it was originally part of a stele
or statue base, but it is the only surviving evidence for the city of Ephesus directly
honouring Pollio for his gift to Ephesus. Within the surviving group of statues, there
is not a statue of Proculus. This may be an issue of survival, but it is possible that there
was never one of him there in the first place; erecting a statue of oneself would have
been considered hubristic. The apparent lack of a statue or any kind of honours for
Proculus, despite being equally involved in the architectural benefactions as Pollio,

suggests that benefactors were not guaranteed rewards from the city.

The Basilica Stoa provides further evidence to suggest that architectural benefaction
in Early Roman Asia Minor was a diverse process, both in terms of how the
monuments were constructed, and how benefactors were represented and rewarded for
their work. The Basilica Stoa was a composite monument, neither a Roman basilica,
nor a Greek stoa. The Basilica Stoa combined elements of both these monument types
in plan; elevation; dimension; the addition of rooms onto the ends; and the deliberate

measures taken to ensure that there was plenty of light. Such composite monuments

838Alzinger 1974, 28; Kearsley 2001, 85.
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reflected both local traditions, and Roman ones brought in by men like Pollio and
Proculus who settled in Ephesus after they had completed the task that they had
originally been sent there to do. Whilst most of the decorative features of the Basilica
Stoa are Hellenistic in character - the ‘Roman’ Corinthian capitals were probably
added much later than Pollio and Proculus - the dedications to, and the statues of, the
Imperial family, leave no doubt as to the Roman nature of this monument. The Basilica
Stoa also indicates that public buildings in the province were designed to have a
variety of functions. In addition to serving as a sheltered space adjacent to the Upper
Agora, the Basilica Stoa would have had civic functions. It may have been a law court
as other Roman examples were, it served as an honorific monument, celebrating both
the Imperial family and the Romans who built it and arguably, with the statues inside
it, it could have served as a space for the Imperial cult. The variety of uses for Basilica
Stoa further emphasises the results of interaction between the Roman practices
brought in by Pollio and Proculus and the longstanding local practices already present
in the city. The alien concept of honouring the Imperial family was placed into the
familiar context of an annexed room on the end of a colonnaded structure. The
presence of the statues of Pollio and Ofillia Bassa within the Basilica Stoa suggests
that in addition to honouring its primary recipients, a major architectural benefaction
could also serve as a place where the benefactors themselves could be recognised and
rewarded. However, these recognitions and rewards did not necessarily come from the
recipient city. Finally, the Basilica Stoa particularly suggests that there may have been
variations in how major architectural benefactors were rewarded for their work, even
if they were equally involved in the project. Whilst Pollio received rewards from the
city of Ephesus directly, in the form of an honorific inscription and indirectly via their
granting of the land for the Pollio Monument, and from Proculus, Proculus seems not
to receive such honours. He erected statues of his parents, but his parents do not seem
to have reciprocated the honour, further indicating the complexity and diversity of the

honorific system in Early Roman Asia Minor.

The monuments of Mazaeus and Mithridates and Pollio and Proculus indicate how
interactions with Rome resulted in variations in architectural benefactions in Augustan
Ephesus. Both pairs of benefactors interacted with Rome, but their relationships with
the Imperial system were very different. Mazaeus and Mithridates were Imperial

freedmen, building in their hometown, whilst Pollio and Proculus were free-born
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Romans who were sent to Ephesus to oversee an Imperial project. Despite their
differing origins, both pairs of benefactors attempted to incorporate Greek and Roman
elements into their monuments. However, the benefactors’ interactions with Rome do
not directly correlate with how ‘Roman’ their monuments appeared. The Greek
freedmen, Mazaeus and Mithridates, constructed their gate into the Lower Agora with
a facade that resembled a Roman triumphal arch, and a ground plan reminiscent of a
Greek propylon. Whilst retaining some Hellenistic decorative features, the dedicatory
inscriptions in gilded letters and the statues of the Imperial family atop the arch would
have made it clear that this monument not only served a practical purpose in forming
the entrance to the Agora, but also served to celebrate Mazaeus and Mithridates’
Imperial patrons. The Roman officials Pollio and Proculus also combined Roman and
local techniques in their architectural benefactions. The aqueduct bridge was a new
type of monument in the Greek East, indicative of the origin of the two men sent there
to oversee the construction of the Aqua Throessitica. Their own addition to the
channel, the bridge over the Marnas Valley, emphasises that both Imperial and private
funds were used for major architectural benefactions in Augustan Ephesus. Despite
the Imperial involvement with the Aqua Throessitica, the way it was constructed was
not Roman. Throughout the channel, the water was carried through clay pipes
cemented together, rather than arched culverts more typical of aqueducts in Italy. A
further indication of the influence that Rome had on major architectural benefaction
in Augustan Ephesus was that the Marnas aqueduct bridge was built of a local attempt
at opus caementicium, using available materials to create something that resembled
the Roman original. Although some elements of the Basilica Stoa would have been
unfamiliar in Augustan Ephesus, such as its elevation and three-aisled floorplan, the
concept of an aisled hall adjacent to the Agora would have been instantly recognisable
to the local population.

The monuments of Mazaeus and Mithridates and Pollio and Proculus also indicate
how provincial benefactors were represented through their monuments in relation to
both their local cities and to Rome. The Imperial freedmen Mazaeus and Mithridates,
who were from Ephesus, emphasised their relationship with their patrons and their
status as freedmen through their dedications to them. However, by not using their tria
nomina, they were represented as locals. The Greek inscription on the gate that does

not name their Imperial patrons affirms this: a Greek-speaking audience could easily
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interpret the gate as having been dedicated to a local patron to whom Mazaeus and
Mithridates were clients. The architectural and decorative features of the gate itself
also represented Mazaeus and Mithridates’ Roman citizenship and their residency in
Ephesus, constructing a monument that simultaneously honoured the Imperial family,
the local deity and people, and performed a practical function as the entrance into the
agora. Pollio and Proculus, as Roman citizens with Italic origins, included local
honorands alongside the Imperial family in their dedications. The recognition of the
patron deity and the people of Ephesus first in the inscription would have no doubt
aided them to gain the influence and prestige locally to allow them to build the Basilica
Stoa. Through this monument, but particularly through the statues that were located
within it, Pollio and his family were represented as great benefactors, worthy of the
highest honours alongside the Imperial family. Proculus’, rather than the city’s,
construction of the Pollio Monument further emphasised how the family were
represented as great and worthy benefactors within Ephesus. Although overseeing an
Imperial-funded civic project, Pollio and Proculus did not build entirely in a Roman
style but incorporated local materials and techniques into their building projects. By
doing so, they created composite monuments, reflecting both their status and identity
as Roman citizens and their membership of the Ephesian elite. Both pairs of
benefactors, one from Asia, the other from Italy, represented their local and Roman
identities through their monuments, promoting their dual identities in a manner most

easily understood by their target audiences.

The monuments, located within a relatively small spatial and temporal location, show
how different architectural benefactions, and their benefactors could be. These
monuments also show that how ‘Roman’ a benefactor was, did not determine how
‘Roman’ their monument was. The Greeks Mazaeus and Mithridates built a
predominantly Roman monument to honour their Roman patrons but retained some
familiar Hellenistic features in keeping with its function as the entrance into the Lower
Agora. The Romans Pollio and Proculus built a Roman looking monument, with some
unseen local elements and materials outside of the city, whilst inside the city their
monument would have looked familiar to a local audience. The Roman architectural
elements of the Basilica Stoa would have been less obviously different from what was
contained within it, the statues of members of the Imperial family.
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4

Familial Representation through Architectural Benefaction in Post-Augustan
Aphrodisias

4.1. Post-Augustan Building at Aphrodisias.

In contrast to the previous two, this chapter considers the representation of
architectural benefactors who had no direct link to Rome, and how the impact of Rome
can be understood through their monuments. Across Aphrodisias from the reign of
Tiberius to the reign of Nero, and possibly as late as the Antonine period, several
generations of four families worked on numerous building projects. Whilst the post-
Neronian benefactors are outside of this thesis’ time period, they will be mentioned to
show the continuation of the family’s work in Aphrodisias. The construction, or
completion, of many of the Roman buildings that are still visible today occurred during
this period, including the Sebasteion and the colonnaded central spaces of the city.
The Temple of Aphrodite also underwent significant reconstruction work. This
chapter considers both the role that local elite benefactors had in introducing Roman
architectural techniques and dedicatory practices to their city, and how even within
families of benefactors, there was scope for variations in terms of the benefactions and

the way that benefactors were represented through architecture.
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Figure 38: City Plan of Aphrodisias, with the locations of the families’ building
projects marked. 1) The ‘Portico of Tiberius’ 2) The East Gate. 3) Proposed location
for the Gymnasium of Diogenes. 4) Temple of Aphrodite. 5) Sebasteion complex.
(Adapted after Aphrodisias Excavations, Oxford University. Last Accessed 6/1/2020)

4.2. Four Late Julio-Claudian Aphrodisian Families

In the later Julio-Claudian period, there were many architectural benefactions made
by families in Aphrodisias. These included the South Stoa of the North Agora; the
north and east sides of an enclosed space to the south of the North Agora; the temple
of Aphrodite; and the Sebasteion. Several honorific inscriptions to them also

survive.5® Those involved with most of this chapter’s architectural benefactions came

639 SEG 31 900 is a marble statue base with an honorific inscription to Attalis Apphion; SEG 31 901 is
an honorary inscription for Tiberius Claudius Diogenes cut on three cornice blocks from the scaenae

frons of the theatre.
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either from two separate families (A and B) or were from branches of the same family.
The naming conventions are very similar, but it is not possible to match up the two
branches from the surviving evidence. The other families (C and D) appear to have
been unrelated to the others but collaborated with them on the same monuments.
Figure 39 shows the genealogies of the benefactors, and the monuments they are

known to have constructed.

A Artemidorus
Diogenes (1)

Menandrus

Diogenes (2)
Portico of Tiberius
Menandrus
Diogenes (3)

East Gate of Colonnaded Space to the South of the North Agora

B) Attalus Andronus
Menandrus Menecrates
Diogenes (4) Attalus = Attalis Apphion
Sebasteion Temple of Aphrodite and Sebasteion

TiberJus Claudius Diogenes

Sebasteion
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C) Eunicus
Menandrus enandrus
Apphlas Eusebe/ \I\/Ienandrus
Sebasteion Sebasteion
Tata
Sebasteion
Eusebes Menandrus
Sebasteion Sebasteion

D) Eumachus
Athenagoras Molon

Athenagoras Adrastus DionT/sius

Eumachus Diogenes Ammias Olympias

Temple of Aphrodite Temple of Aphrodite

Figure 39: Family trees of the case study’s benefactors. Bold indicates those known
from the epigraphic record to have given public monuments. Blue lines indicate

natural succession, red indicate adoption.
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4.3. The ‘enclosed space south of the North Agora’

The space in question, described in earlier publications as the city’s second
monumental square, measured 216 x 69 metres and was begun sometime between A.D.
14 and 28/29.%%° The space was enclosed by stoas on the north, south and west sides,
and by the building known as the ‘Agora Gate’ on the east side, henceforth called the
East Gate. The construction of stoas by elite residents to surround a space was not
unusual in the East at that time. Zoilus, as discussed in Chapter 2, began the
demarcation of the agora in the late first century B.C., whilst at Thasos in the mid-first
century A.D. two brothers constructed a stoa of the agora and were honoured with a
heroon.54! Several generations of one of the families were involved in the construction

of elements of this space.

4.3.1 The “Portico of Tiberius.”

The North Stoa, also known as the Portico of Tiberius, was the earliest part of the
complex and shared its back wall with the South Stoa of the North Agora. The portico
was 212.10 metres long and comprised seventy-one lonic columns. The average space
between the columns was 2.89 metres, though the ‘central’ door is off-centred; there
are thirty-four columns to the west, thirty-seven to the east. This resulted from either
the Stoa being extended eastwards towards the East Gate or shortened at the west end
to establish the, later, West stoa.5*> The Stoa rested on an euthynteria of blue-grey
marble, whose curved steps resembled ‘theatre seats.’®*® The inscription, found
towards the west end of the Portico of Tiberius and reconstructed from thirteen white
marble architrave blocks, was formed of a moulded edge and three fasciae.®** The

letters measure 0.10 metres,®*® and were inscribed only on the uppermost fasciae. It

640 Smith, 1996, 13. For terminus ante quem see Reynolds 1980, 78 (death of Livia in A.D. 29) and de
Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 149 (A.D. 28).

841 Dickenson 2017, 189.

642 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 149-150.

643 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 151.

644 |Aph2007 4.4.

645 Reynolds 1980, 78; King’s College, London’s Aphrodisias epigraphy database describes the block
as being part of a cornice; however closer examination of photographs of the stone suggests that this
surviving architectural detail was part of a khmer moulding.
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was initially discovered during the 1937 Italian excavations, and was published two

years later by Giulio Jacopi. Jacopi’s text reads:
Appoditnt kai Avtokpdropt Kaicapt Oeidt Xefactdrn Au [Matpdmt
kol Avtokpdropt Tifepiot Kaicapt @cod Zefaoctod vidt Lefactdn
kol TovAion Zefootijt kol Tt Anpot Aoyévng Mevavdpou
100 Atoyévoug tod Aptepuddpov vacat Appoditng kai Mévavdpoc®®

However, the text that Jacopi publishes differs slightly from the texts which appear
later in SEG and 1Aph2007:

W. Appoditnt kai | Advtokpdropt Kaicopt @edt | Zefactdr Au [Hotpd ot kai |
Avtokpdropt Tifepimt Kaica[pl] | [@eo]d ZefacTtod vidt Ze | Bactdt Stop kai
stop TovAiow Zefoc | Tijt Stop kai tdL ARuwt v otoéa[v] | W. Atoyévng
Mevavdpov 10D | [AJwoyévoug tod Aptepdop|[ov kai -+ €. 13 -+ igp]na

A@poditng stop kai stop Mévavo | [pog -+ ? -]
1[-- ? --JAIAA[-- ? -]

1[--? -]TA[+ ? -]

[~ ? --]TI[-- 2 -]

To Aphrodite, the Deified Emperor Caesar Augustus Zeus Patroos, and the
Emperor Tiberius Caesar, son of the Deified Emperor and the Empress lulia
and the demos, Diogenes, son of Menandrus, son of Diogenes, son of

Artemidorus (dedicated) the stoa and...priest of Aphrodite and Menandrus
(7)...54

What is present in later publications of this text, but absent from Jacopi’s transcription,
is the details of what is being dedicated, the stoa. Further pieces of this text were found
during the American excavations in the mid-late 1980s, but these later additions cannot
explain the absence of the letters trv oto6a[v] from Jacopi’s transcription. Although

the editors of 1Aph2007 do not publish a photograph of this block, their edition

646 Jacopi 1939, 15-16.
647 SEG 30 1244; IAph2007 4.4.
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suggests that it Kai T®1 Aqpot v otoéa[v] formed one block. The stone on which
v otdéo[v] was inscribed, therefore, cannot be a later addition to the text found in the
1980s when the New Y ork team re-found the text recorded by Jacopi. There are several
possible reasons for this discrepancy. The first is that Jacopi’s omission was simply a
copying error. Secondly, a later editor may have placed tnv otéa[v] into parentheses
to indicate that the missing object of dedication, and subsequently tnv otoa[v] was
taken as being present in the original text. A third reason is that the text recorded in
1937 by Jacopi is a different text to the one ‘re-found’ in the 1980s. Whilst Jacopi
states that the text was found near the stoa on the north side of what was later called
the ‘South Agora’, he acknowledges that the buildings he was excavating had been
damaged by an earthquake.®*® As the South Stoa of the North Agora and the Portico
of Tiberius shared a back wall, and Jacopi’s description of the inscription’s findspot
is not detailed enough to state categorically where the text was originally placed; it
could have fallen from the South Stoa of the North Agora.

The monument’s benefactor was Diogenes 2 and he dedicated the building to the
deified Augustus, Tiberius, and Livia. In the text, Augustus is described as theos and
identified with Zeus Patroos, thus the dedication of the building must post-date his
death in A.D. 14. The dedication also includes Tiberius, designated Imperator, and
Livia, as Julia Augusta. The grouping of the three members of the Imperial family,
Reynolds argues, is clearly presented as a domus divina. She goes on to say that the
formula seen here is well on the way to the standard dedication of public
monuments.®*® Recent work has demonstrated that this formula was established in the
East by the mid-first century A.D.%*° However, despite including common elements
of Roman architectural dedications, the text demonstrates that there was still room for
variation and individual representation within such contexts. Whilst the text may
contain elements common in Roman monumental dedications, it was not completely
Roman in character. After the dedication to the Imperial family, there is a vacant space.

The vacat was placed deliberately to separate the inscription into two parts, one

648 Jacopi 1939, 22.

649 Reynolds 1980, 78.

650 See Graham 2018 for a discussion of the use of the recipient first formula in building inscriptions
from first century A.D. Aphrodisias. Also, Graham 2013, 1-30 and Burrell 2006, 437-42 for discussions

of similar patterns of dedicatory rhetoric in first century A.D. Ephesus.
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Roman, one local. The first, Roman, section honours the members of the Imperial
family alongside the local deity and the demos, in a manner reminiscent of the texts
seen on the monuments of Gaius Sextilius Pollio and Gaius Offilius Proculus in
Augustan Ephesus.

By including the benefactor’s full list of patronymics and the offices that he had held,
the second part of the text resembled older Hellenistic dedicatory practices. This part
of the inscription resembled those from the monuments of Gaius lulius Zoilus. The
Roman and Hellenistic sections of this dedicatory indicate that the influence of Rome
had resulted in local benefactors considering the Imperial family worthy enough to be
honoured through their monuments but that local practices of representing
architectural benefactors were retained. By combining characteristics seen in earlier
Hellenistic practices in Aphrodisias and near-contemporary Roman practices in
Ephesus, this text shows that variations in representation of architectural benefactors
occurred. Diogenes’ 2 dedication indicates how the influence of Rome can be shown
through architectural benefaction. Diogenes 2 was neither a Roman citizen, nor
someone with a demonstrable connection to Rome or the Imperial family, but he
dedicated his monument to them. Forty years earlier, the buildings of Zoilus, a
freedman of Octavian, had not been dedicated to the Imperial family; instead; he was
represented almost exclusively as a prestigious member of local elite. The Greek
freedmen Mazaeus and Mithridates, honoured their Roman patrons, but their
dedication had very little indication of their local origins. Near contemporaries of
Diogenes 2, the Roman officials Pollio and Proculus dedicated their monuments to the
Imperial family, and, although they were represented as the financial sponsors of the
monuments, no mention was made of how they gained the authority to construct them.
By the middle of Tiberius’ reign, therefore, there was no standard formula for the
dedication of a provincial monument. Nor were monumental dedications used for a set
purpose. Both Romans and non-Romans honoured the Imperial family and there were
variations on how elites from both groups were represented. The question of whether
they were Greek or Roman or had a demonstrable connection to Rome did not dictate
who an architectural benefactor was, how they were honoured through their
monuments, or how they were represented in the dedication. This degree of variation
suggests heterogeneous responses to Roman rule, which must be considered when

discussing its impact on provincial cities and their residents.
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There is circumstantial evidence for Diogenes 2 being involved in the construction of
the South Stoa of the North Agora in the form of a fragmentary inscription found
during Christopher Ratté and Bert Smith’s 2002-2005 excavations in the area. They
state that the inscription, found on an architrave block, names “Diogenes,” who the
authors assume is the same Diogenes 2 who dedicated the Portico of Tiberius.®!
However, in their publication, they provide neither an image nor a transcription of the
text. These are also missing from Esen Ogiis’ most recent report on the ongoing
excavations of the area, published in 2016.%°% Ratté and Smith’s analysis of the
discoveries of their excavations suggests that construction of these two porticoes
occurred at the same time, by the same person,®®3 but this cannot be proved. However,
if this text was structured in the same way as the one from the Portico of Tiberius, and
was placed directly opposite Zoilus’ text, it would indicate within the same space not
only the growing influence of Rome in the province, but also a progression in how
benefactors were represented in the period between the accession of Octavian and the
death of Livia.

651 Ratté and Smith 2008, 720.

852 Ogiis 2016, 151-156; 151 Ogiis states that “the S stoa (of the North Agora) was built in the Tiberian
period, as was the Portico of Tiberius in the “South Agora” but cites Smith and Ratté’s article on the
excavations, rather than the dedicatory inscriptions. The text almost certainly remains unpublished.

653 Smith and Ratté 2000, 235; Ratté and Smith 2008, 720.



197

Figure 40: The Portico of Tiberius, Aphrodisias. (April 2011).

4.3.2 The East Gate

A building traditionally, but inaccurately, called the ‘Agora Gate’ stood on the East
side of the complex. It was built during the second century A.D. and completed the
enclosure of the space. De Chaisemartin and Lemaire describe the East Gate as
resembling a scaenae frons, flanked by two square towers. It is on a slightly skewed
alignment in relation to the rest of the complex, as it is not perpendicular to the North
and South Stoas.%** Andrew Wilson notes that the gate should be dated to the late
Hadrianic or early Antonine period on grounds of architectural style alone, but the only
architectural features he mentions are columns and aediculae.®®® He also notes that the
epigraphic evidence may point to a Hadrianic date.5%® Statue bases of Nerva and

Hadrian survive from the gate, and record that Diogenes Menandrou paid for them,

654 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 158.
855 Wilson 2016a, 107; 130.
856 Wilson 2016a, 107.
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but these inscriptions also remain unpublished.®®” A third, published, base of

Antoninus Pius reads:

10

Avtokpdatopo
Kaicapa Titov
Athmov Adpia
VOV Avtovel-
vov Xefaoc-

tov Evoefi

wVv. 6 dfju[o]c
8 v €] oye-
70 "AdpOOTOG
AdpacTtov 10D
[A]moAlwviov
[T]oD Avdpdvog

[ v. AlttéAov v.

Imperator Caesar Titus Aelius Hadrianus Antoninus Augustus Pius. The

People (put up his statue) from the (funds) which Adrastus son of Adrastus,

the son of Apollonius the son of Andron? Attalus, promised.5®

857 Wilson 2016a does not mention the texts. They are absent from the extensive 2006 study of the

Roman portrait statuary from Aphrodisias by Smith et al, and the commentary of 1Aph2007 4.201, the

published statue base from the Gate of Antoninus Pius, states: “This text is a little different from those

found in the same area, honouring Nerva, (unpublished) (=77.34) and Hadrian (unpublished) (=83.75).”
658 |Aph2007 4.201. Ed. Joyce Reynolds, 2007. This Adrastus may have been the same Adrastus who
was Procurator of the Column of Marcus Aurelius at Rome and later declared an Imperial freedman
sometime in the joint reign of Septimius Severus and Caracalla (A.D. 197-211). CIL VI.1585b; Moore

2012, 225. This is pure speculation as, whilst the text from Aphrodisias mentions Adrastus’ father, there

are no patronymics in the text from Rome. Without any patronymics, it is harder to be definitive as to

whether the same Adrastus erected a statue of Antoninus Pius at Aphrodisias and served as procurator

in Rome.
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This gift by a separate benefactor suggests that the gate may be Hadrianic, and along
with the baths, belonged to a larger, contemporary, programme of remodelling the east
and west ends.®*° De Chaisemartin and Lemaire claim that an inscription on the lonic
architrave states that the gate was erected by Diogenes 3, son of Menander, son of
Diogenes the Younger 2.5° Wilson suggests that it would have been fitting if a
benefactor embellished the complex funded by his grandfather,®®! lending further
support to the theory that Diogenes 2 built the Portico of Tiberius, whilst his grandson
of the same name built the East Gate. However, neither de Chaisemartin and Lemaire,

nor Pont, nor Wilson, quote the text in their publications, not give any references to
it.662

As Diogenes 2 was active during the reign of Tiberius, it would be plausible for his
grandson still to be building public monuments during the reign of Hadrian. Although
Wilson argues that the architectural features of the gate suggest a later Hadrianic or
early Antonine date, rather than an early Hadrianic one, Diogenes 3 probably died
before the accession of Antoninus Pius; otherwise, it is likely that he, Diogenes 3,
rather than Adrastus, would have paid for the statue of that emperor. Diogenes 3 may
have begun and paid for the project early in the reign of Hadrian but died prior to the

monument’s completion. Adrastus, and perhaps other, now unknown benefactors,

859 Wilson 2016a, 107.

660 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire, 1996, 158. Wilson 2016a, 107 and Pont 2008a, 185 also recognises
that these benefactors may be related to one another.

861 Wilson 2016a, 107.

662 The text is also absent from the online Aphrodisias inscription database published by King’s College,
London. Despite the lack of recent updates, the most recent being October 2007, it was published eleven
years after de Chaisemartin and Lemaire’s article, so the ‘dedicatory inscription’ from the Agora Gate
should be in the online database, as it contains published and unpublished texts. In his 2016 article,
Wilson alludes to the importance of the epigraphic evidence for the dating of the gate but notes in his
references that this inscription remains unpublished. Pers. comm. Ben Russell, February 2020.
“Angelos Chaniotis is working on the inscription from the East Propylon, the publication of which will
appear in the volume edited by Andrew Wilson and Ben Russell on the excavations in the area of what
was formally known as the South Agora, now identified as the Place of Palms. This text shows that a
Diogenes ’the Younger’, son of Menandrus, son of Diogenes, paid for the East Propylon (Agora Gate)
and Chaniotis argues that he is almost certainly the grandson of the Diogenes son of Menandrus who
built the North Stoa (Portico of Tiberius).”
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completed the project, adding to it the statue of the then reigning Emperor, Antoninus

Pius.
4.3.3. The Gymnasium of Diogenes?

In his 2008 article Twelve Buildings in Search of Locations Angelos Chaniotis
discusses a text which refers to later building work at the Gymnasium of Diogenes.®%*
The location of the Gymnasium of Diogenes has not been formally identified but there
is substantial evidence to suggest that it was located within the complex located to the
south of the North Agora, and named after Diogenes 2 and Diogenes 3, who instigated,
and completed the building work respectively. Ferri suggested that the space might
have functioned as a gymnasium as early as 1938.%4 The location and architectural
features of the complex make this interpretation plausible. The area was prone to
flooding and this tendency would make the area unsuitable for habitation.®%® The
obvious parallel is the Campus Martius in Rome, which was used for military training
prior to being drained and then built on during the late Republican period. Such a space
is not unique to Rome; many other campuses are known elsewhere.®®® The Campus
Martius was also favoured for this purpose because it lay outside the pomerium,
whereas this space is in the centre of Aphrodisias. Although the use of a space for such
a purpose in Rome does not necessarily mean that a space with similar characteristics
was used for the same purpose in Aphrodisias, the lack of any buildings in the area
constructed prior to the Roman period,®® allows for the possibility that it could

previously have been used for training activities.

In Book 5, Vitruvius describes what a gymnasium should look like. He states that the
peristyle should be long enough to accommodate a running circuit two stadia in
length.%%8 The estimated size and shape of the central pool would have allowed enough
space for a running track between its edge and the portico measuring 394 metres, or

just over two stadia.®®® The portico on three sides should be single, whereas on the

663 CIG 2782; Chaniotis 2008, 72-73.

664 Ferri 1938, 69.

665 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 166.

866 Devijver and van Wonterghem 1981, 33.

667 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 159.

668 Vitr. 5. 11. 1.

669 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 166-167.
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south it should be double, to protect the interior from inclement weather.5”° The south
portico here is not a double portico. The north portico would have been used for an
indoor running track, so that training could continue in bad weather.5’* No traces of a
running track survive in the ground, but the North Stoa was the only one unpaved.
Comparable indoor running tracks dating from the early Imperial period have been
found at Pergamon, Priene and Cyrene.®”? The North Stoa would have been the only
feasible location in the complex for an indoor running track.5”® However, relying on
Vitruvius’ treatise and some far from diagnostic archaeological evidence remains

problematic.

What is absent from Vitruvius’ description of the ideal gymnasium is the natatio, or
cold pool. In his extensive study of Greek gymnasia, Jean Delorme suggests that
swimming was never a competitive sport in the Greek world, and as a result, would
not have formed part of athletic training.6’* Despite the lack of competitive swimming
during the Classical and Hellenistic periods, Delorme notes a number of pools in
gymnasia, including at Nemea, Apollonis, Delphi, and Athens®”® At Aphrodisias, a
stone pool, 169 metres long and 19 metres wide dominated the internal area of the
space. When first excavated the pool had an estimated depth of c. 0.85 metres.8”® More
recently, its floor and an associated overflow pipe have been found, which indicate a
water depth of c. 0.94 metres, just deep enough to swim in.%”” Associated sculptures
have been discovered, including a channel block in the shape of a prow of a ship with
gambolling dolphins, which may have been the original inflow. Other finds include
fountains, which would have delivered jets of water, and a waterspout in the shape of
a boy astride a dolphin. Fragments of statues, including nine heads, a seated himation
statue, and two bases, that were found in the west end of the pool may have been

associated with the pool. However, their original context is unknown.®’® Such

670 vitr. 5. 11. 1.

671 Vitr. 5. 11. 3-4.

672 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 170.

673 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 167.

674 Delorme 1960, 371.

675 Delorme 1960, 371.

676 Erim 1990, 20; de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 158.
877 Wilson 2016a, 118; Wilson, Russell, and Ward 2016, 83.
678 Wilson 2016a, 126; Wilson 2016b, 111; 116.
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decoration suggests that this feature was not just part of the area’s drainage work but

designed with aesthetics and its place within the city in mind.

Pottery found in the preparation layers for the paving around the pool date it to
sometime during the first century A.D. It was contemporary with, or immediately
followed the Portico of Tiberius.®”® Wilson states that a first century date suggests that
the pool was part of the original layout, before discussing the necessity of having large-
scale drainage infrastructure in place prior to construction of the Portico.%® Yet, this
pool is the only first-century evidence of water management in that area. The many
terracotta pipes found across the space indicate the area’s liability to flooding in

antiquity, 8!

but a construction on the scale of this pool is unlikely to have had the
purpose of collecting water. Furthermore, the sides of the pool were stepped,
resembling theatre seats.®®2 The steps down into the pool at Aphrodisias are
comparable to earlier pools in gymnasia at Apollonis and at Delphi. The pool at Delphi
is more than twice as deep as the Aphrodisian pool, but its diameter of 10 metres
rendered it unsuitable for racing.%®® Whilst Delorme concludes his analysis by stating
that gymnasium pools in the Greek world were designed with hydrotherapy rather than
competitive racing in mind,® the Aphrodisian pool would have had a number of uses.
Whilst it was only just deep enough to swim in, its elongated shape would have
allowed either for competitions or for longer distance training swims. At the same
time, the terraced sides would have functioned both as an easy entry and exit and for
sitting partly submerged whilst cooling down after exercise in the same way that
earlier gymnasium pools had been used. All of these features suggest that this pool
was designed for something more than the collection of water in a flood-prone area.
Furthermore, where purpose-built cold-water bathing facilities existed in the Greek
world during the Classical and Hellenistic periods, they were an exclusive privilege of

athletic bathing facilities, rather than public facilities. Even here, immersion pools

679 Wilson, Russell, and Ward 2016, 78.

680 Wilson 2016a, 127-128.

681 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 159.
882 Erim 1990, 20, 22-23.

683 Delorme 1960, 311-312.

684 Delorme 1960, 312.



203

were still rare.%% This extensive evidence shows that this pool must have been
designed to be used as part of the training and exercise regimes that occurred within

the new gymnasium.

Although not considered necessary for gymnasia by Vitruvius, the Italian campus was
often supplemented by a swimming pool.%®¢ Hubert Devijver and Frank van
Wonterghem’s 1981 study of the epigraphic evidence for campi shows that they were
attested at sixteen Latin-speaking cities.®®” Evidence for associated pools are known
from four of these sixteen: Forum Novum Sabinorum; Treia; Divodurum and
Saepinum.®® In the Roman colony of Narbo an inscription has been found dating from
the Republican period, which, although does not specifically mention a campus, states
that there was a pool within what has been interpreted as a campus-like structure; an
empty space fenced with rubble.%® The original phase of the Gymnasium of Diogenes,
prior to its complete enclosure by colonnades, may have been a less formal affair more
akin to a campus or the campus-like structure as described by Devijver and van
Wonterghem at Narbo. If this was the case, this would have been highly unusual in a
Greek city, as all known examples of such structures come from Latin-speaking
contexts. This is one way of explaining the use of this space since the other three sides
post-date the Portico of Tiberius. The South and West Stoas predate the East Gate, so
the space may have functioned as a gymnasium with three enclosed sides for a period
before it was finally enclosed during the reign of Hadrian. Even without the East Gate,

the Gymnasium of Diogenes would have functioned as a space where tradition Greek

885 Trimper 2013, 61.

686 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 164-165.

887 Sarmizegetusa, Dacia CIL 111 7983; Como CIL V 5279; Carthage CIL VIII 12573; Forum Novum
Sabinorum CIL IX 4786; Cupra Marittima CIL 1% 1917; Teramo CIL 12 1905-6; Treia CIL IX 5656;
Nola CIL X 1236; Aletrium CIL 12 1529; Cagliari CIL X 7581; Albinum CIL XII 2493-5; Namnetes
CIL X111 3107; Divodurum CIL XI11 4324 and CIL X111 11353; Praeneste CIL X1V 2940; Teggianoc M.
Della Corte, Avanzi del sepolcro monumentale di C. Luxilius Macer, Nsc (1926) pp. 258-260;
Saepinum M. Gaggiotti, Note urbanistico-topografiche tratte da un’iscrizione inedita Sepinate. Annali
Fac. Lett. Filos. Univ. Pergia, Studi Class., Vol. XVI 11 (1978-79) p. 51 + Tav I.
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689 CIL XI11 1488; Devijver and van Wonterghem 1981, 44.



204

exercise and training activities could take place, with the additional functions of
incorporating Roman practices and honouring the Imperial family. By the Hadrianic
period the Gymnasium of Diogenes would also have facilitated bathing in a Roman

manner

In Roman cities, such swimming pools were necessary for military training, and their
presence within sports facilities in Italy was characteristic of urbanisation during the
first centuries B.C. and A.D. From this period onwards, baths gradually began to
replace traditional gymnasium complexes.®®° The ample running water present in the
area would have fed such a swimming pool and later may have functioned to
complement the Baths of Hadrian, which did not have the cold pool traditionally
associated with such a complex.®® Further evidence to suggest the area’s usage for
training activities was the discovery of marble sling bullets and iron spears. The
conical shape of the spears’ sockets mean that they were training, rather than offensive,
weapons.® It would have been likely for Aphrodisias to have such a complex.
Augustus had restored honour sports and civic activities of the juvenes, which had
largely developed in the Roman West. The provision of such a complex by Diogenes
2, Diogenes 3, and the other benefactors demonstrates that local elites had accepted,
adopted, and adapted Roman practices. By contributing to the construction of this
complex, the benefactor’s attitudes towards both Roman cultural influences, and their

preservation of older practices, were publicly represented in the heart of the city.

The decorative features of the complex provide evidence for this space’s function as
a gymnasium. A frieze of carved heads and garlands adorned the lonic entablature of
the three porticoes and the lower order of the East Gate. At first sight this frieze seems
to evoke the theme of celebration and concord; however, the variety of the styles of
heads offers the key to understanding their purpose.®® These include theatre masks
and heads of Dionysian figures. These formed a relatively small group on the north
frieze, while they were dominant over those of the West and South Stoas and the East

Gate. Numerous figures of deities were also present on the friezes, including Apollo,

6% de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 164.
691 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 166.
692 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 171.

693 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 161.
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Artemis, Athena, Hermes, and Heracles, all associated with Hellenic paideia.
Interestingly, there are figures of athletes, perhaps indicative of the complex’s
purpose. These follow the classic models of either Polycletus or Lysippus, and
representations of Amazons accompany them. The final type of head are
representations of Greek princes. Those surviving include: several portrait types of
Alexander the Great; Antigonus Monophthalmus; Demetrius Poliorcertes;
Lysimachus; Pyrrhus; Philetairus; Ptolemy Soter; Seleucus the Great; Attalus I;
Ptolemy Philadelphus; Ptolemy IV; Antiochus IV; Antiogone and Gonatas.®®* The
portraits of athletes would be an obvious choice of decoration in a gymnasium. The
portraits of Hellenistic kings would have been ideal subjects for such an establishment,
serving as exempla to the youths receiving instruction there. Both the Ptolemaic and,
particularly, the Attalid kings sponsored the building or the restoration of gymnasia

and received honours from the recipient cities as benefactors.

Figure 41: Carved heads from the friezes of the enclosed space to the south of the
North Agora, Aphrodisias. (April 2011).

694 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 163.
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A comparative collection of subjects, consisting of eighty-five bronze and marble
sculptures,®®® was found at the Villa of the Papyri at Herculaneum. In addition to the
portrait types seen in Aphrodisias, those at the Villa of the Papyri include intellectuals,
philosophers, and playwrights. These images, like those of the deities, are all
associated with the Greek cultural world and emphasise the importance of paideia in
elite society.®® In their studies of the iconography of the sculpture from the Villa of
the Papyri, Gilles Sauron®®’ and Maria Wojcik®®® have argued that the plan of the villa
intentionally reproduced the plan of a Greek gymnasium. The first peristyle
corresponded to the palaestra, which opened onto a long peristyle court with a central
basin, reminiscent of the xysta.®® The letters of Cicero also use these gymnasium-like
terms to describe open spaces within houses and allude to the presence of art works of

discernment there.

“If you light on any articles of vertu suitable for a gymnasium, which would
look well in the place you know of; please don't let them slip. | am so delighted

with my Tusculan villa that I never feel really happy till I get there.”’®

“The Megaric statues and the Hermae, which you mentioned in your letters, |
am waiting for impatiently. Anything you have of the same kind which may
strike you as worthy of my ‘Academia,”” do not hesitate to send, and have
complete confidence in my money-chest. My present delight is to pick up

anything particularly suitable to a ‘gymnasium.’”"%

De Chaisemartin and Lemaire propose that the portraits from the friezes of the space
are a parallel to the ‘gymnasium’ iconography of the Villa of the Papyri. Both this
space and the Villa of the Papyri would have evoked a place of privileged Hellenic
culture, where Romans of high status maintained a sense of nostalgic reverence while

emphasising to their peers their own social standing.”® Although rich Romans like

89 Thonemann 2016, 105.

69 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 163-164.
897 Sauron 1980, 289-93.
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Cicero were obviously keen to furnish their private villas with Hellenic imagery, there
must be some consideration as to why such images are present on a public monument
of the Roman Imperial period. The use of Hellenistic images within the gymnasium
hints at a retention of older practices within Aphrodisias. Until the addition of the bath
complex to the west end of the space in the Hadrianic period, it would have functioned
much the same as any other gymnasium anywhere else in the Greek world. The
continuation in function of a space would have facilitated a continuation in decoration
type; if one remains constant why change the other? The continuation of traditional
Hellenistic gymnasium decorative features within a monument dedicated to the
Imperial family indicates that this local family were remembering their Greek roots,
traditions, and practices, in addition to embracing the cultural changes that occurred
around them. The main honorand of this monument was the Imperial family and
having received acknowledgement, the individual benefactor, as financier of the
monument, could decorate their monument as they saw fit. Diogenes 2 and Diogenes
3, through both the epigraphic and decorative evidence associated with their
benefaction were clearly represented as benefactors who responded to the growing
influence of Rome in their city, whilst maintaining their own ideas, culture, and
preferences. These responses further strengthen the need to acknowledge the
complexities and lack of homogeneity when discussing the influence of Rome on the

people of its provinces.

Further evidence that this space later functioned as a gymnasium comes from an
inscription, found reused in the city walls to the north-west of the stadium. The
honorific text to Marcus Ulpius Carminius Claudianus is forty-six lines long, but the

most relevant sections, lines 1-2, and 21-29, read:
1 BovAn) kai 6 dfjpog 6 Appodiciémy Kai 1| YepovGia

Map(kov) OvM(miov) Kap(piviov) Khawdiavdv, Hov Kap(pviov) Khavdiavod

Koi 10 Epyov 6¢& TodTo TO TH|g TAatelag &-
& AUQOTEP®V TAV HEp®V €€ apyNg UEYXPL TELOLG
€K Bepeliov péypt yeloovg evtuy®g yéyove Kol ye-

vieeTat, Koi &v T@ Aloyeviove 6& Yopvooio o &-
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Tépav iV ypnUdtev 10 AATT<N>plov, Koi TOV €vact-

AkoOv adTod Kai TG £lcddovg Kai ££650v¢ PeTd NG

YOVaKOG ATteiag <o>Kou<t>A<®O>G0VTo, Kol T0 OydApaTo TOV-
TOL TOL €V TOTG £PYOIS Kol TOVG AvOPLAVTOG OTKOEY

KOTEOKEVLOKOTO. ...

The Council, the people of Aphrodisias, and the Gerousia have caused to be
erected in their own monuments (a statue of) Marcus Ulpius Carminius
Claudianus, son of Carminius Claudianus ... and this construction of the wide
street has been carried out with good fortune and will continue (and be carried
out) from both sides, from the beginning to the end, from the foundation to
the cornices; and from other funds of his own (he constructed) the place of
anointing in the Gymnasium of Diogenes and (he funded) together with his
wife Apphia the covering with revetment plagues of the basilica which is inside
as well as of the entrances and the exits; and (he also donated) all the statues

and portrait statues which are in these building works...%

Claudianus was a member of a family from Attouda and one of Aphrodisias’ most
prominent benefactors in the period between c. A.D. 170 and 190. He was involved in
several building projects including a place for anointing in a building called in line 24
‘the Gymnasium of Diogenes’.”** He and his wife also paid for the revetment plaques
of a basilica, statues and a vault, the first of these at least appears to be inside what is
referred to as the Gymnasium of Diogenes. The inscription was found reused in the
city walls, so its context does not help with identifying the location of the gymnasium.
What does help to locate these building projects is the reference to his construction of
a plateia (mioteiag, line 21). Chaniotis and Pont translate mlateiog as “the wide
street”’® and “I’avenue’’® respectively. However, these translations are not adequate

when discussing the urban topography of Aphrodisias. Unlike Ephesus for example,

703 C|G 2782; Trans. Chaniotis 2008, 72-73.

704 CIG 2782 1. 24-25 “xai &v 16 Aloyeviavd 8¢ youvoosio 6 Etépov idiov ypnudtey o dmnt<i>plov”
de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 171-172.

795 Chaniotis 2008, 72.

796 pont 2008b, 242.
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Aphrodisias did not have wide colonnaded streets but instead two open spaces
dominate the centre of the town, a long, thin one to the south of a squarer one to the
north. The mAateiog in this inscription must refer to this southern colonnaded space.
Given the basilica’s location adjacent to this colonnaded space, “which is inside” could
refer to them being joined, or that the basilica was situated on land that belonged to

the Gymnasium of Diogenes.

Chaniotis suggests that the Gymnasium of Diogenes was named not after any of the
first century A.D. individuals named Diogenes, but after the senator Lucius Antonius
Claudius Diogenes Dometreinus in c. A.D. 175, who is known from two inscriptions.

The first is on his sarcophagus:
[-------mmm - g émypa]ofic dmotebeicbot dvtiypag[ov &ig T0]

[xpE0PLAAKIOV €Tl GTEQOVEOPOL AopeTe]ivov Atoyévoug 0 {’ unvog [---][ - ]

...and let a copy of this inscription be deposited in the registry-office during

the seventh stephanephorate of [Domete]inus Diogenes, in the month [ - .79

The second was inscribed on what is thought to be a statue base found reused in the
walls near the south-east gate, where he is described as gvepyétng and youvaciopyov

31" oidvoc.’%®
ap[--c. 6 -]
[--]tewvov Aloyé-
vnv Aciog apy-
1ept] vopo0é-

5 TNV YOUVOGi-
apyov 01" aidvog
TOV €0EPYETNV
M matpig scroll

EmuernOev-

97 PIR 112193 C 851; Trans. Chaniotis 2004, 413.
"8 CIG 2777. N.BIl. 5-7.
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10 T0G TG vaoTh-
GEMC TOD AvopL
avtog Heaott-
®voc B 10D An-
untpiov Tod

15 TPOTOAOYOL dp-

yovtog scroll leaf

[...Jteinos Diogenes, archiereus of Asia, lawgiver, gymnasiarch, eternal
benefactor, the fathers took (care of) the erection of the statue on the second

day of Hephaistion of Demetrious the chief magistrate.’®

Lucius Antonius Claudius Diogenes Dometreinus provided funds for the office of
gymnasiarch in eternity.”% This links him to a gymnasium more closely than the
evidence associated with Diogenes 2. There is no evidence, however, to suggest that
these funds were for a gymnasium that he constructed, only one with which he was
involved in an official capacity. The word evepyémnv is present in the statue base
inscription, but without more details, it is unclear as to whether he was called this
because he built a gymnasium or because he provided funds for the gymnasiarch.
Chaniotis suggests that the gymnasium should be located near the theatre on the
grounds of the topographical locations of Claudianus’ various projects and the fact
that he built at the Gymnasium of Diogenes.’”*! This is tenuous as benefactors did not
always concentrate their building projects in one specific area of the city: the projects
of Zoilus are in the northern, central, and southeast districts of Aphrodisias.
Furthermore, our space is located only slightly further away from the theatre than the
Theatre Baths, so determining an identification of the Gymnasium of Diogenes’ based
on the proximity of Marcus Ulpius Carminius Claudianus’ projects alone is not
sufficient. A further flaw in Chaniotis’ argument for the Theatre Baths being both the

Gymnasium of Diogenes and named after Lucius Antonius Claudius Diogenes

09 CIG 2777.
10 Chaniotis 2008, 73 “yvuvaciopyov St aidvoc”

11 Chaniotis 2008, 73.
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Dometreinus in ¢. 175 A.D., is that the Theatre Baths were built in the early to mid-
second century A.D. Chaniotis offers two possible explanations for these
chronological discrepancies. He states at the time of Lucius Antonius Claudius
Diogenes Dometreinus’ foundation, either an existing building was re-named after
him, or additional constructions were carried out at that time.”*? Either of these is
plausible, but not supported by any epigraphic evidence; we only know that Lucius
Antonius Claudius Diogenes Dometreinus was a gymnasiarch, not that he gave any

money towards, or constructed, a specific gymnasium building.

Further evidence to support the theory that Diogenes 3 constructed a monument at

Aphrodisias that was part of the Gymnasium of Diogenes is the following inscription:
1 BovAr) kol 6 dfjpog éteiunooav Koi
petnAloota Taig peyiotalg Koi
KoAAloToug Teipong Atoyévny Mevav-
dpov 10D Atoyévoug iepéa yevopevov Og-

5 ag Appodeitg kol Oedv ZePactdV dpe-
PLUVIOG YOUVAGLOPYCOVTO KO GTEPQL-
yneopncavta kol iepevoavto TdV Xefoc-
TV VepParlovoaic errodoiog kail
TAVONOLS £0TIAGE[ GV Kail TG Apyag Te-

10 Aécavta EIA0O0EWMS Kol TO AouTd EV0E-
Pidg -]
The Council and the People honoured, even after his death, with the greatest
and most splendid honours Diogenes son of Menandrus the son of Diogenes.
He had been priest of the goddess Aphrodite and of the Securitas of the gods,
the Augusti; he (acted as) gymnasiarch, stephanephorus and Priest of the

Augusti with outstanding ambition and feasts for the whole people, and carried

out the magistracies ambitiously, and the rest with piety [...]"*

"2 Chaniotis 2008, 73.

13 |Aph2007 15.261. Trans. Reynolds, 2007.
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Diogenes 3, honoured here posthumously, was obviously an influential member of
Aphrodisian society praised by the boule and the demos for his dedication to his duty.
Crucially, one of the official positions he held was gymnasiarch. The original location
of this inscription is now unknown, but it would have been set up in a prominent place.
Without further contextualisation Diogenes’ 3 position as gymnasiarch does not
provide any further proof that this space functioned as a gymnasium. Diogenes 3 was
clearly involved in the running of a gymnasium, and if the inscription mentioned by
de Chaisemartin and Lemaire does state that Diogenes 3 built the East Gate, it is not
completely unfounded to suggest that he became the gymnasiarch of a gymnasium
which he helped to construct. Had this been the case, the Gymnasium of Diogenes was
the name of the gymnasium established by the early second century A.D in the now
completely enclosed southern colonnaded space in the centre of Aphrodisias. It was
named after the gymnasiarch Diogenes 3 who had completed the final stage of the
complex’s construction, and his grandfather, Diogenes 2, who had begun construction
in the area. Its dimensions, the presence here of a swimming pool large enough that a
running track two stadia in length could fit around it, a feasible location for an indoor
running track, iconography appropriate for a gymnasium setting and the discovery of
training weapons all suggest that this was the purpose of this area. It was added to over
time, particularly the modifications to the West Stoa to incorporate the Baths of

Hadrian, and those of Marcus Ulpius Carminius Claudianus.

The identification of the southern colonnaded space at Aphrodisias as the Gymnasium
of Diogenes known from later epigraphic evidence locates one of the twelve “lost”
buildings outlined in Chaniotis’ study. More pertinently for this thesis however,
ascribing the Portico of Tiberius and the East Gate to a gymnasium indicates far more
about the influence of Rome, and how architectural benefactors represented this
influence through their buildings, than if they were part of an agora or a monumental
square. Elements of a Gymnasium were dedicated to members of the Imperial family.
This is a different practice to honouring the Emperors with a statue in a Gymnasium,
which would have been the natural progression from honouring the Hellenistic kings
in the same way. Gymnasia were not dedicated to the Hellenistic kings, so the
dedication of elements of the Gymnasium of Diogenes to members of the Imperial
family Roman Emperor represents local benefactors’ acceptance of Roman rule and

respect for them. Furthermore, the initial swimming pool, and eventually, the Baths of
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Hadrian testify to the gradual influence and uptake of Roman exercise and bathing
practices in this area of Aphrodisias in the first and second centuries A.D., facilitated

by local elite architectural benefactors.

Smith has offered the main arguments against this space being a gymnasium.’** He
acknowledges that, seen in isolation, the gymnasium hypothesis is attractive, but the
idea becomes more problematic in the wider urban context. Smith claims that a
gymnasium would barely tolerate the levels of through-traffic that the plan of the city
seemed to imply. Furthermore, a gymnasium was a more private space than, for
example, an agora and, in theory at least, could be closed off. Smith argues that this
space in Aphrodisias was a public one, with at least five entrances and formed part of
a North-South thoroughfare through the city centre at several points. At first sight,
Smith’s argument is convincing, but when compared to evidence from elsewhere, his
view seems to be guided by the modern assumption that a gymnasium should be cut
off from the rest of the city around it. Evidence to refute Smith is Strabo’s description

of Nicaea;

“The city is sixteen stadia in circuit and is quadrangular in shape; it is situated
in a plain and has four gates; and its streets are cut at right angles, so that the
four gates can be seen from one stone which is set up in the middle of the

gymnasium.”’?®

As the four gates of the city were visible from the centre of the gymnasium at Nicaea,
it could not have been a completely enclosed space, and must have allowed the
possibility of through-traffic. The Gymnasium of Diogenes, with its five separate
entrances, would have allowed a level of through-traffic moving from the basilica to
the south, the theatre to the southeast, the Sebasteion to the east, later the baths to the
west, northwards into the agora towards the Temple of Aphrodite and the stadium. In
a similar way, the Italic campus was also not an entirely enclosed, private space. The
following text from Aletrium describes many benefactions made by a L. Betilienus
Varus in the late Republican period’*®:

14 Smith 2016.
15 Strab. 12.4.7.
716 Devijver and van Wonterghem 1981, 38.
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L. Betilienus L.f. Vaarus

haec quae infera scripta

sonta de sentatu sententia

facienda coiravit: semitas

in oppido (sic) omnis, porticum qua
in arcem eitur, campum ubei
ludunt, horologium, macelum,

basilicam calecandam, seedes,

(I)acum balinearium, lacum ad

(p)ortam, aguam in opidum adqu. (sc. adqu(e)
arduom pedes CCCXI, fornicesq(ue)

fecit, fistulas soledas fecit,

Ob hasce res censorum fecere bis,

senatus filio stipendia mereta

esse iousit, populusque statuam

donavit Censorino.

Lucius Betilienus Varus, son of Lucius, by a vote of the Senate superintended
the construction of the works which are recorded below: all the street-paths in
the town; the colonnade along which people walk to the stronghold; a playing-
field; a sun-dial; a meat-market; the liming of the town-hall; seats; a bathing-
pool; he constructed a reservoir by the gate; an aqueduct about 340 feet long
leading into the city and to the height; also the arches and good sound water-
pipes. In reward for these works the Senate and people made him censor twice;
the Senate ordered that his son be exempt from military service; and the people

bestowed the gift of a statue on him over the title of Censorinus.*’

17 CIL 12 1529; Trans. E. H. Warmington, 1940.
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Devijver and van Wonterghem note that the phrase campum ubei ludunt indicates that
this campus was part of the public spaces of Aletrium. This space, they argue, had a
more general usage than one that was simply designated a campus. This was a space
not only for sports and training but also for recreation, socialising and playing
games.”*® A further argument for the gymnasium being an accessible place within the
city is the presence, by the late Hellenistic period, of large numbers of honorific statues
within them. Ma states that the gymnasium was one of the most important sites within
the city for the display of honorific statues.”® The presence of honorific statues of
people whose benefactions were to the city, rather than the gymnasium itself, such as
three surviving examples from Messene?° suggests that the general population must
have had some degree of access to the gymnasium, to allow the statue to be seen and
the benefactor honoured accordingly. It would make little sense to erect statues in
gymnasia of benefactors who had no connection to the establishment if only the users
of the gymnasium could see them. This space in Aphrodisias, open to the public, could
easily have functioned as a space for both private, formal training and public, informal

recreation.

In his 1996 article on the subject Smith makes a second, and much less convincing
point against this space functioning as a gymnasium. He notes the designation of the
Portico of Tiberius as merely 1 otod, ‘the stoa’ rather than something more indicative,
and argues that this very generic name implies that it was more likely to be one side
of a public space rather than a wing of a gymnasium. He also points out several
features of the space that are more akin to a public civic space, such as the gate and
the text of Diocletian’s Price Edict, which was carved onto the facade of the Basilica
entrance. Smith concluded that the space was a second monumental square, equipped
with lavish marble architecture, an ornate gate, and a magnificent pool, all very stylish,
but useless.”?! This argument does not stand up to scrutiny. There are not many names
that one could call the Portico of Tiberius other than 1} 6tod, especially as it was the
first part of a longer-term project. The presence of Diocletian’s Price Edict hardly

influenced the use of the space in the first and second centuries A.D., so this cannot

18 Devijver and van Wonterghem 1981, 38.
19 Ma 2013, 90.

720 SEG 41 347; 46 423; 47 399.

21 Smith 1996, 49.
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be used as evidence against this being a gymnasium. Similarly, the presence of a
monumental gateway does not prevent this space functioning as a gymnasium, as both
in the eastern and western empire spaces for training were open enough for public
usage. This area, despite its generic name and civic architecture, was an important,
functioning space, designed to cater for the needs of a changing and developing

provincial city, rather than being just a matter of style over substance.

A third point against this space acting as a gymnasium is the presence of what has
been identified as the Civil Basilica in the south-west corner of the space. In his
extensive study of this building, despite the lack of definitive epigraphic evidence,
Stinson states that it was definitely a basilica, not the building constructed by
Carminius Claudianus at the Gymnasium of Diogenes, whose name is usually restores
as embasilikos or oikobasilikos.”?* Dedicated to either Titus or Domitian’? the Civil
Basilica was part of the extensive building regime which took place in the area to the
south of the Agora between the reigns of Tiberius and Hadrian. It is an unusual
monument in many ways, not least because it is built longitudinally in relation to the
open space, rather than latitudinally.”?* If, as Smith and Stinson suggest, this space to
the south of the Agora was a public one, then the ideal location for the Civil Basilica
would have been along its southern edge. This arrangement would have been more in
keeping with basilicas in Rome and elsewhere in Italy and the only earlier known
example from the province, the Basilica Stoa at Ephesus. The decision to build the
Basilica longitudinally may be explained by the presence of another building along

the south side.

There are both architectural and sculptural similarities between the Civil Basilica and
the Portico of Tiberius, including the use of the lonic order of the primary colonnades
and a mask-and-garland frieze. The latter is located inside the Civil Basilica, which
Stinson remarks is an unusual feature.”?® However, in terms of its three-aisled plan,

the central aisle being wider than the outer two, and the elevation, its roof was higher

722 Stinson 2016, 6-8.

23 |Aph2007 6.2 fragment m [-- ? --] v. dvetxn[to-- ? --] Stinson 2016, 16 interprets the letters on this
fragment as the word dveixnrtoog (unconquered or invincible). This term is usually used to refer to
either Domitian or Titus.

724 Stinson 2016, 2.

725 Stinson 2016, 3



217

over the central aisle, the Civil Basilica more closely resembles the Basilica Stoa at
Ephesus.”?® The Civil Basilica’s North Facgade is the grander of the two entrances,
which would suggest that this was designed to be the main entrance.’?” This is the
entrance from the space to the south of the North Agora. This richly decorated facade,
consisting of Corinthian half columns, high-quality decorative moulding and
entablature, and a probable mask-and-garland frieze’?® would have been the ideal
location to place the main dedicatory inscription. The use of a variety of decorative
elements, some in keeping with the buildings around it and others that were different
to the space suggest that the benefactors were working alongside the other benefactors

in the area, but had some independent influence over the design of their building.

The presence of the Civil Basilica bordering on a space that could be identified as the
Gymnasium of Diogenes would perhaps be unexcepted. It must be noted that both the
Civil Basilica and the space to the south of the Agora are unusual features for cities in
first century A.D. Asia Minor. Without significant numbers of comparanda for either
basilicas, gymnasia with pools, or public squares with pools in Asia Minor at this time,
it is very difficult to rule out the possibility that a basilica and a space for gymnasium
activities could not co-exist in this part of Aphrodisias. One surviving piece of
evidence that could be used to suggest that two very different activities took place
inside the Civil Basilica and outside in the square to its north is the location of the
dedicatory inscription. The Civil Basilica’s dedicatory inscription is located inside the
building alongside the east colonnade’® as opposed to above one of the two entrances.
The benefactors chose to spell out the function of the building and their involvement
in its construction, in the space where these activities took place as opposed to outside
in a space where unrelated activities may have taken place. Furthermore, the decision
to locate the dedicatory inscription inside the Civil Basilica may have been a conscious
decision to not encroach on the other buildings surrounding it. Had the inscription
been on the North Facade i.e. outside of the Civil Basilica, it would have been inside

another space with a potentially very different function.

726 Stinson 2016, 72; 88.
727 Stinson 2016, 2.

728 Stinson 2016, 21-23

729 Stinson 2016, 16-19.
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Throughout his study, Stinson refers to how the Civil Basilica was located off the
‘south agora’ and was designed to function as a thoroughfare between it and the rest
of the city.”® Further excavation undertaken in the area since Smith’s 1996 article
confirms that this space was certainly not a second agora.”! If the space to the south
of the agora did house the Gymnasium of Diogenes, the Civil Basilica’s function as a
thoroughfare into the agora that Stinson argues for still can be explained by the
surviving archaeology. During sessions when training was taking place, rather than
foot traffic from the south heading straight across the space into the North Stoa and
then into the agora, it could have been funnelled through the West Stoa, as there is a
doorway at its north end which led into the porticoes of the agora. Any traffic entering
the space through the East Gate could enter the Civil Basilica by walking the length
of the South Stoa. As seen at Nicaea, gymnasia did not have to be completely enclosed
spaces, and there are workable solutions that would allow for the movement of people
from the Civil Basilica into the agora, and from the East Gate to the Civil Basilica,
that both corroborate the archaeological evidence for wear on the steps due to foot

traffic, and allow training to continue undisturbed.

The confirmation that the space to the south of the agora was not a second agora has
also resulted in the presentation of a further argument against this space functioning
as a gymnasium. Whilst Smith refers to the area as “a great urban park with tree
plantings,”"*? Wilson is far more specific about the function of this space. During the
2012 excavation season, evidence was found between the north edge of the pool and
the Portico of Tiberius of what Wilson has interpreted as two paralleling planting beds,
with a space c. 3.5 metres wide between them.”3® One trench was 1.1-1.3 metres wide,
the other 1.65 metres wide. He also refers to the finding of a fragment of palm leaf in
the fill at the bottom of the central pool.”* Wilson places so much emphasis on these

rather speculative pieces of evidence because they potentially corroborate an

730 Stinson 2016, 2; 88.
731 Smith 2016.

732 Smith 2016, 13.

733 Wilson 2016a, 130.
734 Wilson 20164, 130.
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inscription found on the East Gate. The text dates from the late fifth or early sixth

735

century™and reads:

idpovt Becpocvvng YAvkep® yevetiipt TiONvIG |
ApmeAio Nopear yapwv ioyopev obveka 6aupog |
ADP® PLVIKOEVTL Kol AyAOOV DTOGE KAAAOG |
Oppa Kol MUETEPOLS TIG &V VOACLY UL TITOIVOV |
5 avToOV del Kal ydpov opod Nopeag te Aryaivor. |
Tpoariavog pntip téd' Eypdyato [MTuBodwpog

“To Ampelius, learned in law, sweet father of his motherland, we Nymphs are
grateful, because he gave wonder and splendid beauty to (this) place of palms,
so that anyone who, among our waters, turns his glance around, may always
sing the praise both of him, and of the place, and of the Nymphs as well.

Pythiodorus, the speaker from Tralles, wrote this.”"*

Wilson combines the planting trenches, the fragment of palm, the presence of a pool
where nymphs may have lived, and this inscription to argue that the ‘south agora’ was
the “place of palms” described in the inscription.”” Whereas the text implies that there
was a place in Late Antique Aphrodisias with water and palm trees, the actual
archaeological evidence is far less convincing. If, as Wilson implies, these palm trees
were right next to the central pool, and when considered alongside the waterlogged
conditions found in this area of Aphrodisias, more than one fragment of palm leaf
would have expected to have been preserved in the pool. It could have been blown or
brought in from almost anywhere. As for the planting trenches, the evidence for these
are also speculative, as, if indeed they were planting trenches, they could have had
anything planted in them. If they were planting trenches they would have been
backfilled almost immediately after the plants were added, so the fill material will be
consistent and lack any stratigraphy. There are two distinct layers of each trench, the
upper layer consists of compacted light brownish-pink sandy soil with crushed brick

dust, tile and stone fragments and animal bones, while the lower layer consisted of

735 Wilson 20164, 129.
736 IAph2007 4.202.i.
37 Wilson 20164, 130.
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large bricks, stones and animal bones.”3® Whilst Wilson interprets the make-up of these
trenches as an attempt to create a free-draining environment more suitable for growing
trees than the surrounding, poorly draining natural clay, the quantity of material in the
trenches makes one wonder how conducive the environment was for a large tree to
thrive in. On a similar note, these trenches are only 0.45 metres deep. If Mark
Robinson’s analysis of the plant remains from the pool is correct, and the palm leaf
came from a Cretan date palm,”® these trenches seem to be rather shallow to contain
the root system of a grove of palm trees. Trenches c. 1-1.65 metres wide x 0.45 metres
deep would have been enough to plant a Cretan date palm. As the trees grew, their
root system would have spread far wider and deeper than these initial boundaries, and
in doing so, breaking down the original sides of the cut feature, and spreading the infill
out into the surrounding natural clay. The definition of these trenches are still clear
features in the trench, so it seems unlikely that something as large as a Cretan date
palm were planted it in. It seems more likely that these trenches were dug either side
of an unpaved path, filled with more porous material than the surrounding areas to

deal with any run-off and to aid drainage in the area.

Palm groves did exist elsewhere in Asia Minor, and were associated with public
buildings. One example is mentioned in a text dating from c. A.D. 124 from Smyrna.

The text is a list of people who donated to several building projects in the city and

reads:
[—].PIAZ
0& 10 67, [énml toD 1epod Ev]dpeotog 10 ¢,
8¢’ 00 GTPOTNYODVTOG DIEGKOVTO
oioe” KA(awotog) Baocog dywvoBEnc
5 Nepéoewv otpirce v Poct-

Ay @odokog Epyov TomcEw
<po> (pradwv) £ Xepoippmv actipyne Tovg

KITOVG €1G TOV QOVEIKDVA'

738 Wilson, Russell, and Ward 2016, 78.
739 Robinson 2016, 99.
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... during Euarestus’ (?) sixth time in overseeing the temple, when he was
serving as commander, they promised the following: Claudius Bassos, director
of contests of the festival of Nemesis, to pave the basilica; Fuscus to do work
worth seventy thousand denarii; Chersiphron the Asiarch to contribute towards
the gardens in the palm grove; Lucius Pompeius to contribute fifty thousand
towards the palm grove; Lucius Vestinus to pave the basilica which is near the
Council’s meeting place and to have the bronze door made; Smaragdus the
civic president to have the temple of Tyche built in the palm—grove;
Claudianus the civic president to gild the roof of the place of anointing in the
elders’ gymnasium and to provide the columns along with the bases and
capitals for the thank—offering in the temple; Nymphidia the high priestess,
Claudia Artemulla, Claudia Polla, Claudia daughter of Neiketes, Theudianus
the crown-bearer for the second time, Flavia Asklepiake, Isidorus the sophist,
Antonia Magna, Claudia Aristion, and Albidia Magna to contribute ten
thousand; Claudia Hedeia to contribute ten thousand; Claudia Charis to
contribute ten thousand; Claudia Leontion to contribute ten thousand; Claudia
Aurelia to contribute fifty two towards the kymbellitic marble columns along
with the bases and capitals in the palm—grove; those formerly from Judea to

contribute ten thousand; Metrodorus son of Neikanor to contribute seven

40 1Smyrna 697.
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thousand five hundred towards the palm—grove; and, Murdius Caecilianus to

contribute twenty thousand.

Also, because of Antonius Polemon, we were successful in gaining from lord
Caesar Hadrian a second senatorial decree in which we have become twice
temple—warden, as well as a sacred contest, immunity, theologians, hymn—
singers, 1,500,000 denarii, and columns for the place of anointing, including
seventy—two made from Synnadian marble, twenty from Numidian stone, and
six from purple stone. And the sun—-room in the gymnasium was supplied by
Sextus the high—priest.’*

The four projects that these benefactors contributed to are a basilica, a temple, a palm
grove, and the elders’ gymnasium. It states that only the Temple of Tyche was to be
located within the palm grove specifically. The presence of a palm grove does not
preclude the construction of public monuments within it in Smyrna, but a temple is a
much more suitable building to be housed in a tree-lined space than a gymnasium. The
palm grove at Smyrna appears to function as an enclosure itself whereas, if Smith and
Wilson were correct, the Aphrodisian palm grove would have been enclosed, rather
than functioning as an enclosure. Furthermore, whilst the same group of people can
contemporaneously give funds for both a gymnasium and a palm grove, they are
clearly separate projects, located near to each other, but the former did not encroach
on the latter. Despite the assertions made by the most recent excavators of the site, the
evidence for a palm grove located anywhere in Aphrodisias prior to the late fifth
century A.D. is very tenuous. From the available epigraphic and archaeological
evidence, the most likely scenario seems to be that Diogenes 2 built the earliest phase
of the complex, the Portico of Tiberius, other benefactors contributed to the west and
south sides of the complex, and then the space was enclosed by the benefaction of the
East Gate by Diogenes’ 2 grandson, Diogenes 3. This space was used as a gymnasium
and would have been known as The Gymnasium of Diogenes after two of its principal

benefactors.

741 Trans. P. Harland. www.philipharland.com/greco-roman-associations/?p=1441. Last accessed
28/8/2017.
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4.3.4 The South and West Stoas

Later in the first century A.D., other benefactors set about enclosing the space to the
south of the Portico of Tiberius. The absence of a gymnasium of any kind prior to this
date in Aphrodisias was probably the driving factor behind this project. The fact that
the natatio was included in the construction of the gymnasium, a feature more akin to
a Roman Baths, implies a move towards a Roman-style complex. However, even if
this project resulted from the necessity, or the desire, to have a gymnasium in this area,
the dedicatory inscriptions still suggest that even benefactions of this nature still had
other driving factors. The West and South Stoas of the space were almost certainly
contemporary due to the comparable levels of their stylobates which differ from that
of the North.”*> They may have belonged to a single phase of construction. The
epigraphic evidence for both stoas is also inconclusive. An architrave inscription,

found fallen between the sixth and seventh columns of the South Stoa reads:

v. Avtokpdropt Kaicapt 0ed Tefootd IT|[--? -]

vv. Avtinatpog mpiponeldAdplog ov| [v-- ? -+]

To the deified Emperor Caesar Augustus...

Antipatrus primipilaris..."*

The find spot, relatively close to both the West and South Stoas means that it could
have come from either of them. The text can also only be dated relatively to the first
or second century A.D., based on the letter forms and terminology. The only building
dedications that can be solidly attributed to the West Stoa are from later restorations
and alterations, as attested in inscriptions on columns from the early sixth century,
which celebrate Albinus’ building of the stoa.”* Antipatrus, known from the
architrave inscription, may be the same primipilaris M. Cocceius Antipatrus Ulpianus,
known from a text inscribed on another marble architrave block found in the arena of

the stadium directly in front of the east tunnel.”*® He could have been either the original

742 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 157-158.

743 | Aph2007 4.3.

744 |Aph2007. 4.21. 1; de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 155-156.

745 Reynolds 1980, 78; SEG 54 1027: [- -] Mdpxog Koxxfog OvAmoy[6]g.
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benefactor of either stoa; but, as he was thought be have lived in the second century
A.D., the inscription could have commemorated alterations made to the West Stoa
during the construction of the Baths of Hadrian behind it.”® In his study of the Civil
Basilica, Stinson suggests that the South Stoa in its current form was not built until the
Late Antique period, citing the use of spolia, including a piece of the Basilica in its
stylobate, and the an architrave inscription that suggests new construction rather than
reuse.”*” The text, which on prosopographic grounds could date from as late as the
fifth or sixth century A.D. reads:

cross ®iAtnoc ‘Hpodiav(od) 6 Bovp(acidtatoc) edyaptot®dv Ti oikig matpidl

T B d1Gyopa EoKEMAGEY Cross

Philippos, son of Herodianos, admirandissimus, returning thanks to his own
fatherland, covered (i.e. ?roofed) the two sections.”*

The text shows that, like at the West Stoa, there was building work occurring in the
area over the course of many centuries. But, even when combined with the extensive
use of spolia, this text does not prove that the South Stoa was a new construction in
the Late Antique period. The relative heights of the stylobates of the West and South
Stoas suggest that there was an earlier Stoa there, which could have completely
collapsed, perhaps in an earthquake of sufficient magnitude to cause damage to the
stylobate. The Basilica would also have been damaged, so spolia from it could have
easily been reused. Stinson argues that the main purpose of the South Stoa was to mask
the now crumbling facade of the Flavian Basilica which has begun to fall out of use
by the fifth century A.D.”*°. The West Stoa was certainly modified to incorporate the
later Baths of Hadrian behind it, so it can be speculated that an earlier South Stoa, the
original terminating before the facade of the Civil Basilica, was also modified to
extend over the entrance to the Civil Basilica in Late Antiquity. If it was in ruins at the
time, this would have been all the easier. Without any further epigraphic evidence

Philip, son of Herodian’s work to roof/reroof a small section of the South Stoa proves

746 de Chaisemartin and Lemaire 1996, 155-156.
747 Stinson 2016, 82; 85

748 |Aph2007 4.19. Trans. Roueché

749 Stinson 2016, 85.
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only that there was building work still occurring in the area in Late Antiquity, rather

than dating the original construction of the South Stoa to the Late Antique period.

Without the availability of the necessary evidence to date or attribute an original
benefactor to either monument, it can be speculated that these porticoes were built
perhaps by a relative of Diogenes 2 and Diogenes 3, the latter’s father Menandrus is a
plausible candidate. Alternatively, the benefactors may have been members of another
elite family. If the whole complex was originally built by several generations of the
same family, and all the dedications resembled those of the Portico of Tiberius, the
family would have been represented not only as supportive of the Imperial family but
also as prominent members of Aphrodisian society.

If Reynolds’ identification of the benefactor as the primipilaris M. Cocceius
Antipatrus Ulpanius is correct, then this Roman citizen with a position in the military
is a different kind of benefactor from Diogenes 2. M. Cocceius Antipatrus Ulpanius
may have been a military veteran, settled in Aphrodisias, rather than someone who
was born in the city. As a possible outsider, his motivation behind building a stoa may
have been to gain status and influence in Aphrodisias, but as a Roman his primary

dedicatee was the emperor.

The architectural benefactions made in the central spaces of the city from the reign of
Tiberius onwards indicate the continued influence of Rome on provincial architectural
benefaction. The construction of the South Stoa of the North Agora completed a
project, begun by a Roman citizen, to create a fully enclosed central civic space
reminiscent of Italian fora. The Portico of Tiberius was the first structural element of
what became another enclosed space in the city but was originally a stand-alone
honorific monument to the divine Augustus and living members of the Imperial
family. Whilst its architectural features are not overtly innovative, innovation and
introduction of new practices is evident in the dedicatory inscription. The inscription
has elements of both Greek and Roman dedications, and the differences between the
two styles are further emphasised by the vacats dividing them. The combination, but
at the same time, distinction between the two different forms of dedication emphasise
that changes were occurring because of interactions with Rome, but that these
practices were not completely integrated. Diogenes 2, as a local, incorporated Roman
ideas into his own locality, and that these different traditions could happily co-exist

without assimilation. Diogenes 2 has no demonstrable connections to Rome, but
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regardless of where he encountered Roman ideas, techniques, and dedicatory rhetoric,
he obviously adopted and adapted them to fit his own needs and place in time and
space. The Gymnasium of Diogenes, which was the eventual purpose of the southern
enclosed space within Aphrodisias, was a testament to the incorporation of Roman
architectural and cultural elements into a local space. The combination of a natatio
and a running track indicates two different traditions of training of youths, athletes,
and soldiers. The unpaved Portico of Tiberius could have contained an indoor running
track to allow exercise to take place in bad weather, as Vitruvius suggests. The frieze
portraits that decorated the porticoes all represent either ideals of Hellenic culture or
figures from Greek history. Seen alongside the Imperial portraits and dedications to
living and deified Emperors, the iconography would have given the youths of
Aphrodisias ideals from two cultures that they could aspire to. The East Gate, which
finally enclosed the space, arguably displayed the most overtly Roman architectural
features. Built to resemble a scaenae frons, a feature more usually associated with
Roman theatre buildings, shows innovation in architectural design and an attempt to
incorporate unfamiliar ideas into a familiar context. A propylon, or even a gate
modelled on the triumphal arches which were beginning to appear across the
provinces, would have been a more expected monument in such a context at that time.
The combination of the Hellenistic frieze portraits and the Imperial statues, like the
dedication on the Portico of Tiberius, indicate the co-existence of Hellenistic and
Roman cultural practices. Even in the mid-second century A.D., when the final
touches to the East Gate were added, local cultures had not been replaced by, or
assimilated into, Roman culture. The addition of the Baths complex to the west of the
space in the Hadrianic period, the final construction phase, would have incorporated
further elements of Roman cultural and exercise practices into Aphrodisias, a trend
which began with the construction of the natatio. From the complex’s earliest phase
in the reign of Tiberius to its final in the early Antonine period, Roman and local
architectural features worked side by side, emphasising the growing influence of
Rome on the provinces, but without usurping or compromising provincial artistic,

architectural, or dedicatory practices.

The patchy epigraphic publication record has blighted the analysis of this complex, so
for all bar one of the complex’s dedications, comment cannot be made upon how each

benefactor was represented through this medium. By completing a project begun by a
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Roman to enclose the city’s central civic space in a manner akin to such spaces in
Rome and Italy, Diogenes 2 was likely to have been favourable to aspects of Roman
culture, most obviously, practices of spatial management. His construction of the
Portico of Tiberius and the dedication of it to living and dead members of the Imperial
family corroborates this. However, by taking the opportunity to celebrate his and
probably other members of his family’s achievements too, the text is damaged at this
point, Diogenes 2 emphasises his local citizenship and identity as Zoilus had done
elsewhere in the city. Despite this obvious attempt to incorporate Roman cultural
practices into Aphrodisias, Diogenes’ 2 use of decorative Hellenistic masks and royal
portraiture emphasises his Greek heritage, citizenship, and identity. Diogenes’ 2
grandson, Diogenes 3 built the most overtly Roman side of the complex. With its
appearance reminiscent of a scaenae frons, the East Gate could only be viewed as
something different and Roman, particularly when both propyla and monumental
gates modelled on honorific arches already existed in the province. The decision to
place such a monument in this context was a unique piece of innovation on Diogenes
3 and his architects’ part, adapting the Roman scaenae frons and using it in a context
where a propylon would have been more expected. The placing of a Roman feature
into the Aphrodisian landscape emphasises Diogenes’ 3 acceptance of Roman
architectural traditions. Like his grandfather, Diogenes 3 also combined Greek and
Roman iconography in his monument, which would have not only represented both
the multi-cultural nature of the monument, but also Greek Diogenes’ 3 place in, and
interactions with, the Roman world. As far as surviving evidence allows us to
ascertain, neither Diogenes had Roman citizenship or any known political or economic
connection to Rome, but their architectural benefactions at least conspicuously
celebrate Roman power. However, at the same time, these benefactors are also
staunchly local and promoted themselves in the centre of Aphrodisias alongside the

Imperial family.

If the Portico of Tiberius dedicated by Diogenes 2 and the gate completed by his
grandson enclosed, as | have argued here, the Gymnasium of Diogenes, this reveals
more about both the representation of local benefactors in relation to both Aphrodisias
and Rome. Their gymnasium did not only celebrate explicitly Greek social practices
and values, but was dedicated to, and, with the additions of Diogenes 3, would also

include statues of, Roman Emperors. The family were represented as clearly
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favourable to Rome and the Emperors, whilst also celebrating and representing their
Greek heritage and identity. Furthermore, the buildings and dedications of Diogenes
2 already indicate an increased influence of Rome and changes in the representation
of benefactors accordingly since the time of Zoilus. Whilst the Roman citizen Zoilus
barely even acknowledged his Roman identity or relationship with the Imperial family
after he returned to Aphrodisias, let alone honour them through his monuments,
Diogenes 2, who had neither citizenship nor demonstrable connections to Rome,

honoured them.

4.4. The Temple of Aphrodite

The marble Temple of Aphrodite was dedicated by Zoilus in the 30s B.C. Whilst the
dedicatory inscription suggests that Zoilus was the monument’s only benefactor, other
inscriptions surviving from the temple indicate that at some point in its life, other
benefactors were involved in constructing elements of it. Six column dedications’®
and a dedication of a marble architrave have survived.”! The column dedications date
to the early first century A.D., whilst the architrave can only be dated relatively to the
Julio-Claudian period. The inscription from the north portico of the Sebasteion states
that an earthquake damaged it during its construction.”? If the Temple of Aphrodite
also suffered a similar degree of damage this would explain why so many new columns
and architrave were required relatively soon after the temple was initially constructed.
This is supported by the fact that Attalus and Attalis Apphion dedicated columns at
the Temple of Aphrodite and, as will be discussed below, built at the Sebasteion before
and after an earthquake. Other interpretations for these columns are offered by
Reynolds who suggests either that the work may have been one long phase of building,

beginning with Zoilus, or at some point the temple had been destroyed or desecrated

750 1Aph2007 1.4-9.

751 |Aph2007 1.102; almost certainly relate to the dedication of parts of the temple in subsequent phases
of construction. Ten texts, recorded as “panel fragments” may also be associated with dedications of
architectural elements, but are in too poor a state of preservation to ascertain this. I1Aph2007 1.113 and
1.115, an inscribed revetment and paving slab respectively, may also be the remains of building
dedications.

752 See below for detailed discussion of the construction of the Sebasteion.
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by Labienus’ army.”® However, the most likely scenario is that an earthquake
damaged both the Sebasteion and the Temple of Aphrodite.

Of the six columns whose dedication survive, two were given by Attalus, son of
Menandrus and his wife, Attalis Apphion, daughter of Menecrates. The first fluted
white marble column was from the north colonnade; it has fallen so its exact original
location is unknown. The letters measuring 0.025-0.03 metres are inscribed inside

tabula ansata, 0.745 metres wide and 0.465 metres high. The text reads:

"Attolog Me-
vavopov 10D
AttdAov Kol
Attolic Mevekpd-
5 ToVG ATtQlov ol ie-
peic thg Appodei-
g Oed AQpodei-

m Kol 1@ Anpomt

Attalus son of Menandrus the son of Attalus, and Attalis Apphion daughter of
Menecrates, priests of Aphrodite, for the goddess Aphrodite and the

People.”™

53 Reynolds 1990, 39.

7541 Aph2007 1.7.
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Figure 42: Surviving remains of 1Aph2007 1.7. (Kings College London, Inscriptions
of Aphrodisias

The text can only be dated relatively to the early first century based on studies of the
palaeography, context, and prosopography. Palaeography alone is not an accurate
method of dating inscriptions, due to the diversity of letter forms across the Greek
speaking world,”® but some diagnostic observations can be made. The pi has an
elongated right hasta, and apices appear on many letters, including the tops of the
alphas (though those on the bottom are less pronounced), the deltas and the lambdas.
The former began to occur in the first century B.C., whilst the latter began to occur in
the first century A.D. The alphas in particular are splayed and squat, not elongated as
became the norm during the first two centuries A.D. " The second text has been
reconstructed from three fluted white column fragments measuring: 0.30 metres wide
% 0.30 metres high x 0.14 metres deep; 0.28 metres wide x 0.80 metres high x 0.40
metres deep and 0.27 metres wide % 0.36 metres high x 0.29 metres deep. Like the

755 McLean 2002, 43.

756 For a brief overview of dating Greek inscriptions using letter forms see McLean 2002, 40-50.
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first text it was inscribed inside a tabula ansata, and the letters measure 0.03-0.035
metres, though the style of the letters suggests that this text is slightly later than the
first, more akin to examples from the mid-first century A.D. The apices are far more
pronounced in this text, particularly on the base of the alphas and the upsilons are far
more curved, a practice which began in the first century A.D. and became more
common in the second century A.D.”™" The text is more fragmentary than the first,
surviving in three pieces, but it is thought to be identical to it. It has been reconstructed

as follows:
"Attalog Mev-
avopov tod At-
TaA0L Kol Atto-

Mg Mgvekpd [toug]
5 Aneiov ol [iep]eig

g Appodeitng
Ped Appodeit V.
[koi @ Anpot] vac.

Attalus son of Menandrus the son of Attalus, and Attalis Apphion daughter of
Menecrates, priests of Aphrodite, for the goddess Aphrodite and the People.”®

757 McLean 2002, 41.
758 | Aph2007 1.8.
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Figure 43: The three surviving fragments of 1Aph2007 1.8. (Kings College London,

Inscriptions of Aphrodisias)
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These inscriptions are similar in structure to the earlier Aphrodisian inscriptions from
Zoilus’ monuments, the main differences being the inclusion of patronymics, and the
absence of the specific details of the benefaction here; the obviousness that they had
given this column explains the latter. Despite the brevity of the text, there is something
to be said about how Attalus and Attalis Apphion are represented though their
dedication. Through the listing of both their patronymics and their priesthoods, they
were presented as being rooted, publicly and privately, into the Aphrodisian locality.
Although their known contribution to the Temple of Aphrodite, two columns, is
relatively modest in comparison with their other building projects,’® their
involvement in the Temple of Aphrodite cannot be seen in isolation but must be linked
to the rest of their work in Aphrodisias. In addition to being priestess of Aphrodite,
Attalis Apphion was also a high priestess, as attested in the following inscription,

found on a marble statue base:
[A]zrodido Mevekpat[ovg]
100 "Avopwvog Aneio[v]
apyiépeay Kol iEpetov
Attalis Apphion, daughter of Menecrates, son of Andronus

High priestess and priestess.’®

9 Pont 20084, 185.

760 Reynolds 1981, text 3; 1Aph2007 15.260.
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Figure 44: Statue base for the Attalis Apphion, high priestess and priestess. (Kings

College London, Inscriptions of Aphrodisias)

Reynolds suggests that the priesthood, iépeiav, refers to the one of Aphrodite that
Attalis Apphion shared with her husband, whilst the high priesthood, apyiépetav, must
be a high priesthood of the Imperial cult.”®* There are no other epigraphic attestations
of Attalis Apphion’s high priesthood, so it is now impossible to ascertain whether she
also held this high priesthood alongside her husband, or whether she contributed to the
building of the Sebasteion before or after she was granted her high priesthood. The
Sebasteion was a monument dedicated to the Imperial family, whereas the Temple of
Aphrodite was a local, Greek monument. Despite being constructed long after the area
came under Roman jurisdiction and influence, the Temple of Aphrodite retains
architectural and decorative features characteristic of monuments from the Classical

and Hellenistic periods, rather than those more closely associated with Rome.

Attalus and Attalis Appion are not the only couple who gave columns to the Temple

of Aphrodite. Eumachus Diogenes and his wife Ammias Olympias dedicated three

761 Reynolds 1981, 320.
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from the north colonnade, the fourth, seventh, and ninth columns from the west. The

texts read:
Ebpoyoc AGnvayo-
pov tod AOnvaydpov
o0 Evpdyov Aoyévn-
¢ Odkarcap Kol Apdag v.
5 Awovvciov ol 8¢ Adpa<c>Ttov
100 MoAmvog OAvviig
TOV Kilova Oed Appoditn
Kol T@® Anuo vacat

Eumachus Diogenes son of Athenagoras the son of Athenagoras the son of
Eumachus, Friend of Caesar, and Amias Olympias, daughter of Dionysius, by

birth of Adrastus, the son of Molon (dedicated) the column to the goddess
Aphrodite and the People.”?

Figure 45: Surviving remains of 1Aph2007 1.4. (Kings College London, Inscriptions
of Aphrodisias)

7621 Aph2007 1.4. - Seventh column from the west end of north colonnade.



237

Edpoyog ABnva-
YO0pov T00 AOnvayo-
pov tod Evpdyov At-
oyévng Odkacap

5 Kot Appog Atovoei-
oV @Vo1 8¢ Adplotov
00 Morwvog OAvv-
oG TOv Kiova el
Appoditn Kai @

10 vac. Afpe vac.

Eumachus Diogenes son of Athenagoras the son of Athenagoras the son of
Eumachus, Friend of Caesar, and Ammias Olympias, daughter of Dionysius,
by birth daughter of Adrastus the son of Molon (dedicated) the column to the
goddess Aphrodite and the People.”®

.

Figure 46: Surviving remains of IAph'007 1.5. (Kings IIege London, Inscriptions
of Aphrodisias)

763 1Aph2007 1.5. - Ninth column from the west of the north colonnade.
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Edpayog ABnvayo-
pov tod AOnvaydpov
o0 Evpdyov Atoye-
{vé}vng ®Ldkarcap Kol

5 (sic) Apag Arovooiov @oot
0¢ Adpactov Tod Mo-
AO<v>0¢ ‘OA<Vv>T10G TOV Ki-
ova 0ed Appoditn {tov}
{xlova} koi 1® ANpw

Eumachus Diogenes son of Athenagoras the son of Athenagoras the son of
Eumachus, Friend of Caesar, and Ammias Olympias, daughter of Dionysius,
by birth daughter of Adrastus the son of Molon (dedicated) the column to the

goddess Aphrodite and the People.”®*

Figure 47: Surviving remains of 1Aph2007 1.6. (Kings College London, Inscriptions
of Aphrodisias)

7641Aph2007 1.6. - Fourth column from the west of the north colonnade.
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It is clear from the texts from the three columns that they were all given by the same
benefactors, presumably as part of a single donation to the temple. However, a study
of the palaeography of the three texts indicates that the texts were not all carved at the
same time. The letter forms of 1Aph2007 1.4., shown in Figure 45, are the earliest and
are comparable to other texts from Aphrodisias which date from the late Republican
and early Augustan period.”®® The arrangement of the words is untidy in places with
odd line breaks, the letter heights range between 2-3 centimetres and lack uniformity.
The incisions are deep, letters such as alpha, lambda and mu are angular, the rhos have
small legs, and the omegas are oval. Serifs are small on all the letters. There are also
a number of spelling mistakes, a mu is missing from Ammias and a sigma from
Adrastus.”® The text that seems to have been carved next is 1Aph2007 1.5. The text is
arranged more neatly than 1Aph2007 1.4 and the spelling mistakes have been rectified.
The letter sizes are more even, ranging from 2.5-2.75 centimetres, and are squarer and
more regular than before, and the omegas are round rather than oval. The serifs on the
letters here are much more pronounced and more deeply carved. All these features are
common to texts from Aphrodisias dated to the late 1%t and 2" centuries A.D., but do
not feature in those attributed to the Augustan period.”®” A comparable text to
IAph2007 1.5 was found reused at the temple, but had been originally part of a

gymnasium:
[ 7 --av][toxpatopt Kaicapt Tp[a | ia]vd Adpravd ZePaot|@d koit[-- ? -]
[+ 7 ]| 10 youvaciov Tdv véwv kol TO[-- ? -]
[-?-]IO[- ? -]
[+ ? -+ N]| ewcoteipov 10D Aptepdmpov tod Zivevog | [+ 7 -]
[+ ? - t0][d Mevavdpov t|[od - ? -]

To the emperor Caesar Traianus Hadrianus Augustus [-- ? --] the gymnasium

of the Young Men and the [-- ? --] son of Nikotimos son of Artemidoros son

of Zenon [-- ? --] son of Menandros.’®®

765 Graham 2017, 371.

766 Graham 2017, 370-372.

767 Graham 2017, 370; 373-374.

768 | Aph2007 1.174. Trans. Reynolds 2007.
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TIEINE NIE NI TIIT )
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Figure 48: One surviving fragment of 1Aph2007 1.174. Note the similarity in letter
forms to 1Aph2007 1.5. (Kings College London, Inscriptions of Aphrodisias)

The square, regularly carved letters, deep serifs, and rounded omegas present in both
IAph2007 1.5 and IAph2007 1.174 suggest that the former may have been re-carved
during the Hadrianic period.”®® The letter forms of the third column dedication,
IAph2007 1.6, differ again. The first three lines are the same as 1Aph2007 1.4, and
Adrastus is spelled correctly, but there are new spelling errors throughout, including
duplicating two letters of Diogenes, missing nus in both Molon and Olympias and
repeating “the column” in lines 9 and 10. Ammias is also spelled incorrectly here too.
Unlike the other two dedications, there are no spaces or decorations to distinguish
sections of the text and this, combined with the use of lunate omegas and sigmas
suggest a Late Antique date for the re-carving of this third text.””® The apparent need
and desire to re-carve a dedication made over 300 years earlier at the Temple of
Aphrodite implies both the continued importance of the cult within a now Christian
Empire and the commemoration and representation of long-dead benefactors through

the medium of architecture.

769 Graham 2017, 374.
70 Graham 2017, 375-6; Graham suggests a date sometime between an earthquake in A.D. 359 and the

conversion of the temple into a church after A.D. 450.
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Like Attalus and Attalis Appion’s, Eumachus Diogenes and Ammias Olympias’
inscriptions include extensive patronymics, including details of Ammias Olympias’
adoption, presenting them as rooted within elite Aphrodisian society. However, unlike
Attalus and Attalis Appion, there is no evidence that Eumachus Diogenes and Ammias
Olympias held priesthoods of Aphrodite. Their apparent lack of involvement with the
temple or the cult of Aphrodite raises the question of their right to carry out the work
that they did. If these column dedications were part of reconstruction work at the
temple, perhaps after an earthquake, then Eumachus Diogenes and Ammias Olympias,
as members of the Aphrodisian elite, may simply have been called upon to contribute
to the restorations. However, Eumachus Diogenes was not presented here as an
ordinary citizen of Aphrodisias. He is described as ®iloxaicop, friend of Caesar. If
this was an epithet one had to be ‘entitled to,” rather than a self-professed claim of
love for the emperor, it would imply that Eumachus Diogenes had personal
relationship with the Imperial family or had demonstrated loyalty and devotion to the
Emperor. The presence of this epithet here on a civic, as opposed to an Imperial
temple, seems incongruous. Had the epithet been gulondtpidog, lover of the homeland,
it would explain why Eumachus Diogenes carried out the work he did in his home
city’s sanctuary. Comparing these texts with those of Zoilus, whose included titles
differ depending on the context of the inscription, one would expect to see D1AoKoucOp
on a monument dedicated to the emperor. However, the relationship between a
benefactor called ®1lokoucap and the Temple of Aphrodite can be explained by
relating the honorand of the building with the honorand of the epithet. To be a lover
of Caesar was to also be a lover of his dynasty’s founding goddess Venus/Aphrodite.
These associations were made clear in the art and literature from the Augustan period
onwards, and provincial architectural benefactors like Eumachus Diogenes were also
keen to emphasise this link and represent their understanding of this affiliation. His
love for the emperor could have given him the authority to carry out the work at the
Temple of the patron deity of the Imperial house. By including this epithet Eumachus
Diogenes’ links to both his city and the wider Roman Empire were represented through
his architectural benefactions. His three, known, column dedications may have been a
relatively small benefaction in comparison with the rest of the Julio-Claudian
benefactors discussed in this chapter, but despite this, he was no less represented

through this medium than the others.



242

All the column dedications were inscribed inside tabula ansata. Originally a Greek
concept, they originated from late Archaic inscribed votive plaques with handles
which allowed them to be hung up without the nails damaging the text.””* The carved
form, a frame designed to isolate an inscription from a busy background (in this case,
column flutes) to increase legibility and treat the text as a separate entity, first became
popular under Rome.””? However, by then the tabula ansata had lost its links to votive
practices and had become a general commemorative frame for a variety of texts.””® In
addition to framing texts on columns, tabula ansata have been found framing mosaic
inscriptions, on sarcophagi and epitaphs. Comparable examples of temple column
dedications that were inscribed upon the columns themselves and within tabula ansata
have been found at the Temple of Apollo at Hierapolis, dating from the reign of
Tiberius,”* and the Hadrianic Temple of Zeus at Euromus.””® The inscribing of
column dedications in this manner also appears in other contexts across Asia Minor,

such as in a bath complex at Didyma,’”® in funerary contexts at Etenna,’’’

778 779

Sagalassus,’’® and Hamaxia,’’® and in the agora at Philadelphia.’®® The use of tabula
ansata by the column benefactors at the Temple of Aphrodisias warrants consideration
as to how they were presented. Using tabula ansata made the dedication as clear as it
could be on a column. Furthermore, they did so in a manner that would have been
most expected in a Roman context at this time, not in a Greek context. Comparison
must be made to a seventh column dedication from the Temple of Aphrodite. This text
is thought to be much earlier than the Julio-Claudian ones. It is highly fragmentary,

but reads:

71 |_eatherbury 2018, 384.

772 |_eatherbury 2018, 381-382; 385.
773 |_eatherbury 2018, 387.

74 SEG 62 1195.

5 CIG 2713; 2714.

76 SEG 30 1294

T SEG 42 1217.

78 SEG 50 1322.

79 SEG 48 1764.

780 SEG 40 1057.
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[ ? -\ ]JENOY tov kip[va -+ ? -*]
[-- 2 -- ?son of] —enos, the column...”8!

The most striking difference between this column dedication and the Julio-Claudian

ones is where on the column it was located. As seen in Figure 49 below, this earlier

text was not inscribed in tabula ansata, but on the base of the column.

Figure 49: Hellenistic column dedication, inscribed upon the base. (Kings College

London, Inscriptions of Aphrodisias)

The non-specific Hellenistic date for this inscription could mean that it is
contemporary with Zoilus’ involvement at the temple, or that it came from a pre-Zoilus
construction phase. Regardless of the date of the column, the location of the dedication
tells us much about how the now unknown benefactor was represented. Attalus and
Attalis, and Eumachus Diogenes and Ammias Olympias’ column dedications, carved
high on the column and framed clearly and neatly in tabula ansata, would have been
easily seen and were designed to represent and honour both Aphrodite and the demos
and the benefactors. The Hellenistic text carved far below the eyeline served a far less
celebratory role. It would have identified the benefactor and their work, recognising

their contribution to the building, but its purpose was not to represent and honour them.

781 |Aph2007 1.9; Trans. Reynolds 2007.
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This change in practice can be attributed to the impact of Rome on the province. The
increased oligarchising of provincial society under Roman rule created the necessary
conditions for such elite competition and benefactions in the first century A.D. were
used to gain prestige for themselves. This contrasts with the general practice of the
Hellenistic period, when architectural benefaction was part of civic duty and expected

of those who could afford to contribute.

Inscribing dedications inside tabula ansata, and the implications this had for how
benefactors were represented, is the clearest indication from the Temple of Aphrodite
of the influence that Roman rule had on the city. Despite the use of Roman epigraphic
techniques to represent their work, there was still variation in how the benefactors of
the columns were presented, in relation to both their home town and the Roman
Empire. Attalus and Attalis Apphion were represented here as local Greeks, dedicating
their columns to local honorands only, whilst emphasising their own roles as priests
of Aphrodite. There is no mention of Rome or any connection with Rome. This can
be interpreted in many ways. Firstly, the erection of these columns took place prior to
their interest and involvement in the construction of the Sebasteion, so there would
not have been an Imperial cult centre where they could have been priest. The dating
of this benefaction to before the work on the Sebasteion explains why Attalus appears
to be alive here and deceased when the Sebasteion was completed. Secondly, as was
seen with Zoilus’ monumental dedications, benefactors could be represented
differently in different contexts. Attalus and Attalis Apphion may have considered it
inappropriate to emphasise their associations with the Imperial cult at the Temple of
Aphrodite, if they were established when this text was inscribed. Eumachus Diogenes
and Ammias Olympias were represented differently from Attalus and Attalis Apphion.
The inscription details Ammias Olympias’ adoption, giving her biological father’s
patronymics but only her adopted father’s name. Whilst the adoption of males was a
common practice amongst Roman elites and carried out primarily with succession in
mind, adoption of females was a more unusual practice. Why, and when, Dionysius
adopted Ammias Olympias is unknown but she, Eumachus Diogenes, or both, were as
keen to stress Ammias Olympias’ connection to Adrastus and Molon as her connection
to Dionysius. By expounding Ammias Olympias’ pre- and post-adoptive relations, the
family placed emphasis on the fact that they were engaged in a similar process of
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establishing familial relations or succession as the Imperial family had done

contemporarily to them.

The most obvious indication that these benefactors were represented as being
connected to or at least supportive of Rome was that Eumachus Diogenes was called
“friend of Caesar.” If philokaisar were a title bestowed on a person then Eumachus
would have performed some deed either in honour, or on behalf, of the Emperor. If
his honourable actions were aimed at a wider authority, a more generic epithet such as
philorhomanoi would have been used. In Eumachus Diogenes’ two dedications, the
verb is absent, entitled has been inserted by the editors. If philokaisar was not a
formerly given title, Eumachus Diogenes may have used the opportunity presented by
donating to the reconstruction of the Temple of Aphrodite to display his favourability
towards the Emperor. This self-professed love and loyalty of the Emperor would be a
stronger representation of how elite members of provincial society wanted to be seen
in relation to the Roman Imperial system than a title given to them by Rome. Despite
Eumachus Diogenes’ profession of love for the Emperor, neither of his column
dedications are to the Emperor. Instead, he and Ammias Olympias retain the local
practice of dedicating to Aphrodite and the city. Eumachus Diogenes and Ammias
Olympias, although willing to be openly more outward looking than the rest of the
benefactors at the Temple of Aphrodite, dedicate their benefaction in the only way
appropriate for its context. Eumachus Diogenes and Ammias Olympias represented
themselves as pro-Roman, but also as Aphrodisians who respected their local
traditions and continued to uphold the sanctity of their local deity in the face of socio-
cultural change brought about because of interactions between themselves and Roman

citizens, culture, and practices.

4.5 The Sebasteion

The Sebasteion was a site of significant importance for the practice of the Imperial
cult in Aphrodisias. Its construction began during the reign of Tiberius and was
finished during the reign of Nero.”® Constructed by two Aphrodisian families, the
complex is located to the east of the city centre and is misaligned in relation to the rest

of the city grid. It consisted of a propylon, two porticoes which flank a processional

782 Burrell, 2004, 314.
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avenue 90 metres long and 14 metres wide, and a cult temple.”®® Each element is
discussed in this order rather than chronologically as this is the way a visitor to the
Sebasteion in antiquity would have seen it as they moved through the space. A
discussion in this manner will also aid an understanding of the representation of the
benefactors. The family of Tiberius Claudius Diogenes were responsible for building
the cult temple and the South Portico.”®* The Propylon and the North Portico were
begun by Eusebes and Menandrus and completed by Eusebes’ wife Apphias with her
daughters and grandsons. Evidence from the remains of the complex show that the two
halves of the project were undertaken by separate architects and workshops, to two
different designs and programmes.’8 Smith notes several features of the complex that
would have been considered innovative or unusual for a sanctuary. It is unclear
whether initially the porticoes were designed to fulfil a practical purpose or if they
were there simply for show.’ The placing of a temple in a colonnaded court was
already common practice in the Hellenistic period. Whilst Greek temples were
generally set in the middle of the sanctuaries, where the Sebasteion differed was that
the colonnaded area had been narrowed to act more like a processional way, drawing
the visitor’s attention to the temple at the end. Whilst some Hellenistic building
complexes had a similar effect, for example, the agora at Assus and perhaps the theatre
terrace at Pergamon, these grew organically, whilst the Sebasteion was a deliberate
creation of this effect in a single, designed complex. This effect is also seen in the two
Imperial fora at Rome that had been built by this time, those of Caesar and Augustus,
where in each case the temple is placed axially at the end of symmetrical flanking
porticoes in a single integrated complex.”®” Aphrodisias, unlike many other cities in
Asia Minor, did not have a great architectural past, and there is little evidence for
large-scale Hellenistic structures on which builders in the early Imperial period could
draw on for inspiration. Smith states that this, and the city’s connection with, and

favourability towards, Rome, would explain its features.”®® These features can also be

783 Smith 2013, 1.

784 pont 20084, 185.

785 Smith 2013, 30.

786 Smith 1987, 95.

87 Smith 1987, 93.

78 Smith 1987, 94; 2013, 3.3
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explained by how architectural benefactors and the relationship between themselves

their city and Rome were represented through their buildings.

......
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Figure 50: Plan of the Sebasteion (Smith 2013, 8)
4.5.1 The Propylon.

Entry into the Sebasteion complex was through the propylon. The propylon belongs
to the earliest, most likely Tiberian,”® phase of its design and combines features
typical of both skene and propylon architecture. It was two-storeyed, with
superimposed lonic and Corinthian orders, and was designed to be double-sided; the
east and west facades were equally monumental.”® The absence of a back wall and
bays distinguishes the propylon from other city gates and triumphal arches of this
period such as the Porta Borsari in Verona or the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate at
Ephesus.”® Smith notes a number of similarities between the facade of the Sebasteion
propylon and the stage building at the theatre of Aphrodisias, including projecting
aediculae on podia, superimposed orders, broken, flat-topped pediments, and heraldic
eagles. Furthermore, the style and craftsmanship displayed throughout the theatre
stage building and the Sebasteion suggests that the same workshop, or workshops,

were involved in both monuments.”® The heraldic eagles have been interpreted as

789 de Chaisemartin 2006, 34-35: The propylon certainly dates prior to the South Portico as the last mask
on the south side of the entablature was cut to allow for the portico’s south west pilaster.

780 Smith 2013, 26.

791 de Chaisemartin 2006, 35.39

792 Smith 2013, 26; 28.
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having both Ptolemaic influences — similar eagles were found holding up the roof of
the Tent of Ptolemy Il — and, when seen alongside the dedication to the deified

Augustus and his successors, as an evocation of Augustus’ apotheosis.’®

On the west side of the propylon is a frieze of large frontal masks in high relief.”® De
Chaisemartin sees comparable elements between this element of the Sebasteion
propylon and another monument in Aphrodisias; the Portico of Tiberius. Both feature
such friezes, a decorative element which was comparatively rare in Julio-Claudian
architectural contexts.”® Whilst there are some similarities between the subjects of the
two sets of masks, images of Dionysus and Hermes appear in both sets for example,’®
those from the propylon differ in style from those from the Portico of Tiberius. The
masks from the Portico of Tiberius on the whole are designed to look like portraits of
real people, whilst the majority of those from the propylon are far more mask-like and
lack in realism.”®” However, there are cases where the masks from the propylon are
similarly worked to those on the portico of Tiberius, including some on the same block
as ones that are mask-like and stylised. De Chaisemartin has interpreted this as
evidence for the craftsman of the Portico of Tiberius assisting a colleague on the
Sebasteion propylon.”® Smith also notes a large-scale transfer of forms of components
such as capitals, entablatures and profiles, of moulding patterns and of marble carving
technology from Zoilus’ theatre stage to the Sebasteion.”®® De Chaisemartin also notes
how the lateral projections of the entablature and the half pediments of the Propylon
recall the theatre stage.®® Smith suggests that the workshop that was created for
Zoilus’ monuments, particularly the theatre stage, went on to work on the Augustan
phases of the Temple of Aphrodite, the Portico of Tiberius and then the Sebasteion.
The Sebasteion borrows from the theatre stage not only its unusual facade but also the

precise and sensitive, late Hellenistic manner in which the motifs and decorations were

793 de Chaisemartin 2006, 39; 70-71; 81.

784 Smith 2013, 15.

79 de Chaisemartin 2006, 34.

79 For a detailed catalogue of all the mask-types that appear on the Sebasteion propylon, see de
Chaisemartin 2006, 41-51.

97 de Chaisemartin 2006, 40.

798 de Chaisemartin 2006, 79.

799 Smith 2013, 28.

800 De Chaisemartin 2006, 36.
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carved. 8! The similarities between the architectural and decorative features of these
early Imperial buildings at Aphrodisias suggest a degree of cohesion in the planning
and developing of the central spaces of the city. The same workshop may have created
all these monuments, but it is clear from the involvement of sculptors working in
different styles on the Propylon that there was scope for variety within the projects.
The combination of innovation and older techniques and features shows the local
elites’ attempts to incorporate Roman practices into their own local context, whilst

maintaining traditional elements of the cityscape.

The Propylon carried two inscriptions, one on the outside, one on the inside. The
external inscription was divided across the architrave of the lower, lonic order of the

North and South aediculae®®? as follows:
North

A@poditnt Ocoic Zefaotoic v. T SNU® TO TPOTLAOV KOl TAC £V AT TILAG
South

[EvG]épng Oomatpilg vac. kai Mévavdpog [Mev]avdpov tod Evvikov kai

[ Alngiag M[eva]vépov
North

To Aphrodite, Divi Augusti and the demos, the propylon and the honorary

statues.
South

Eusebes philopatris and Menander sons of Menander, the son of Eunicus and

Apphias daughter of Menander.8%

801 Smith 2013, 28.
802 Smith 2013, 15.
803 Text and translation Graham 2018, 288.
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Figure 51 Surviving remains of the external dedication of the Sebasteion Propylon
(Graham 2018, 288)

The layout of the external text of the Sebasteion propylon bears some resemblance to
the Latin text from the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate at Ephesus. Both texts were
bisected, with the North aedicula designed to be read before the South. However,
unlike at Ephesus, there was no continuous bottom line spanning the aediculae. Here,
the benefactors are separated from those in receipt of the honour, whilst Mazaeus and
Mithridates appear together with the Imperial honorands on their gate. As discussed
in Chapter 3, whilst Eck and Burrell see the layout of Mazaeus and Mithridates’ text
as a measure to ensure they were recognised and honoured for their work alongside
their Imperial patrons, the complete separation between honorands and benefactors on
the Sebasteion propylon gives a different message. Here, the honorands and the form
that the honours took, were separated from those honouring them. Aphrodite, the
Imperial family, and the demos of Aphrodisias are the ones who are receiving the
honours, whilst Eusebes, Menander and Apphias were the ones who brought about the

honours.

The internal propylon dedication is set out differently from the external text and was

designed to be read as one continuous text:

vacat Agpodit]nt [v?] O=oig X[ef]a[ot]oig stop Td1 Muw stop 10 TpdTLAOV

stop kai Tég &v avTdL TIa[G vacat]
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[vacat] Eveéfng do[r]atpig star kai Mévavdpog ot Mevavdpov 100 Evvikov

stop kol Angrag Mevavdopov y[vv]n Evoepovg

To Aphrodite, the Divi Augusti, and the demos, the propylon and the honorary
statues (were set up by) Eusebes philopatris and Menander, sons of Menander,
the son of Eunicus and Apphias, the daughter of Menander, wife of Eusebes.8

Figure 52: Surviving remains of the interior dedication of the Sebasteion propylon.
(Graham 2018, 285)

Here, honorands and benefactors were not separated, but presented alongside each
other. Of the two texts, this is the one that would have been less obvious to a viewer;
having viewed the external text and walked through the propylon, one would have to
turn around to read this text. Although identical in terms of content, the two texts from
the propylon represent two different relationships between the benefactors and their

honorands. The external text marks the honorands out as worthy of the benefactions

804 Text and translation Graham 2018, 286-287
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and honours that they received, whilst the internal text places honorand, gift and
benefactors all on the same level, with both parties worthy of honour. This was not
accidental 2% and provides further evidence for the variations in how benefactors used
buildings and associated epigraphy to not only express the influence of Rome in
provincial contexts, but also to represent their relationship to both Rome and

Aphrodisias.

The propylon’s decoration includes statues of many of the Julio-Claudian family,
placed on bases within the niches of the aedicular facade on its western side, facing
the agora.8%® Some of these portraits are of those that one would have expected to be
there, such as Gaius and Lucius Caesar, Drusus the Younger, and Agrippina the
Younger, but there are some unexpected inclusions such as Tiberius Claudius Drusus,
Claudius’ first-born son, who died when very young.®%” Statues of Aeneas and
Aphrodite were also located there.8% The inscription from the statue of Aphrodite is
particularly interesting as she is called the mother of the Augustan gods: 8%

A@poditnyv
[Tpounropa
v. Bedv v.
Yefoaotdv

(Statue of) Aphrodite, the first mother of the gods, the Augusti.°

805 Graham 2018, 287-288
806 Erim 1986, 111.

897 For the full list of the members of the Imperial family included on the propylon of the Sebasteion,

described as “a rather odd selection of princes and princesses” see Reynolds 1986, 112.

808 Erim 1986, 111; Smith 1987, 95
809 Erim 1986, 111 translates ITpountopa Oedv Zefactdv as “ancestral mother of the divine Augusti.”

810 |Aph2007 9.34. Trans. and commentary Roueché and Bodard 2007.
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Figure 53: Statue base for Aphrodite from the propylon of the Sebasteion (Kings

College London, Inscriptions of Aphrodisias)

This text not only emphasises the diagnostic link between Aphrodite and the Roman
Emperors but also positions the Romans Emperors on a par with the goddess. The
cults of Aphrodite and the Imperial family were of equal importance at Aphrodisias
by the mid- to late-Julio-Claudian period. Unlike Tiberius Claudius Diogenes’ family,
we do not know if any members of this family were involved in either building the
Temple of Aphrodite, or whether they held priesthoods, but the inclusion of this statue
of Aphrodite is a clear association between the local and the Imperial cult. The
attempts to link the local and Imperial cult architecturally at the Sebasteion, reflects
the linking of the two more generally in the religious life of Aphrodisias. Benefactors
involved at both temples held priesthoods of both cults. These were not separate
religions in the modern sense, but the two cults were accepted and practised alongside
each other. As descendants of their patron goddess, to honour the Julio-Claudians in
the same way would have naturally progressed from honouring Aphrodite. The

Sebasteion propylon has been described as “conveying complex relationships between
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Gods, Emperors and local dynasties,”8!

and the benefactor’s use of epigraphy and
iconography to associate themselves with both the Imperial family and Aphrodisias
and its patron deity was a deliberate measure to gain prestige and honour from both
parties. As will be discussed in more detail below, the two major sanctuaries at
Aphrodisias were linked not only by the benefactors involved but also through

iconography and the strengthening of the relationship between the two honorands.

4.5.2 The North Portico

The inscription from the North Portico shows that it was built by the same family who

built the Propylon, but more members were involved over a greater period:

[?Appoditn Oeoig XePaoctoic ‘Olvvmiog kol t@® oMuw] | star EvoéPng
euo[ratpig kol Méva]vopog ot M | evav[dpov tod EdviJkov [kai An] | ¢log
Mevav[dpov yuvr Evoe]fodg stop avédn[k]av éx t@® | v 1d[iewv] star vmod
celo[udv o[¢ KateveyBévia kai dypnw]0évi[t]a ma[AJv €k TV i|dlwv Stop
Anopiog v. ovv | kol Tatg tf) Ovyajtpl v. kai Mevavopw | k[a]i Edoefel Toic

€ylyévoig tedécaoa | amokabiéotnoey | vac.

[For Aphrodite, for the gods Augusti Olympians, for the People]: Eusebes
(entitled) lover of his country, and Menandrus, the sons of Menandrus the son
of Eunicus, and Apphias daughter of Menandrus, [wife of] Eusebes set (this)
up at their own expense. After it was thrown down and made useless by
earthquakes, again at their own expense Apphias completed and set it up again,
in company with Tata, her daughter, and Menandrus and Eusebes her

grandsons.®!2

811 Graham 2018, 2.
8121Aph2007 9.1. Trans. and commentary Reynolds 2007.
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Figure 54: Restoration of the dedication of the North Portico of the Sebasteion
(Graham 2018, 293



256

This text includes information about the circumstances surrounding the benefaction,
and particularly concerning why so many generations of the two families were
involved in the project, which the inscriptions of Tiberius Claudius Diogenes and
Attalis Apphion fail to mention. It seems that the first generation of this family,
Eusebes, Menandrus and Apphias were the three initial benefactors of this part of the
Sebasteion. The earthquake destroyed the building, perhaps when only partially
finished. Eusebus and Menandrus probably died before the rebuilding phase could take
place, or be completed, so Attalis carried on her husband and brother-in-law’s work to
complete the monument, aided by her daughter and grandsons. If the two families were
working on their halves of the Sebasteion simultaneously, then the work started by
Diogenes 4 and Attalus was damaged in the same earthquake, leading to Attalis

Apphion and Tiberius Claudius Diogenes having to complete the work.

The flanking colonnades were divided into rooms behind, but from the front, they
formed a continuous columnar fagade. The fagade’s decoration was a series of reliefs
that combined mythological, allegorical, and Imperial subjects, in a manner unseen
elsewhere.®'2 The sculptural decorations from the North Portico depicted allegories on
the upper storey, of which now only Hemara and Okeanos, Day and Ocean, survive,
and female representations of the peoples of the Roman Empire on the lower.® There
was enough space for fifty figures, and they were arranged geographically, with only
a few exceptions, i.e. those from the West of the empire were located on the west end
of the monument.®*> Smith states that the personifications represent the peoples that
Rome had defeated in war, and the idea of portraying peoples in this way was
distinctively Roman, had grown out of the Roman triumph.81® Reynolds suggests that
a plausible point of origin for the conception of the ethne figures is Augustus’ funerary
procession.8!” Tacitus describes how the senator Lucius Arruntius proposed that
during the funeral procession, Augustus’ body should be preceded by placards

showing the titles of all the laws he had passed and the name of every people he had

813 Smith 1990, 89.

814 Smith 1990, 89; 92.

815 Smith 1990, 94; 2013, 311.
816 Smith 1990, 95.

817 Reynolds 1986, 116.
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conquered.8!® Cassius Dio adds that the procession also included images of his
ancestors, deceased relatives, and other distinguished Romans.®° In his most recently
publication on the reliefs, Smith claims that the personifications of ethne were clearly
inspired by a monument in Rome.8%° Their inscribed labels, rather than the figures
themselves, he argues, provide the evidence for their Roman origins. In the (supposed)
Latin original, the inscriptions for each natio would have been in the nominative
feminine (nation of...). However, as there is only one word for nation in Greek, ethnos,
which is neuter, the labels of the figures on the North Portico of the Sebasteion are in
the genitive. The use of the genitive to label the female personifications as “(image)
of the nation of the...” prevents the awkwardness of a neuter nominative being used
to describe a feminine subject.??! This, Smith claims, is a clear indication of a
monument that has been translated both from Latin to Greek, and from Rome to

Aphrodisias.??

Without any surviving archaeological evidence for such a set of figures from Rome or
elsewhere in the Latin-speaking world, it is impossible to say that the ethne from the
Sebasteion are a copy of a similar monument. They may have been based upon figures
of conquered peoples, or even allies, from a number of different contexts. However,
the methods employed, and the lengths taken to solve the linguistic issues in the
inscriptions from the Sebasteion suggest that if a Latin model was used for these
figures, they must have been female representations. In terms of the relationship
between the statue and the text, it would have made more sense for a Greek original
to have included male figures and for the inscription to be in the nominative neuter. If
the representations of the ethne from the North Portico of the Sebasteion were based
upon a similar set of images from a Roman, or at least Latin, context, then they provide
evidence for a direct outside influence on architectural benefaction in Julio-Claudian
Aphrodisias. They suggest that Roman/Italic sculptors were either involved directly at
the Sebasteion or those from local workshops had interacted with such sculptors.
Alternatively, they suggest that the Greek builders of the Sebasteion, with the required

818 Tac. Ann. 1.8.4

819 Cassius Dio 56.34.2.
820 Smith 2013, 310.

821 Smith 2013, 311.

822 Smith 2013, 311.
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knowledge of this earlier monument, in the appropriate context of an Imperial cult
sanctuary, were attempting to represent the Romans, and the relationship between

Rome and its conqueror peoples, as the Romans represented themselves.

Whilst the North Portico may have been a designed to show the triumph of Rome over
all the peoples they had conquered, there is another interpretation which is equally
befitting an Imperial cult complex, but particularly such a monument in a provincial
context built by local non-Romans. The images from the North Portico imply that they
were designed to function as a representation of the Roman Empire and was a tribute
to its diversity. The clearly defined way that individual ethnic groups were represented
suggests that they maintained their own identities despite having been brought
together under the rule and influence of Rome. The representation of the peoples of
the empire in this way clearly evoked how the Greek benefactors of the monument
were seen both within Aphrodisias and within the wider Roman Empire, united, yet
able to celebrate their diversity. Neither architectural benefactors, nor their perceptions
of themselves and others within the Roman world were homogenous. The benefactors
of the Sebasteion were seen like this, so the rest of the peoples of the empire were

portrayed in the same way.
4.5.3. The South Portico

The inscription from the South Portico has been reconstructed from nine fragments of
six white marble architrave blocks. The text, whose distinctively Julio-Claudian letters
measure 0.07 metres high® was inscribed in two lines on the two fasciae reading as

follows:

| Appoditnt star Og(---)1 Zefoaot | (---) <T1Bep>im1 Khowdimt K|[ai]oapt star
w1 Ajumt dolphin | TiBéprog KAandiog | Atoyévng grihomoditng | & énnvysihato
| vac. Atoyévng 0 motn|[p a]0Tod Kol ATTaAic V. | Kol bgp ATTdA | ov Tod Bgiov

70 Ka' E0vTOV PéPOC V. dmoka [0]écotnoey vac.

823 Reynolds 1981, 317.
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For Aphrodite, for the God (?Goddess) Augustus (?Augusta), for Tiberius
Claudius Caesar, for the People, Tiberius Claudius Diogenes, friend of the
citizens, restored what Diogenes his father promised, and Attalis, and also on
behalf of his uncle Attalus his part.82

The text implies that Attalus and his brother Diogenes 4 pledged to contribute to the
construction of the Sebasteion but died before they could do so. As a result, Tiberius
Claudius Diogenes gave the share of the costs that his father Diogenes 4 promised,
whilst Attalis Apphion gave what her husband Attalis promised. The dedication to the
living Emperor Claudius dates the text to A.D. 41-54. Women involved themselves in
architectural benefaction for the same reasons as men did, and were no less eager to
gain glory and long-term benefits for their families.%?® Under the empire, female
members of the Imperial family were less involved as independent architectural
patrons, but private women, both Greek and Roman, both took the opportunities to
build, and were no less willing, able, or compelled to do s0.82® By completing her
husband’s project in her own name, Attalis was not doing something unusual or
unbecoming for a woman, but something that was firmly established in society and no
doubt expected of her upon the death of her husband.

824 |Aph2007 9.25. Trans. Reynolds 1981.
825 Wescoat 2015, 189.
826 \Wescoat 2015, 194-195.
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Figure 55: The eight

surviving fragments of the

inscription from the

Sebasteion’s South

Portico. (Kings College
London, Inscriptions of

Aphrodisias)
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Simon Price’s Ritual and Power places great emphasis on the incorporation of the Imperial cult
into the traditional religious system of Asia Minor. His study showed that across Asia Minor
the emperor was honoured at ancestral religious festivals, placed within Greek gods’
sanctuaries and temples, and his protection was invoked at sacrifices to the gods.2’ Under the
empire, the cultural system of Asia Minor was predominantly Greek, and the Imperial cult was
designed to fit cohesively into the extant system.?® The cohesion between the Imperial cult
and the cult of Aphrodite here at Aphrodisias must have been all the smoother thanks to the
associations between the Julio-Claudian family and Venus/Aphrodite. Like Eumachus
Diogenes at the Temple of Aphrodite, whose dedication emphasised his love for both
Aphrodite and the Emperor, the builders of the Sebasteion used the opportunity to integrate the
Imperial cult into the cult of Aphrodite. Both were given equal honour and precedence in the
city, and the families were represented as the ones who brought about these associations and

honours.

The South Portico, constructed by the family of Tiberius Claudius Diogenes, survives in a
much better condition than its northern counterpart. It had three storeys and a panelled facade.
The central panels were wider than the side panels, measuring c. 1.6 metres wide and c. 1.4
metres wide, respectively. Their height and depth, c. 1.6 metres and c. 0.45 metres respectively,
remain constant throughout.8?° Like the North Portico, it was richly decorated with sculptures.
Of the forty-five original relief panels, thirty have survived in a state of near completion, and
substantial fragments survive from most of the other fifteen.83° On the upper storey there were
images of Roman emperors and Olympian gods which represented three main themes: Imperial
victory, the divine emperors, and the gods.®3! There is no distinction in the reliefs between
living and deceased emperors, all are depicted as theoi.?3? Imperial victory was portrayed both
by the images of the emperors themselves and by the images of Nike, of which four are extant.
Some of the Imperial images, such as that of the image of Claudius subduing Britannia, would

have been unfamiliar to most Greek viewers, so were inscribed accordingly.®® The ethne

827 Price 1984, 235.
828 price 1984, 87; 235.
829 Smith 1987, 98.

830 Smith 1990, 95.
81 Smith 1987, 97.

832 Smith 2013, 312.
833 Smith 1987, 97.
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portraits were also inscribed to make them identifiable, as were the allegorical images of Day
and Ocean.®*However, there appears to be no epigraphy associated with the panels depicting
scenes from Greek mythology, presumably because they would have been familiar to an
Aphrodisian audience.®* In addition to Claudius and Britannia and two that feature Augustus,
others show: Claudius and Agrippina; a figure who is probably Germanicus; an unidentified
emperor or prince; Nero and Armenia; Tiberius (?) with a captive; two young princes; and an
empress making a sacrifice.8%® The placing of images of the emperors, the celebration of whose
cult was the purpose of this new monument, alongside familiar figures from the Greek
pantheon, shown here as cult statue-like figures, was a deliberate attempt to place the emperors,
and the worship of them, into a familiar, local context.83” The images of the victorious emperors
always show victories over barbarians of various kinds. This, Smith suggests, shows that the
conquest of the Greeks is long forgotten; this was before the emperors.83 These images show
that the Greeks were now partners, not “subjugated recalcitrants.”%*® Rome, and its emperors
were no longer a threatening, conquering entity, but one which they had become part of, as

further emphasised by the ethne discussed above, and honoured and respected accordingly.

The inclusion of images evoking and displaying victorious, powerful Romans in the context of
a monument where they were celebrated on a par with the gods would have been a key part of
representing the new regime. Yet, as the Imperial cult was a provincial one, rather than
originating in Rome, these images also indicate how the benefactors of the Sebasteion
represented their relationship with Rome, its cult, and their home city. The Greek builders of
the Sebasteion, some of whom were priests of the Imperial cult, placed themselves alongside
the Roman Emperors. By juxtaposing images of Romans subjugating barbarians with ones of
them alongside characters from Greek mythology they represented the benefactors, and the
citizens of Aphrodisias more widely, as a privileged people with freedom granted by Octavian.
The images from the upper storey of the south portico not only represented the regard that the
Roman Emperors were held in in Aphrodisias by the mid first century A.D. but also how its

residents saw themselves in relation to the Emperor, and the rest of the peoples of the empire.

834 Smith 1987, 88-89.
835 Smith 1987, 95-97.
836 Smith 1987, 100-101. For detailed discussions of these reliefs see Smith 2013, 128-147; 152-154; 158-160

837 For a detailed discussion of these reliefs see Smith 2013, 126-188.
838 Smith 2013, 313.
839 Smith 1987, 97-98.
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Such perceptions are vital for understanding the heterogeneity of the impact of Roman rule on

its provinces through the medium of architectural benefaction.

The lower storey depicted a long series of scenes from Greek mythology. Many of the subjects
are recognisable, unlike many other reliefs none are inscribed, and draw on a variety of earlier
sources, both late Classical and early Hellenistic.8*° One such scene is that of Achilles and the
Amazon Queen Penthesilea. Smith notes its similarity to depictions of the same scene seen
elsewhere, such as on an Attic sarcophagus now housed in the Louvre.84! Other scenes include:
the freeing of Prometheus by Heracles; a child Dionysus with the Nymphs; Heracles finding
Telephus; Heracles and boar; three heroes with a bitch;®*? Bellerophon; what appears to be a
rape, possibly of Cassandra; and a seated hero with a dog. Hermes is crowning the hero, and
presence of a flirtatious Amazonian figure in the scene dismisses her identity as Artemis, so
the scene’s most likely subject is Meleager and Atalante.3* The scenes that appear closest to
the temple are particularly indicative of the purpose and over-arching theme of the Sebasteion
reliefs. Over the room closest to the temple, there is a relief of the flight of Aeneas from Troy.
To the left, is a scene showing Aphrodite with a baby Eros and to the right, an image of
Poseidon. The image of the flight from Troy contains many familiar elements, but with the
addition of an Aphrodite escorting them.®* This is clearly an attempt to bring a scene which,
although would have been familiar to a Greek audience, had a huge significance to the Julio-
Claudian dynasty into a local context. Aphrodite, as the city’s deity, offers by her presence
safety and guardianship to those whom the family to whom the Sebasteion is dedicated. The
adoption of the Julio-Claudians by Aphrodite, and vice-versa, evokes the sense of concord
between Rome and Aphrodisias that has been fostered from the time of Augustus and continues
to be recognised and celebrated under the later Julio-Claudians through the agency of local

architectural benefactors.

The depiction of the theme of concord between Rome and Aphrodisias, and the adoption of the
former’s culture into that of the latter, in the Sebasteion reliefs, represents wider socio-cultural
changes in the city in the mid- to late- Julio-Claudian period. Local Roman and non-Roman

benefactors used their architectural benefaction at the Sebasteion to represent their perception

840 Smith 1990, 95; Smith 2013, 313.

841 Baratte and Metzger 1985, no 166; Smith 1990, 95.
842 Smith offers no indication of their identity.

843 Smith, 1990, 95-97.

844 Smith 1990, 97.
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of their city’s place in the Roman Empire and the harmoniousness of the relationship between
Rome and Aphrodisias. The appearance of such images on a monument built by local people
for the celebration of a provincial cult shows not only the influence that Rome had on them but
also how they chose to represent this influence. Such representations of the impact of Roman
rule on its provinces greatly aid our understanding of how individuals and communities
responded in different ways in different socio-cultural, chronological and geographical

contexts, allowing a more nuanced picture of Roman influence in the province of Asia.

Figure 56: Aeneas’ flight from Troy watched by Aphrodite from the Sebasteion, now in the
Aphrodisias museum. (Oxford University. Last Accessed 15/7/2019)%4%

The links between the Julio-Claudian dynasty and the patron goddess of Aphrodisias are further
emphasised by the scene of Aphrodite and baby Eros. Aphrodite sits on a throne with Eros on
her knee, and her veil billows around her head.®*® Smith states that it seems to be a unique

composition with a perhaps intentional allusion to the famous Tellus®*’ figure on the Ara

845 http://aphrodisias.classics.ox.ac.uk/sebasteionreliefs.html

86 Smith 2013, 202.

87 Although Smith identifies the goddess on the Ara Pacis as Tellus, her identity is far from conclusive. For the
various possible identities of the goddess: Venus - Galinsky 1966, 1992; Pax - Thomson de Grummond 1990;
Tellus - Petersen, 1902; Italica — Strong 1937; Ceres - Stanley Spaeth, 1994,
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Pacis.®* The style of her hair and the carving of her facial features have some similarities to
the ‘ideal’ portraits of Livia,8*° further strengthening the links between her and the Imperial
family. On the relief is a cloaked male figure, which given the Trojan theme of the adjacent
panel, is probably Anchises. The presence of Eros brings an obvious element of love to the

scene, so this panel may represent the union of Anchises with Aphrodite, as described in the
850

Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite.

Figure 57: Aphrodite, Eros, and Anchises from the Sebasteion, now in the Aphrodisias
museum. (Ancient Anatolia Blogspot. Last accessed 28/3/2016)%*

The myths used to decorate the South Portico, particularly those of the Trojan wars and where
Aphrodite is present, were designed to show Imperial themes within a Greek context. They
portray Greek culture as both a forerunner and the natural background of Imperial rule,
something described as one of the most striking features of the complex.®5? The inclusion of
such themes suggest that the families were attempting to represent Roman rule not as an
overpowering, usurping force, but as a natural progression in the socio-political life of
Aphrodisias. This makes these images different from the ethne on the North Portico but related

848 Smith 1990, 97.
849 Smith 2013, 203.
850 Hom. Hymn. Aph. 5. 155-170; Smith 1990, 97.

81 http://ancient-anatolia.blogspot.co.uk/2011/03/anchises-aphrodite.html.

82 Smith, 1990, 100.
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thematically. The North, rather than portraying the ideal relationship between the Julio-
Claudians emperors and the Greek world, represented the diverse range of peoples who
inhabited, or interacted with the Roman Empire.®° At the east end, nearest to the temple, the
close proximity of images of Aphrodite, Aeneas and Augustus was clearly a deliberate attempt
to show these themes within a specifically Aphrodisian context and perspective.®* The
majority of the scenes were easily recognisable, drew on late Classical and Hellenistic sources,
and were an attempt to reconcile Imperial rule with their own culture. This was a means to
make the emperor more familiar, and to present the Greeks not as conquered subjects, but
partners in the empire.® Its architecture was Italic in nature, using the Corinthian order and
specifically tapering the porticoes to draw visitors’ attention towards the temple rather than
merely defining the space around it. Its similarity in style to monuments such as the Fora of
Caesar and Augustus, and, as Ratté suggests, the Porticus ad Nationes, leads to him to describe
it as, “more purely Italian than any other building complex at Aphrodisias.”%*® The Sebasteion
represents not only a clear influence of Rome on provincial public architecture but also how

local architectural benefactors represented their responses to Roman influence in Aphrodisias.

The Sebasteion is unique, in that there are no other surviving examples of monuments that
portrayed the role of the emperors in such an elevated manner.25” The two families involved in
its construction clearly wished to honour and recognise the new, Roman Imperial cult with a
building befitting its nature. Yet, the same time, they recognised a need to integrate this new
cult into the religious life of the people of Aphrodisias. By depicting the Imperial family, their
origins, and achievements in the context of the familiar, whether the Greek myths or the
Olympian gods, a Greek audience would have gained visual reference points for the importance
of the Imperial cult. The Sebasteion represented local people gradually incorporating new ideas
into a familiar context in a way that made sense to them. This is particularly pertinent for
understanding the influence of Rome on its provinces. The families who built and decorated
the Sebasteion ensured that Rome was represented as a positive influence on provincial society,

incorporating images, building styles, and the honouring of the Imperial family into the existing

853 Smith, 1990, 95.

84 Smith, 1990, 100.

85 Smith, 1990, 95; 100.
85 Ratté, 2001, 121.

87 Smith 2013, 314.
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socio-cultural environment of the city. By doing so, the families were represented as both
supportive of Roman rule and as adherents to older traditions. They, like the city around them,

cannot be considered as representing a Romano-Greek dichotomy, but a Romano-Greek unity.

Figure 58: View of the Sebasteion complex, looking west. (April 2011)

4.5.4 The Imperial Cult Temple

The Imperial cult temple is the least well-preserved part of the Sebasteion; it was almost
certainly dismantled, perhaps in the fifth century at the same time that the Temple of Aphrodite
was converted into a church.®%® Attalis Apphion may have been the temple’s sole benefactor,
or she may have built it in partnership with Tiberius Claudius Diogenes, as was the case with
the South Portico. Smith notes that the temple was “of imperial type,”® suggesting its design
was clearly inspired by Rome. It was a raised, podium temple, its stylobate standing c. 5.2
metres above the avenue, with a flight of steps at the front only.2%° These steps led up to a tall,
Corinthian, prostyle facade of six columns.®! Several inscribed architrave blocks and other

858 Smith 2013, 30.
859 Smith, 1990, 89.
860 Smith 2013, 28.
81 Smith 1987, 94; Erim, 1990, 13; Smith, 1990, 89.
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architectural fragments found nearby suggest that this Corinthian temple was built on a grand

scale.

Figure 59: North-south section of the Sebasteion, looking east towards the Temple. (Smith
2013, 33)

The dedicatory inscription, which would have originally been located on the front of the
temple, has been reconstructed from four fragments of white marble architrave blocks, with
three fasciae which have bead and reel decoration between them. The blocks, all of which are
damaged, measure (Width x Height x Depth) 1.54 x 0.45 x 0.58 metres, 1.0 x 0.42 x 0.58
metres, 1.54 x 0.45 x 0.58 metres, and 1.0 x 0.42 x 0.58 metres. The text is presented in three
lines, with letter heights of 0.095 metres, 0.075 metres, and 0.08 metres respectively and reads:

[+ ? - Avtokpdropt TiB]epio Kaicapt Og[od Xefa]oto[d Didt Zefactdt kai Tloviio
YeBootf[t véar] Anuntp[i - ? -]

[ ? - At]tokic Mevekp[dtovg Alneio[v - ¢. 12 -+ vmg]p AttdAov tod M[evivdp]ov
100 AN[+- ? -*]

[+ ? ] tov vaov kai t[ov podp]ov [~ €. 15 -] vac. dbmep tod [+ ¢. 5 -Jov vac. [-- ? -]

[-- ? -] for the Imperator Tib]erius Caesar [Augustus, son] of the god Augustus, and

for Julia Augusta, the new Demeter [ . . .
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... . ] Attalis Apphion, daughter of Menecrates [ ... ?...] on behalf of Attalus, son of

Menandrus, ? her [ husband . . .

...] the temple and ? the [altar . .?...] on behalf of [ . . .26

3 ‘1 /‘ /' N )
SES TTETES TP

College London, Inscriptions of Aphrodisias)

The text is very fragmentary but from the extant letters, it appears that Attalis Apphion built,
or rebuilt, the Imperial cult temple on behalf of her husband, Attalus. It is possible that other
members of the family were involved in this project, but without the rest of the inscription, it
is impossible to know. Although Diogenes 4 is certainly dead by the time of reconstruction
works carried out by his sister-in-law and his son during the reign of Claudius, he may have
been alive at the temple’s dedication during the reign of Tiberius, therefore may have been

another benefactor recorded in the now-missing section of the dedicatory inscription.

The dedication to the Emperor Tiberius and to Livia dates the Imperial cult temple to sometime

between A.D. 14-37, though as it is unclear whether Livia was still alive when the temple was

82 |Aph2007 9.112.
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dedicated a more precise date cannot be offered. Livia is described as the new Demeter. The
association between Livia and Demeter is not uncommon.®® An inscription found at
Lampsacus in Troas hailed as hailed her as “New Demeter”®“ and in one found at Cyzicus,
“thea Demeter”.%%® Coins minted in both Asian and African mints have been discovered
depicting Livia holding ears of wheat, one of the most common visual epithets of Demeter.8®
The link between Demeter/Ceres and Livia has its origins in the Augustan period, but becomes
much more common during the reign of Tiberius. This association, plus those of other matronly
and fertile goddesses such as Juno,®’ evokes themes of the foundation, and continuation of the
Imperial dynasty whose cult was celebrating within this new temple complex. Reynolds
suggests that Augustus would have posthumously associated here with Zeus Patroos, stating
that it would have been very unlikely for Livia to be associated with an Olympian and not
Augustus t00.8%8 The cella would have held statues of Aphrodite and leading members of
Augustus’ family, and others such as Claudius, Nero, and princes and imperial women were
probably honoured in a similar manner.2®® As seen throughout the Sebasteion complex, the
imagery was designed to integrate the Imperial cult into familiar Greek myths and religious
practices, equating the earthly, human mother of the Julio-Claudian dynasty with a deity
associated with the earth and fertility. This would have allowed a far easier integration of the

Imperial cult into the city’s religious life.

The Imperial cult temple was the focal point of the Sebasteion, but it does not aid our
understanding of the family as benefactors any more than the portico discussed above.
However, what is noticeable is that in the dedicatory inscription of the Imperial cult temple,
any mention of the benefactors’ priesthoods is absent. Admittedly, the text is very fragmentary,

but the space after Attalis Apphion’s name, estimated by those reconstructing the text to be

863 Stirling 2012, 642. For similar inscriptions, see Rose 1997, 23 n. 20.

84 |GRR 4 180.

865 SEG 33 1055. It is a marble stele, reused, now in four fragments, one of which includes a male figure (?
Apollo), twenty lines of text, dates to after A.D. 15

866 Stirling 2012, 642; Harvey 2011, 205-206; 256-259.

87 Stirling 2012, 628; A lengthy digression of the assimilation of Livia with these goddesses is not necessary here,
but the topic has been studied at length. For further examples and discussion see also; Spaeth 1994, 88-9; 1996,
100-1, 120-21, 145-46; Kozakiewicz 1998, 102; Wood 1999, 110-13; Bartman 1999, 93-5, 107; Alexandridis
2004, 48-9

88 Reynolds 1996b, 45.

869 Smith 2013, 30.
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around twelve letters long, is too short for the original text to have read high priestess and
priestess and too long to have read just high priestess. It is likely that when the work on the
Sebasteion was completed, and the monument dedicated, Attalis Apphion did not hold her high
priesthood of the Imperial cult. Without the obligation associated with holding a priesthood to
contribute to the construction of a monument, Attalis Apphion and her family’s authority to
build, or exact motivations behind building, either the cult temple or indeed the rest of their
contribution to the Sebasteion complex cannot be ascertained. However, their apparent
generosity, and devotion to the Imperial cult may have resulted in Attalis Apphion being
granted her high priesthood, which would explain why the title is present on her honorific
statue, but not on the monument. Taking part in the construction of a monument so directly
associated with the Imperial family, seemingly without any direct obligation to do so, suggests
that Attalis Apphion and her family were represented as favourable to both the cult and the
Roman influences associated with it. Their first, small-scale benefaction of two columns at the
Temple of Aphrodite resulted in them being represented as favourable to their city’s patron
deity. However, a benefaction on a scale as great as that seen at the Sebasteion had far greater,
and far wide-reaching aims and implications for how the influence that Rome had impacted

upon them, and how they chose to represent this.

The very purpose of the Sebasteion complex, the worship of the Imperial cult, indicates the
influence that interactions with the Roman Imperial system would have had on provincial
architectural benefaction. However, as the Imperial cult began in the provinces, rather than in
Rome, this influence must have resulted from a provincial respect for Roman culture, rather
than a transfer of cultural practices resulting from interactions between Roman and local elites.
The form of the monument reflected the early Imperial fora in Rome, and whilst very little of
the temple survives it was built in a style that would have not looked out of place in Rome at
that time. The iconography throughout the complex featured Greek and Roman themes and
images, combining them to create a monument that reflected Aphrodisias’ place within the
Roman Empire. The Sebasteion was a quintessentially provincial monument, built for a
provincial cult in a composite style. The architectural features used in the Sebasteion indicate
that its Aphrodisian benefactions were represented in a manner indicative of the diverse cultural
nature of their locality. The benefactors were represented as sympathetic to Roman culture and
to the worship of the Imperial cult. Yet, by incorporating their patron deity into the epigraphy
and iconography of the Sebasteion, they stayed true to their Greek roots. In doing so, they

strengthened the association between Aphrodite and Venus Genetrix and her role as the founder
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of the Julio-Claudian dynasty.®”® The iconography of the Sebasteion indicates the religious,
cultural, and ethnic diversity of the Roman Empire under the later Julio-Claudian emperors.
The monument’s Aphrodisian benefactors, a family of Roman and non-Roman citizens, were
placed within the diverse nature of the population of the Roman Empire and represented how
architectural benefactors were as heterogenous as the population of the Roman Empire.
Furthermore, local, and Roman cults, monuments, and styles of benefaction coexisted within

the diverse phenomenon of architectural benefaction.

870 For further discussion of this association see Reynolds 1996b, 44.
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5

Cosmopolitan Capito: Architectural Benefaction by a Roman Official in Late Julio-Claudian
Miletus

After considering the architectural benefactions of Imperial freedmen, Imperial agents and a
local family with Roman sympathies, this final chapter considers a further category of
benefactor, the Roman provincial official. The provincial official in question is Gnaeus
Vergilius Capito, known from surviving epigraphic evidence to have held positions in Rome,
and provincial positions including a high priesthood of the Imperial cult, the procuratorship of

Asia and the prefecture of Egypt.

5.1. Administration of the East under the Later Julio-Claudians

Until the reign of Claudius, there were very few changes to the province of Asia’s
administrative structure established by Augustus. Tiberius, overall, scrupulously observed
Augustus’ policies in Asia. Gaius’ relatively short reign did not result in any major changes in
Asian policy either, aside from his encouragement of the erection of the Imperial cult temple
at Miletus, of which Capito is known to have served as high priest.8”! Capito’s roles within the
Roman provincial administration during Claudius’ reign coincided with a number of
developments and changes. A key change in the administration of Asia was the role of
Procurator. The Imperial Procurator, an equestrian position often held by former soldiers, was
established by Augustus, and were appointed to handle the financial affairs within provinces.8"
Whilst some procurators were little more than managers of the Emperor’s property, even under
Augustus, others had additional roles such as supervising the collection of taxes.®”® The power
of the Imperial Procurators increased under Tiberius, a development which led Tacitus to

suggest that the Emperor’s administration deteriorated as time went on:

“It will be opportune, I take it, as this year brought the opening stages of deterioration
in the principate of Tiberius, to review in addition the other departments of state and

the methods by which they were administered up to that period...The imperial property

871 Magie 1950, 512; 515.

872 Sherwin-White 1939; Jones 1960, 117; 123. For Augustus’ appointment of his freeman Licinius to the
procuratorship of Gaul see Cassius Dio 54. 21; Suet. Aug. 67.1; Sen, Apocolocyntosis, 6.

873 Brunt 19664a, 88.
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was entrusted by Caesar to men of tested merit, at times to a personal stranger on the
strength of his reputation; and his agents, once installed, were retained quite
indefinitely, many growing grey in the service originally entered... He saw to it that
the provinces were not disturbed by fresh impositions and that the incidence of the old
was not aggravated by magisterial avarice or cruelty: corporal punishment and the

forfeiture of estates were not in vogue.”8"

Claudius’ foreign policy, especially compared with Tiberius’, was aggressive and expansionist,
marked by the annexation of the Lycian Federation and Rhodes in A.D 43 and 44
respectively 8> Apart from the displays of aggression in Lycia and Rhodes, Claudius
maintained the liberal attitude of his predecessors towards the cities of Asia. In a letter praising
Mytilene for its citizens’ loyalty to the Imperial house, he officially recognised the city’s
autonomy, even if as David Magie describes it, it was somewhat limited.8’® Under Claudius,
the Imperial Procurators began to possess increased power and influence.®”’ Strabo reports that
in Spain the Procurator was responsible for paying troops.8® In A.D. 53, Claudius issued a
Senatus Consultum, which gave Imperial Procurators judicial validity and provision plenius
quam antea et uberius (more extensive and fuller than previously).8”® Brunt interprets this
passage of The Annals as implying that at least some of the Imperial Procurators already had
recognised judicial powers before A.D. 53.88° Capito, having served as Procurator of Asia
most likely in the years preceding A.D. 47, may have been one of those whose role involved

more than managing the Emperor’s private property.

The trend towards the increasing of Imperial Procurator’s power and influence continued under
Nero.28! The role of Prefect of Egypt also underwent a development under the later Julio-
Claudians. It was originally a praetorian, rather than equestrian, post: there is no evidence for
a non-praetorian Prefect of Egypt prior to the reign of Claudius.8? Capito may have been one

874 Tac. Ann. 1V, 6.

875 Magie 1950, 547-548.
876 Magie 1950, 542.

877 Sherwin-White 1939, 13.
878 Strab. 3.20.

879 Tac. Ann. XII, 60.

80 Brunt 1966b, 464.

81 Magie 1950, 562.

882 Sherwin-White 1939, 16; Tac. Ann. XII. 60.
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of the first to gain promotion from a provincial procuratorship to the prefecture of Egypt.
Capito’s promotion to Prefect of Egypt is particularly unusual because most known officials
were either provincial prefects or provincial procurators; not many were both. Furthermore,
one did not necessarily follow from another.®3® Where men did serve as both procurator and
prefect, they were more likely to be military procurators, rather than provincial procurators as
Capito had been. Hans-Georg Pflaum’s catalogue of 357 equestrian officials,®* both military
and provincial, up to the reign of Gallienus includes thirty-three provincial prefects. Eight of
these prefects held military procuratorships; a further eight held provincial procuratorships;2®
and five held both military and provincial procuratorships. Of the twenty-one who did hold
procuratorships and prefectures Capito is the only one known from the Julio-Claudian
period.®® In contrast to Capito’s career, thirteen of the thirty-nine prefects are thought not to
have held a procuratorship of any kind. Of the thirteen, only two can be dated with certainty to
the Julio-Claudian period, Gaius Caecina Tuscus, who was Prefect of Egypt by A.D. 63, and
Ti. lulius Alexander, whose administrative career spanned the period from Claudius to

Vespasian.8’

Capito held both a procuratorship and a prefecture during his career, which across the
chronological span of Pflaum’s study is not unusual. However, within the chronological span
of this thesis, and most relevantly, when Capito was active, it would have been more usual for
a prefect to not have also held a procuratorship. Already Stein had noted that even in the second
century A.D. it was rare for a the holder of a junior prefecture, such as the Praefectus Vigilium,

to rise straight to a post as high as Prefect of Egypt, whereas holding a procuratorship prior to

83 Sherwin-White 1939, 15.

84 Pflaum 1960-1982.

85 Pflaum 1960-1982: Those that had similar careers to Capito (Prefect of Asia c. 40s A.D and Prefect of Egypt
c. A.D. 47-52) include: Gaius Pompeius Planta (Procurator of Lycia c. A.D. 75 and Prefect of Egypt A.D. 98-
100); C. Vibius Maximus (Procurator of Pannonia and Dalmatia A.D. 95, Prefect of Egypt A.D. 103-107); T.
Flavius Titanius (Procurator of Pontus and Galatia, Prefect of Egypt A.D. 126-133.); Valerius Eudaemon
(Procurator of Lycia, Pamphylia, Galatia, Paphlagonia, Pisidia, Pontus and Asia, Prefect of Egypt, Hadrianic.); T.
Flavius Titianus 11 (Procurator of Lyon and Aquitaine, Prefect of Egypt A.D. 164-167); Q. Baienus Blassianus
(Procurator of Lugdunensis and Aquitaine, Prefect of Egypt under Marcus Aurelius; C. lulius Pacatianus
(Procurator of Mauretania, Prefect of Egypt and Mesopotamia, Severan period);

886 Pflaum 1960-1982.

87 Pflaum 1960-1982.
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being Prefect of Egypt was more common.8 Capito’s administrative career, progressing from
a procuratorship to a prefecture, whilst unusual for an equestrian in the first century A.D.,
appears to have anticipated what became a typical path in subsequent centuries. Of the known
officials with similar career paths to Capito, there is no evidence to suggest that they were
architectural benefactors as he was. Although Pflaum’s study is comprehensive, it is not
complete, and therefore the trends seen in the careers of our known provincial officials should
not be considered definitive. What can be stated with more certainty is that the transformation
of the role of the Imperial procurator under the later Julio-Claudians would have allowed him
greater opportunities than before to gain both prestige and honours in both his city of residence

and elsewhere in the province, and to further his career.

5.2. Capito’s Miletus

As discussed in Chapter 3, the area that became the Roman province of Asia had been home to
Italian settlers long before the Imperial period. In Ephesus in particular, there were large
numbers of Italian settlers by the first century B.C.; conservative estimates are in the tens of
thousands.® However, in the area around Miletus the surviving evidence for Italian settlers is
much scanter than at Ephesus. Peter Thonemann’s discussion of Italian immigrants into the
Maeander Valley is rather brief and lacks detailed epigraphic and historical evidence. The
evidence for Italian settlers and landowners that he does include is allusive at times. He
suggests that Italian immigrants were present in the area around Miletus in the first century
B.C. These settlers initially owned large plots of land in the Maeander valley, but by the end
of the century rural settlement decreased rapidly. This was thought to have coincided with an
increase in the urban population of Miletus.8 With regards to Italian landowners near Miletus
at the time, Thonemann mentions only Capito’s father. As will be discussed below,
Thonemann’s evidence for this claim is tenuous. Other Italians who are known to have owned
land near Miletus and the Maeander Valley in the first century A.D. include the family of L.
Malius Reginus,%! and Tacitus notes that Rubellius Plautus owned estates in Asia during the

reign of Nero.%? Miletus was not the centre of Italian immigration and influence that Ephesus

888 Stein 1950, 180-183.

89 valerius Maximus X1.2.4; Plut. Sulla. XXIV.

890 Thonemann 2011, 293.

81 |Didyma 343; Thonemann 2011, 252 notes that Reginus’ granddaughter refers to Miletus as her patris. The
inference is made that the family had been in the area for several generations by the time of this inscription.

892 Tac. Ann. 14. 22.
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had become by the first century A.D., but outside influences had begun to make their mark on

the old city.

Figure 61: Map of Miletus with Capito’s monuments numbered 1) Theatre Stage Building. 2)
Baths Complex. (Adapted after Weber 2007, 352, fig. 17)

An early study of Capito suggested, albeit with little evidence or argumentation, that he was
not from Miletus, but from Tarracina.® This claim is based upon the following passage from
Tacitus’ Histories which describes how a slave of a man called Verginius Capito deserted and

joined Lucius Vitellius in the siege of Tarracina in A.D. 69:

893 Stein 1950, 31.
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“Meanwhile a slave belonging to Verginius Capito deserted to L. Vitellius and having
engaged, on being furnished with a force, to put him in possession of the unoccupied
citadel, proceeded at a late hour of the night to place some light-armed cohorts on the

summit of a range of hills which commanded the enemy's position.”8%

The one-letter difference in spelling between Vergilius and Verginius results from a copying
error. The eleventh century Mediceus Il manuscript names the slave owner as Vergilius Capito.
All other surviving manuscripts of the Histories are copies of the Mediceus I, and despite
Moore’s description of these later manuscripts as “comparatively useless”, he follows the
Puteolanus manuscript, which erroneously calls the slave owner Verginius Capito.®*® This text
appears to show that+ Capito continued his life in Tarracina, perhaps leaving relatives and
descendants to manage any land he may have owned in Asia. An issue arises when examining
the text more closely. Capito himself is not mentioned in the text, only one of his slaves.
Furthermore, Tacitus gives no indication that Capito was present at the time of the slave’s
desertion. The slave appears to have deserted the estate, rather than Capito. In other words,
Capito may not have been in Tarracina at all. If this estate had been inherited from his Italian
father, by A.D. 69 the estate may have been managed on his behalf by a vilicus whilst he
continued to reside in Miletus. Alternatively, a son of the same name (Tacitus does not give
the slave owner’s full patronymics) could be managing the estate on his father’s behalf. In other
words, there is no conclusive evidence that our Capito was ever in Tarracina, only that he

owned land there.

More recent work has shown that Capito and his family had connections to Miletus. Capito’s
father Gnaeus was Italian and is thought to have married into the Milesian lulii, who
Thonemann describes, with very little evidence or justification, as the “most successful native
family of the late Republican and early Imperial period.”®® The inscription that he refers to in

support of his claim is quoted below:
[[Taiov TovAov Emkpdtn fipoa @uloTatpy, Tatépa

[TovAiag [t Og]ing I'v(aiov) Ovepyihiov Kamitmvog,

894 Tac. Hist. 3.77.
895 Moore 1931, xiv; Godley in his 1898 edition of the text also follows the Puteolanus manuscript.
8% Thonemann 2011, 252.
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C. lulius Epicrates, hero, philopatris, father of lulia aunt of Gnaeus Vergilius Capito,

having become ... friend of the Emperor Caesar Augustus god, son of the god and who

had asked for the asylia of Apollo, the lands which were drained by the Maeander, as

well as the earth mounds, ateleia of the Didymeia and the islands, high priest of Asia

and lonian for life, agonothetes for life, gymnasiarch of all the gymnasia, who took

over all liturgies and who through words and deeds, and dedications and gifts adorned
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and provided for his native city, benefactor of the city, as is contained in the degrees

about him.

Gaius lulius Diadumenos repaired and replaced the statue which destroyed by fire in

the gymnasium, after asking for a resolution from the city council in this matter.5%’

Although the key names that would definitively link Capito to the lulii, his mother and father,
are missing from this text, it is clear enough to link Capito with one of the most important
families of Early Imperial Miletus. What there is not enough evidence for in this text is
Thonemann’s claim that Capito’s father, like many other Italians who migrated to the
Maeander Valley, bought land there.8%® The only mention of land in this text is the dried-up
lands near the river that Epicrates had requested. The only other piece of evidence which
suggests that any Vergilii owned land in the area is a cadastral text dating from the third-fourth
century A.D. from Magnesia-on-the-Maeander.8 Line 13 of fragment e of this inscription
states that the land once owned by Volvianus and Vergilius was now in the possession of a
man called Eutychis of Ephesus.®® The relative rarity of the nomen Vergilius in Asia Minor
has led to the assumption that this farm had been owned by the Milesian Vergilii.®* These farm
owners were probably descendants of Capito, present in the area in the second and third
centuries A.D., and the assumption can be made that this farm had been the property of the

Milesian Vergilii since the time of Capito and his father.

The subject of the dedication, Gaius lulius Epicrates who was a friend of Augustus, is referred
to as “father of Iulia, aunt of Cn. Vergilius Capito”. This periphrasis implies that Epicrates was
Capito’s great uncle rather than his grandfather by marriage, or, as Peter Herrmann suggested,
“aunt” (0ginc) here refers to mother’s cousin rather than mother’s sister.’? Figure 62 shows

Herrmann’s interpretation of the possible relationships between Epicrates, lulia and Capito:

897 Milet V1 3, 1131. Herrmann 1994, 210 suggests that the missing letters in line three should be reconstructed as
either [koi oweT]ov or [ratpdi]ov.

898 Thonemann 2011, 252.

899 IMag. 122.

90 |Mag. 12213 yw(piov) BoAPlavov koi Bipyildov £ (amoypapiic) Evtuyid(oc) Ee(eciac) fu(yd) ¢ <y A" 1’
91 Thonemann 2011, 252.

902 Herrmann 1994, 209.
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C.ILTIius Epicrates (GrI ndmother)
lulia (Motr@—:)T (Verg‘ilius)

Cn. Vergil#us Capito
Figure 62 : The family of Epicrates, Iulia and Capito according to Peter Herrmann.%%

The presentation of the relationship between Epicrates and Capito in the inscription seems far
more tenuous and distant that Herrmann’s interpretation suggests. Rather than being the brother
of Capito’s maternal grandmother, as Herrmann suggests, | suggest that Epicrates was a further
step away from Capito, and that he was the father of the wife of an uncle of Capito’s (i.e. great
uncle by marriage.) Figure 63 explains this alternative relationship between Epicrates, lulia,

and Capito:

C. lulius Epicrates (Grandmother) = (Grandfather) (Grandmother) :(Gran(ﬁfather)

| | |
lulia = (Uncle) (Mother) = (Verg%lius)
|

Gn. Ver&;ilius Capito

Figure 63: Alternative interpretation of the family of Epicrates, lulia and Capito.

The text states that it replaced an earlier inscription which was destroyed by a fire at a
gymnasium. This second statue of Epicrates is assumed to have been erected posthumously,
around A.D. 50. The basis for this is that by then Capito had gained prominence in Rome,
Miletus, and Asia more widely, and Egypt. Whoever drafted the inscription, perhaps a relative
of Epicrates and Capito, was keen to emphasise the precise relationship between the deceased
Epicrates and his successful, famous descendant. The mentioning of this relationship prior to

the one between Epicrates and Augustus suggests that it was considered more important for

903 Herrmann 1994, 209.
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Epicrates to be associated with the living Capito than the deceased Augustus. This text was
designed to link Epicrates not simply with Capito a fellow Milesian, but with Capito the now
successful Roman official. The inscription seems to ‘name drop’ Capito, without context or
apparent justification. This could be explained by the fact that this text was a replacement. The
erection of this new statue of Epicrates occurred during the height of Capito’s career. If Gaius
lulius Diadumenaos, the financier of the statue, was a member of the same branch of the lulii as
Epicrates, it would be very appropriate for him to insert his relation’s, famous, descendant.
There is no clarification in the text of Capito’s local or imperial connections, but this may not
have been required if Capito’s name was known within the city. By the supposed date of the
dedication, Capito would have held local and provincial positions, and may have returned from
Egypt. The public buildings he was responsible for may have also been under construction.
The inclusion of Capito’s name and relationship to Epicrates, most likely as an addition to the
original dedicatory inscription, represented both Epicrates’ relationship with Rome in his own
lifetime, and his relationship with his descendant whose life and work intertwined him into the

political and religious life of the Roman Empire.

Capito’s building projects have been considered to be part of reconstruction work to Miletus
after an earthquake.®* The famous earthquakes in A.D. 17 and 23 described by Tacitus struck
some distance from Miletus and were also too early to be likely candidates for a Milesian
quake.®® Other earthquakes also affected Asia in A.D. 53°% and A.D. 60, but again, the
location of the quakes prevent them being candidates for affecting Miletus. It is thought that
around A.D. 47 an earthquake hit the eastern Mediterranean.®® In their catalogue of ancient
earthquakes Guidoboni, Comastri and Traina claim that it affected Samos; Ephesus; Smyrna;
Hierapolis; Laodicea; Chios; and Delos. There are no surviving contemporary accounts for this
earthquake, the nearest in date being Pliny the Elder’s mention of Delos being struck by
earthquakes at least twice, despite its supposed immunity.®®® Whilst this brief note offers
nothing to date this earthquake, Guidoboni, Comastri and Traina suggest that Pliny’s source,

Licinius Mucianus, was in the province of Asia during the reign of Claudius and would have

904 Habicht 1959, 163; specifically refers to an earthquake occurring during Claudius’ reign.
95 Tac. Ann. 2. 47. 1-4; 4.13.1.

96 Tac. Ann. 12.58.2.; Guidoboni, Comastri and Traina 1994, 192-193.

%7 Tac. Ann. 14.27.1.: Guidoboni, Comastri and Traina 1994, 194-195.

998 Guidoboni, Comastri and Traina 1994, 188-190.

99 Plin. NH. 4.66.
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been able to give a first-hand account of this earthquake.®® Mucianus’ work described both
natural and unnatural curiosities that he had seen, so earthquakes in places that were considered
immune from seismic activity would certainly fall under Mucianus’ remit. Mucianus was in
the East during the reign of Claudius serving as governor of Lycia-Pamphylia, before
commanding Syria and its legions.®** Tacitus notes that Mucianus withdrew to Asia as he
believed that Claudius was angry with him, but Tacitus does not mention whether Mucianus
withdrew from Rome or Syria. Had it been the former, he may have travelled via the Cyclades,
stopping at Delos. The nearest to Delos that Mucianus is known to have visited is the island of
Andros to the north. Pliny informs us that, according to Mucianus, there was a spring on the
island that tasted like wine on the nones of January.®*? If any of this account can be believed,
it suggests that Mucianus did at least visit the archipelago at some point in his life. However,
there is no surviving evidence to suggest that Mucianus was an eyewitness to an earthquake
that affected Delos, Samos, or anywhere else in the eastern Mediterranean during the reign of

Claudius.

Later written evidence for a Claudian earthquake is also rather problematic. John Malalas
mentions extensive earthquake damage to Ephesus and Smyrna during Claudius’ reign, and
that the Emperor paid for reconstruction work in both cities.®®®* Malalas does not date the
earthquake that devastated these cities. Philostratus in his life of Apollonius of Tyana mentions
that Apollonius correctly predicted damage to Smyrna, Miletus, Chios, Samos, and many
lonian cities.®* This account only shows that at some point between Apollonius’ birth in the
first century A.D. and when Philostratus was writing in the third century, all these town
succumbed to seismic activity. In his translation and commentary of Philostratus’ text, C. P.
Jones dates the Milesian earthquake to the reign of Claudius, but does not give any evidence to
support his assumption.®®® The Byzantine chronicler George Syncellus adds that earthquake
damage was suffered by Hierapolis, Laodicea, Colossae, and an Antioch at this time.®® The

issue here is that all these cities are some distance from Miletus, there may be more than one

910 Traina 1987; Guidoboni, Comastri and Traina 1994, 189.

911 Baldwin 1995, 292. Tac. Hist. 1. 10; Jos. AJ. 12. 119; Suet. Ves. 6.
912 Plin. NH. 2. 106.

913 Malalas 10. 23.

%14 Philostr. V. Apo.4.6.

915 Jones 2014, 333.

916 Georg. Sync. 638.
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earthquake involved, and George Syncellus relied on Eusebius for his dating, rather than a

more contemporary source.®*’

The epigraphic evidence for an earthquake occurring in around A.D. 47 is found in two
inscriptions from Samos, one Latin, one Greek, which refer to the rebuilding of its temple of

Liber Pater with funds provided by Claudius:

Ti(berius) Claudius Caesar Aug(ustus) / Germanicus, Pontifex / Maximus, Tribuniciae
/ Potestatis VII, Imp(erator) XV, Co(n)s(ul) 1111, / Pater Patriae, Censor, aedem Liberi

Patris / vetustate et terra motu [conlapsam restituit].

Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus, pontifex maximus, granted tribunician
power for the seventh time, (acclaimed) emperor for the fifteenth time, consul for the
fourth time, father of his country, censor, [rebuilt] the Temple of Liber Pater, [which

had collapsed] through age and because of an earthquake.®*8

TiBéproc Khavdiog / Kaicap Zefaotoc / IMeppovikog apylepeng /Héytotog [onpapytkis]
| é€ovoafg 10 EBdopov] / avtok[patwp] / 1O mevte[ikavdékatov] / Dmavtog [t0
tétoptov] monp [matpidog] / teun[g, Tov vaov] / tod Ato[vocov] / [apyordtntt Koi]

/ [celopd yevopéva] / [katepBapuévov] / [amokatéotog]

Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus, pontifex maximus, in the seventh year
of his tribunician power, in the fifteenth year of his imperial power, in his fourth year
as consul, father of his country, censor, rebuilt the temple of Dionysus, which had been
reduced to ruins through age and because of an earthquake.®?°

Claudius’ seventh tribunician power date this inscription to A.D. 47/48. Whilst Guidoboni,
Comastri and Traina quickly change from describing an earthquake that occurred in “about 47”
to “the 47 A.D. earthquake,”! this text does not refer to an earthquake hitting the eastern
Mediterranean in the year A.D. 47. The inscription, dated to A.D. 47, refers to Claudius having
rebuilt the Temple of Liber Pater by that date, rather than to his pledging the money to rebuild
it then. In other words, the Temple of Liber Pater was most likely destroyed in an earthquake

917 Ritti 1985, 27; Guidoboni, Comastri and Traina 1994, 190.

918 AE 1912 216 Trans. adapted after Guidoboni, Comastri and Traina 1994, 188.
%18 For reconstruction of the text see Freis 1985, 192.

920 |G XII, 6. Trans. adapted after Guidoboni, Comastri and Traina 1994, 189.
921 Guidoboni, Comastri and Traina 1994, 188-189.
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in the early A.D. 40s. and its reconstruction was completed in A.D. 47. If it was of a great
enough magnitude, this same earthquake may have also affected Miletus. Despite the
proliferation in scholarship of the theory that Capito’s building projects were a response to
Miletus being damaged by an earthquake, from the surviving written record it is far from clear
whether an earthquake did strike Miletus at any point during Capito’s lifetime. As a result, this

assumption about his building projects must be reconsidered.

5.3. Gnaeus Vergilius Capito
Two statue bases found at Didyma provide the majority of our evidence for Capito’s career.
The first reads:

0 dfjnog 6 Mikncimv
TOV £00VTOD EDEPYETNV
I'vaiov Ovepyidov I'vaiov
viov Parépva Kamitwva

5 [tov] énitpomov T1epiov Krlawdiov
[Kai]oapog ZePactod [eppovikod
[E]mapyov Actog kai AiydmTov.

The people of the Milesians (honoured) its own benefactor Gnaeus Vergilius Capito,
son of Gnaeus, of the Falerna tribe, the procurator of Tiberius Claudius Caesar

Augustus Germanicus, prefect of Asia and Egypt.®?2

The second, discovered to the south of the Temple in the early 2000s, provides a more detailed
cursus. The text was inscribed on a round statue base of white marble.’? It has been dated to

after A.D. 47,94 the earliest possible date of his prefecture of Egypt, and reads:
‘O dfjpog 6 Milnoiov

I'vaiov Ovepyidiov I'vaiov viov Do-

922 |Didyma 149.
923 G{inther and Ehrhardt 2008, 108.
924 Ricl and Akat 2007, 29.
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Aépva Karitova, yidapyov, Emap-
xov €nt ‘Poung, énitponov Aciag TiPe-

5 piov Khavodiov Kaicapog Zefactod I'ep-
povikod, Emapyov Atyvmtov, [t]ov
€avTod cOTHpO Kol EDEPYETNV

The Milesian people (honour) Gnaeus Vergilius, son of Gnaeus, of the Falerna tribe,
Capito, tribune, prefect in Rome, procurator of Asia of Tiberius Claudius Caesar

Augustus Germanicus, prefect of Egypt, its own saviour and benefactor.%®

This is the only known text which details Capito’s junior positions in the Roman
administration. His military tribunate would have been held in late teens or early 20s. His
position of Erapyov ént Pdung is somewhat ambiguous. Unlike later in his career when he was
Emapyov Atyvmtov, the preposition éri suggests that he was Prefect at Rome rather than Prefect
of Rome. On the probable assumption that the offices are listed here in chronological order, its
early place in his cursus inscription suggests that the role of &rxapyov érni Pdung would have
still been a junior one, and it was very unlikely that a military tribune could have risen straight
to Praefectus Urbis. Wolfgang Giinther and Norbert Ehrhardt suggest that that &rapyov émi
Podung refers to the Praefectus Vigilum, rather than the Praefectus Annonae, as prior to A.D.
48 the latter had been held for several decades by C. Turranius.%%

In both these dedications, Capito was called euergetes and soter kai euergetes, which
recognises his work in the city of Miletus. It is not known when these honours were bestowed
upon Capito. Sturgeon asserts that he had already gained these titles during the reign of
Caligula.®?” She does not quote any texts from the reign of Caligula where Capito is called
soter kai euergetes, but references Capito’s entry in R.E.®?8 None of the texts that Stiglitz
mentions that date to the reign of Caligula mention these titles, and there is no mention of them
at all in the entry. The only inscription that refers to Capito that dates from the reign of Caligula

does not mention the term euergetes at all.*® So, Sturgeon’s argument cannot be considered

925 SEG 57-1109bis.

926 Tac. Ann. 1.7; 11.31; Gunther and Ehrhardt 2008, 113.
927 Sturgeon 2004, 419.

928 Stiglitz 1958, 2419-2420.

929 | Didyma 148.
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credible. Regardless of when these honours were bestowed, they were unusual honours for
cities to grant to their own citizens in the first century A.D., as it was usually reserved for non-
locals. However, like Zoilus in Aphrodisias, Theophanes of Mytilene,®° and Xenon of
Thyateira,®! these honours were still given to those considered most worthy. Zoilus and
Theophanes most likely gained these honours because of their work to gain their cities’
freedom after the wars against Labienus and Mithridates respectively, whilst Xenon gained
them perhaps for his priesthood and dedication to Thyateira.®®? Gunther and Ehrhardt, and
Habicht have argued that the awarding of these honours to Capito must have been associated
with coming to the aid of Miletus after an earthquake.®*® As discussed above, the evidence for
an earthquake in Miletus during Capito’s lifetime is questionable but like Zoilus, Theophanes,
and Xenon, Capito was clearly considered worthy of great honours and represented

accordingly.

These two statue base inscriptions are the only texts that mention Capito’s tribal affiliation.
The Falerna tribe, which Capito and his father Gnaeus belonged to, has been described as one
of two tribes whose sites are unquestionable.®** The other was the Oufentina, and both were
first organised in 318 B.C.%* The Falerna tribe were located to the south of the Volturnus river,
whilst the Oufentina were located much closer to Rome. Capito appears to have owned land in
Tarracina, was located within the territory of the Oufentina tribe, not the Falerna.®*® Whilst
tribal affiliations and settlement patterns did not always correspond, with two tribes so well
defined spatially it may have been considered unusual for a Falerna to own land in Oufentina
territory. Capito’s tribal affiliation cannot rule out him owning land in Tarracina but its
inclusion here is indicative of how Capito was represented in Miletus. He was represented as

both a successful Roman official and a prestigious member of Milesian society.

The earliest of Capito’s roles that can be dated are two that are not mentioned in any extant
cursus inscriptions, those of high priest of Gaius at Miletus, and high priest of Asia. These roles

would have been undertaken after he was Praefectus Vigilum but before he was Procurator of

901G XII 2 163.

%L TAM V, 1098.

92 Harland 2014, 230-231.

933 Habicht 1959, 163; Gunther and Ehrhardt 2008, 106.
934 Taylor 1960, 55.

95 Ljv. 9. 20. 6.

936 Taylor 1960, 47.
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Asia under Claudius. The evidence for him holding these roles also comes from Didyma, from

an inscription commemorating the foundation, and founders of, the Temple of Gaius at Miletus:

[Avtokpartopa I'diov K]aicapa eppovikoy

[Teppovikod viJov Beov ZePaoctov vacat veomo

101 Ol TPATOC VEOTOMGOVTES ADTOD

émi apylepéwg I'vaiov Ovepyhiov Kamitmvog

10D pév &v Metjron vaod Faiov Koisapog 10 mpéd-

T0V, Th¢ 6¢ Aciag 10 tpitov kai Tiepiov TovAiov An-
untpiov vopoBétov viod Mnvoyévoug dpytepémg

70 d€0TEPOV Kol veEmKOPOL ToD &v Melhjtmt vood vacat Kol
[Tpwtopdyov tod I'VOkwvog TovAEmg Tod dpyveomor-

oD Kol oefacTOvVEO<t> Kol 6efacTOAOYOV vacat €K TV 10i-
@V dvébnkav. vacat

[potopayog I'Mokwvog Toviedg vacat Néwv Aptépm-

vog Metolog erhoydiog vacat ®gdmopumog Ocondp-

nov Ackinmoyévng [epyounvédg vacat Zoydpng Zoydpovg
Avtioyetg vacat I[1eBiag ITvBgov Kuliknvdg vacat Atokific v2
Moita Amopedg vacat F'Adkwv Evdpyov Acodukede vacat TepokAig
Aptepddpov Karsapevg vacat Adipévng Avitydvov Adpapv-
mvog vacat [Todadng [avtaiéoviog Diounievg vacat Acmd-
o10¢ AprotokAéong AMkapvacceng vacat OAvumiovog
[TomAiov Tepdvopog Zpvpvaiog vacat “Eppinmog vacat ‘Ep-
pinmov Xapdiavog vacat ol grhocséPactot vacat

YPAPEVI®V TAV OVOLAT®V KOTO KAT)poV vacat

The temple officials who first curated his temple dedicated with their own money (the
statue of) Emperor Gaius Caesar Germanicus son of Germanicus the divine Augustus,
Gnaeus Vergilius Capito was high priest of the temple of Gaius Caesar in Miletus for
the first time and high priest of Asia for the third time, and (under) Tiberius lulius
Menogenes, son of the nomothetes Demetrius high priest for the second time and the
custodian of the temple at Miletus and Protomachus son of Glycon of lulia the chief

temple builder and sebastoneoi and sebastologos: Protomachus son of Glycon of lulia;
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Neon son of Artemon of Miletus philo-Gaius; Theopompus son of Theopompus of
Pergamon, born to Asclepius; Sochares son of Sochares of Antioch; Peithias son of
Peithias of Cyzicus; Diocles son of Moitas of Apamea; Glycon son of Euarchus of
Laodicea; Herocles son of Artemidorus of Caesarea;, Daimenes son of Antigonus of
Adramyttium; Pylades son of Pantaleontus of Philomelion; Astasius son of Aristocleus
of Halicarnassus. Olympianus Publius son of Hieronymus of Smyrna. Hermippos of

Sardis, the philosebastoi. The (order of the) names were written by lot.%%

Robert interprets the list of thirteen neopoioi, each from different cities including Miletus, as
delegates of the main assize centres who represented the whole province at the establishment
of the cult of Gaius.**® The date of the foundation of the cult of Gaius at Miletus was thought
to be AD. 40-41.%%° Cassius Dio discusses Gaius’ order of the construction of a temple to him
at Miletus in the same chapter as the birth of his daughter lulia Drusilla in the summer of A.D.
39.%%0 Philo of Alexandria states that by A.D. 40, Gaius was appearing in public dressed as
gods and demigods.®*! Suetonius describes how, amongst other ambitious building projects,
Gaius intended to complete the Temple of Apollo at Didyma.®*2 There is no evidence to suggest
that a Temple of Gaius was ever constructed at Miletus or Didyma, and the cult ceased upon
Gaius’ death®® so it is probable that cult, if it indeed was practised formally, was centred

around the Temple of Apollo.

The text states that Capito had been high priest of Asia three times and differentiates between
this priesthood and his holding of the priesthood of Gaius at Miletus, of which he was in his
first term of office when this text was inscribed. This implies that he had held the office of high
priest of Asia elsewhere, either Pergamon or Smyrna, the only two Imperial neokoroi in Asia
prior to the accession of Gaius. In addition to this observation, Louis Robert suggests that
Capito was either chosen, or put himself forward, to be high priest of the cult of Gaius because

he was already a “character of great fame”, worthy of Gaius’ calibre.*** Robert also states that

97 |Didyma 148.

938 Robert 1949, 222; Habicht 1975, 70-71.

939 Robert 1949; Habicht 1975, 70; Sherk 1988, 81-82 no. 43; Herrmann 1994, 227-228; Thomas 2013, 149.
940 Cass. Dio. 59.28.1; 7.

941 Cass. Dio. 59.26.6; Philo. Legat. XI-XV.

%2 Suet. Cal. 21.

943 Gunther and Ehrhardt 2008, 104.

944 Robert 1949, 209.
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the other high priest mentioned in the inscription, Tiberius lulius Menegenes, who had
previously been high priest twice, was probably not a high priest of Gaius, but had been high

priest of Asia at either Pergamon or Smyrna.%*®

This text has also been used to argue that Capito, despite his membership of the Falerna tribe,
was a native Milesian, rather than a foreigner. Of all those involved in the Temple of Gaius,
only he and the other priest of the cult, Tiberius lulius Menogenes, do not have their ethnicity
inscribed alongside their names. Pflaum suggests that if Capito was an outsider his ethnic
would have been included so, as a result, he must be Milesian.®*® Robert however, turned this
evidence around, suggesting that as Menogenes’ ethnic is also not included, he must be a
Milesian like Capito.®*” An issue arises when considering the priests’ names and lack of ethnic
alongside the list of the temple officials and their ethnics. The list includes the Milesian Neon,
son of Artemon. The need to include Neon, son of Artemon’s ethnicity may be explained by
one or all of the following possibilities: he personally had previously not fulfilled any official
roles in Miletus; he was the first member of his family to be involved in the civic or religious
life of Miletus; he was the first member of his family to be born in Miletus; or it was included
so that all the names in the list followed the same formula. Capito’s lack of ethnicity in this
text, particularly in context with the presentation of the rest of those involved in the Temple of
Caligula, strengthens the claim that he was a Milesian, but the inclusion of Neon’s ethnicity
means the lack of Capito’s cannot be entirely indicative of Milesian ethnicity. This text alone
cannot be used as definitive evidence for Capito’s Milesian origins but when considered
alongside the evidence for his extended family’s connection to Miletus it could be suggested
that Capito was at the very least resident at Miletus when this text was inscribed. When his
affiliation to the Falerna tribe is also considered, it shows that Capito was seen, and most likely

saw himself, as a citizen of both Miletus and Rome.

The generally accepted terminus ante quem for Capito’s term as Procurator of Asia has been
calculated based upon the dates of his term as Prefect of Egypt. This more senior post that
appears later in his, probably chronological, cursus can be dated the most securely of all his

offices. The dating of his term is still not absolute and is based upon a number of texts. The

%5 Robert 1949, 209.
948 Pflaum 1960 (vol 1), 33.
97 Robert 1949, 209.
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first is a dedicatory inscription erected by the third and twelfth legions from Ekfas in Lower
Egypt, in which Capito is named as the Prefect:

Ti(berius) Claudius Caesar

Aug(ustus) Germanic(us) Pont(ifex)

Maximus Trib. Potest VII

Co(n)s(ul). V. Imp. XV. P. P. Censor
5 Leg(io). 111 et Leg(io). XXII

Cn. Vergilio Capitone Praef(ecto).

Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus, Pontifex Maximus (having held)
tribunician power for the seventh time, Consul for the fourth time, Imperator for the
fifteenth time, Father of the Fatherland, Censor, (put up by) the third and twelfth legions

(when) Gnaeus Vergilius Capito was Prefect.®*

Claudius’ tribunician power and imperial salutations date this text from between 25" January
A.D. 47 to 24" January A.D. 48. The latest known text for Capito’s work in Egypt is preserved

in the Oxyrhynchus papyri, and details a release from military service:
AvTiypopov ATOAVCEMC
&rovg 1f TiBepiov Khawvdiov
Kaioapog Zefactod I'eppavikod
Avtokpdaropog, Dopprodd(r) k0, Zepaoct(ii) (*).
5 amelvON(*) [0]mo I'vaiov Ovepydiov
Konitwv[o]g tod 1ygpnovog
AUPOTEP®V
Tpoewv Alovuciov yépdiog,

VIoYLUEVOG(*) OAlyoV PAETT®V,

%48 CIL 111 6024.
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10 1@V an’ O&upiyyov thg unTpondA(€mq).
Emexpif(n) &v Ahe&avd(peiq).
Emexpid(n) &v Ahe&avd(peiq).
EMKEKPLTOL
&v AleEavopeiq.

“Copy of a release dated and signed in the twelfth year of Tiberius Claudius Caesar
Augustus Germanicus Imperator, Pharmouthi 29. Release from service was granted by
Gn. Vergilius Capito, prefect of Upper and Lower Egypt, to Tryphon, son of Dionysius,
weaver, suffering from cataract and shortness of sight, of the metropolis of

Oxyrhynchus. Examination was made in Alexandria.”%*

Oscar Reinmuth dates Capito’s term as prefect of Egypt based on the dates of these two texts
to the period between before 25" January A.D. 48 and 24™ April A.D. 52.%5° Pharmouthi 29 of
the twelfth year of Claudius’ reign corresponds to 24™ April A.D. 52 in the Julian calendar.%!
It is thought that this text dates from near the end of Capito’s term in office, as it is assumed
that Capito’s successor as Prefect of Egypt, L. Lucius Geta, was in post between A.D. 52 and
A.D. 55. There is epigraphic evidence for L. Lucius Geta holding the post by A.D. 54%? and
the Ephesian Ti. Claudius Balbillus holding it between A.D. 55-59.%2 Paola Grandinetti states
that Capito would have begun his term at some point in A.D 47.%%* This is the earliest date that
Capito could have taken up the position of Prefect of Egypt as a dedication to Claudius, found
in Rome, also dating from between 25" January A.D. 47 to 24" January A.D. 48 names Gaius

lulius Postumus as Prefect of Egypt:

949 P,Oxy. 39. Trans. Grenfell and Hunt 1898, 83.

950 Reinmuth 1935, 132.3

%! Leo Depuydt’s 1997 study Civic Calendar and Lunar Calendar in Ancient Egypt does not provide tables for
converting between the Egyptian and Julian Calendar. However, the University of Heidelberg have created the
following website, http://aegyptologie.online-resourcen.de/home, to convert dates in the Egyptian calendar to
dates in the Later Pharaonic, Ptolemaic, Julian, and Gregorian calendars. Their work is based upon: Pestman 1967;
1994 and Skeats 1969.

92 AE 1900, 28 = IGR I, 1118.

93 Tac. Ann. XIII, 22; Ann. serv. XI1lI, 1913, 96; Glinther and Ehrhardt 2008, 103.

94 Grandinetti 2010, 96.
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Pro Salute
Ti. Claudi. Caesaris. Aug. Germanici. Pont. Max. Trib. Pot. VII. Cos. I111
Imp. XV. P.P. Censoris /1111 Liberorumaue /111
ex Voto. Suscepto. C. lulius. Sex. F. Cor. Postumus. Praef. Aegypti
Ti. Claudi Caesarus Aug. Germanici ex Auri. P. XVI.

For the safety of Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus, Pontifex Maximus,
with tribunician power for the seventh time, consul for the fourth time, having been
acclaimed Imperator for the fifteenth time, censor, [[////////[]] and of the children
[[/11111N] from the vow undertaken by Gaius lulius Postumus, son of Sextus, of the
Cornelia tribe, Prefect of Egypt. Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus 16

pounds weight of gold.%®

The fairly accurate known start date for Capito’s Prefecture of Egypt has led to the
interpretation that he would have been Procurator of Asia sometime between the accession of
Claudius in A.D. 41 and late A.D. 47. Epigraphic evidence testifies that Capito was prefect of
Asia under Claudius, so his procuratorship must post-date the high priesthoods held under

Caligula. His name appears in a dedicatory inscription to Claudius, found at Amyzon in Caria:
[T]1Bepimt Khawdimt Kaica-
pt ZePaoctdn eppovikd|[]
KaB1epmOn €y uépovg
vrapydvtov Evéévou
5 100 Mevinmov xotd 10 £mi-
kpyo 0 I'vaiov Ovepytdiov

[K]amitwvog Tod €mttpémov

95 CIL 6 918.
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(This) was dedicated to Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus by a share of
lots on the initiative of Euxenus son of Menippus in accordance with the decree of

Gnaeus Vergilius Capito, the procurator.®®

Capito, in his role as Procurator of Asia, was actively involved in the granting of the bestowed
upon Claudius and was most likely in Amyzon at the time. This text gives an indication of the
power that Capito held in the province as its procurator. He was able to ratify the decree
associated with the erection of this inscription. This implies that Capito had a degree of legal
authority in the province and is testament to the development of the role of the provincial

procurators away from simply managing the imperial property and finances in the provinces.
Sometime during his Procuratorship, the people of Cos honoured him®’:

[O 8]auoc avébnkev I'v.

[OvepyiM]ov Kanitwva Tipep(iov)

[KXawdiov] Kaioapog Zepfaoct(od)

[Teppavik]od émitpomov
5 [apetdg E]vexa kol gvvoiag

[tdg ¢ av]tdv

The people set up (the statue of) Cn. Vergilius Capito procurator of Tiberius Claudius

Caesar Augustus Germanicus, on account of his virtue and favour towards them. °

Cos remained a free and independent state after the peace of Apamea until the reign of
Augustus when it was incorporated into the province of Asia, losing both its free city status

and its immunity from paying tribute to Rome.*®® The Coans had lost their freedom and

96 Pflaum 1960, 32-33, no. 13bis, no. 4; Robert and Robert, 1983. no. 69 (PH); BE 1984:431.

957 SEG 45 1067 refers to Werner Eck’s 1995 reconstruction of the text, following it ad verbatim, but report that
it was found on the island of Rhodes. In his discussion of the text, Eck states that it was found in the sanctuary of
Asclepius on the island of Cos. (Eck 1995, 251) The editors of the 1935 edition of L’Année Epigraphique offer
no comment on the text itself, but include it alongside other texts from the Coan sanctuary of Asclepius (Cagnat
and Merlin 1935, 23-24.) which were originally published in 1932 by Goffredo Patriarca.

98 SEG 45 1067; (Text) Eck 1995, 254.

99 Sherwin-White 1978, 139; 145.
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immunity by 27 B.C., but the exact date of the loss in unknown.®® Susan Sherwin-White
suggests that the loss of these privileges resulted from the Coans’ alignment with Antony. %!
In A.D. 53 Claudius granted Cos immunity from tribute. According to Tacitus, this was brought
about by the influence of the Emperor’s Coan physician Gaius Stertinius Xenophon.%? Cos
had neither autonomy nor immunity from tribute during the possible years of Capito’s
procuratorship, so would have been under the direct control of the Procurator of Asia. This
would explain why Capito was on the island, and one can suggest that his inscription was no
doubt set up in recognition of a role he performed as Procurator of Asia. In the texts from both
Amyzon and Cos, Capito is known only as the Procurator of Claudius. These texts have been
relatively dated to A.D. 41-47, from the accession of Claudius to the beginning of Capito’s
Prefecture of Egypt, there is nothing to date either text more specifically than A.D. 41-54.

In his study, Pflaum does not attempt to define the date when Capito was Procurator of Asia,
merely noting that it may or may not have immediately preceded his prefecture of Egypt.%3
The average length of many provincial posts, including the procuratorship of Asia, is difficult
to estimate, both because of inadequate evidence and because the period of any office would
have been at the discretion of the emperor.%®* However, estimates of Capito’s tenure can be
extrapolated from elsewhere. Between 30 B.C. and A.D. 236, ninety Prefects of Egypt are
known. Whilst Capito held the post for four to five years (late A.D. 47-52), the average length
of tenure was three years.*®® In Judaea, fifteen equestrian governors are known from 6 B.C.-
A.D. 41 and A.D. 44-66, and whilst tenures were longer under Tiberius, the average length had
fallen to three years under Claudius and Nero.%® Whilst it is possible that Capito could have
been Procurator of Asia from shortly after the accession of Claudius until he became Prefect

of Egypt over six years later, the law of averages seems to suggest that this was unlikely. It is

90 Sherwin-White 1978, 147: (SB Berl. Ak, 1901, 486, no.4) “...the Coan fasti from Halasarna of the late first
century B.C. and the first century A.D. We learn of the restitution of the Coan nomoi in year 105 of this list of
priests of Apollo.” The first priest mentioned in the text was in office in 27 B.C., and Cos had already lost its
immunity then.

%1 Sherwin-White 1978, 148.

92 Tac. Ann XI1 61; Sherwin-White 1978, 149.

93 Pflaum 1960 (vol 1), 33.

94 Stein 1950, 186.

95 Brunt 1983, 49; Stein 1950, 186; under Tiberius, C. Galerius served as Prefect of Egypt for 16 years.

96 Brunt 1983, 49.
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much more likely that he was Procurator of Asia for approximately three years sometime
between A.D 41 and A.D. 47.

Capito was present in Miletus by A.D. 40-1 and was sent to Egypt to act as Prefect in late A.D.
47. It has always been assumed that for at least some of the intervening six to seven years he
held his procuratorship of Asia. Definitive dating evidence for when Capito was Procurator of
Asia does not survive, neither does evidence of a predecessor or successor. In other words, he
could have been Procurator of Asia after his Prefecture of Egypt, or he may have held the post
before and after his Prefecture. Pflaum and Sherwin-White’s research suggests that the former
would have been an unusual career move, the Prefecture of Egypt traditionally the more senior
post. However, either scenario fits with what we know about Capito, his buildings, and his
relationship to Miletus and the Roman administration. The text from Cos, more so than the text
from Amyzon, aids the dating of Capito’s cursus. Cos was granted autonomy in A.D. 53, the
year after Capito returned from Egypt, so this text may date from as late as A.D. 53, rather than
A.D. 41-47. In other words, Capito could have been acting as Claudius’ procurator in Cos much
later than previously thought. This later date for his either first, or potentially second, term
procuratorship of Asia also aids our understanding of his relationship to Miletus and why he
built his public monuments. Regardless of his connections to, or residency in, the city prior to
the foundation of the cult of Gaius and his priesthood, it can now be suggested that Capito was
resident in Miletus for at least some time, if not continuously, between A.D 40 and A.D. 47.
Whilst the cult of Gaius did not continue in Miletus after his death, but it is not unfounded to
say that Capito remained in a city where he had family connections at this time when he no
longer held an imperial priesthood. It was only after A.D. 47 that it is known for certain he
gained another official position in the Roman administration, in which he served in Egypt and

Asia, returning to his hometown to dedicate monuments during the reign of Nero.

After his death, a text from Didyma testifies to the existence of the Capitoneia, that was either

a festival or games. The text reads:

TO[YM V. V. V. V. v. aya]6f

TpoeNG evaePnc Ov]Amoc AOnvayopag

aOTOETNG OOTET| AYYEAT]|OG TTOVIYVPIKOC

BovAapyog, dywvob[£ng T]dv Meydrimv Atdv-
5 peiov Koppodeiov, [dym]vobétg Kamitm-

velov kol dAAag apyafg kai] Aettovpyiag te[te-]
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Aekdg, ® Kod O 0£0¢ &[v o ]ropatioud E[yxpnoe]

[t]dAa Oeo[—] mafplexs[—]

10 Anro ..3-4.. aveveta - - - - - -

TV YLPLOPYCAVTO[G - - - - - - ou]

TOVTOG TAOV TATEP®V [YOUVOGLOPYNGAVI®V TAV-]
TOV TOV YOUVOGIOV - - - - - - -

Mntpog Phoiog Kieoo[tphtng vdpopopov tiic]
[Mv0ing Apt[éut]dog, m=-=---=-=- ==--=------

To good fortune.

Pious prophet Ulpius Athenagoras

in the same year of his self-appointed panegyricus
of the senate, agonothete of the great Didymaean
Commodeia, agonothete of the Capitoneia

and performed other offices and liturgies

to whom the god responded spontaneously

another laid down - - - hand over

Leto(?)- - - - (aveverta)

his father Ulpius Athenagoras

having served as panegyriarchus through

all of the fatherland, having served as gymnasiarch
of all the gymnasia - - - - - - -

his mother Flavia Cleostrates, water bearer

of Pythia Artemidiap --------- 967

%7 |Didyma 278.
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98 and when it was first

The text dates from during or soon after the reign of Commodus,
published, the honorand of the Capitoneia games was thought to be our Gnaeus Vergilius
Capito.%®® Rehm’s identification was corroborated by Robert,*”® and Habicht, who links the
granting of the Capitoneia with Capito’s work to rebuild Miletus after it was damaged by an
earthquake.®”* However, as discussed above, the evidence for an earthquake hitting Miletus at
this time is somewhat negligible. Since the text was published the identification of Gnaeus
Vergilius Capito as the honorand of the Capitoneia has been challenged. Ehrhardt suggests that
the Capitoneia was more likely held in honour of a Vergilius from the second century A.D., for
example the archiprytanis of A.D. 135-136 of the same name recorded in an honorary
inscription for Hadrian.®”? This interpretation is strengthened by the fact that if this was our
Capito, he would have been the only person recorded in the calendar who was alive in the first
century A.D. Whilst there is insufficient evidence to prove which Capito the Capitoneia
honoured, a case can still be made for it being in honour of our first century A.D. Gnaeus

Vergilius Capito, rather than a descendent of the same name.

Based on all known evidence about the lives and careers of Capito and his second century A.D.
archiprytanis namesake, the former’s achievements seem to have merited the honour more. He
was related to one of the most important Milesian families and had served as a high priest in
the city and, most tangibly, constructed public monuments in Miletus. The second century A.D.
Capito may have only been archiprytanis which, although an important position within
Milesian society, is unlikely to have warranted an honour as prestigious as an eponymous
festival. Ehrhardt notes that other archiprytaneis are mentioned in the calendar but does not
give any indication of whether they, or the second century A.D. Vergilius Capito had founded
a festival, had a festival named after them, or whether they had done something that resulted
in the foundation of a festival. Without further evidence for his life and career it is hard to
attribute the honour of the Capitoneia to the second-century A.D. Capito. What makes such an
attribution more doubtful are the trends surrounding the practice of offering games in honour

of individuals during the first and second centuries A.D. Games and cults in honour of

98 Fontenrose 1988, 232 dates the text to A.D. 202.

99 A, Rehm in both his commentary on the text in 1.Didyma and in Milet 1.9 Thermen und Palaestren, nos. 328-
9 identifies the Vergilius Capito mentioned as the first century A.D. Procurator of Asia and Prefect of Egypt.

970 Robert 1949, 209.

971 Habicht 1959, 163.

972 | Milet I 2, 20; Ehrhardt 1984, 391.
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individuals originated in the Hellenistic period and, in both mainland Greece and Asia Minor,
were most often associated with the kings.®”® With the coming of Rome, the worship of these
royal benefactors was gradually substituted by the worship of major citizen benefactors
instead.® The cult of Xenon of Thyateira, known to have occurred in the 20s B.C. is a famous
example.®”® Despite Augustus’ attempts to quash the practice,®’® cults to other private
individuals date from after the outlawing. These include the cult of C. Vibius Postumus from
Samos, dating from either A.D. 6-9 or A.D. 12-15,°"" and another concerning the Imperial
procurator Geminus®’® from Megalopolis has been dated on relative grounds to the first century
A.D. In both these cases, the cultic aspects of the honours are obvious; like Xenon of Thyateria,

979 whilst Geminius is described as being “honoured like

C. Vibius Postumus is called a “hero
the gods”.% Price is somewhat derogatory in his analysis of both heroic cults and of those
based upon those of the gods for mortals. The former he describes as having gone through “a
process of debasement”, and the latter as “no more than a final stage of ‘grade inflation’” and
that such cults “cannot be more than honours.”%! Regardless of the exact significance of being

referred to as a hero or honoured like the gods, the appearance of these terms in the honorific

973 Price 1984, 25-40; Gauthier 1985, 39-75.

974 Thériault 2001, 86; the earliest attested games in honour of a Roman magistrate are those held in honour of
the proconsul M. Marcellus at Syracuse, shortly after 212 B.C (Plut. Marc. 23, 7). They were abolished by
Verres around 73-71 B.C. but were still considered an important event then (Cic. Verr. Il, 51-52; 154; 1V, 151).
95 TAM V,2 1098 (Trans. adapted after Harland 2014, 300); 6 &fjpog / 0 Esvdvnov koi v évto- / [u]fiv
[ka]0épwoey Toiot TovAimr Amo[A]- / [Awvi]dov vidt Eévovi fipor edep- | yétm yeyovot dpyiepel tod /
[Z]e[Baotod Kaicapog koi Oedic Pod]- / [ung xoi £ memomkdtt micav Thv] / Aciav o uéytota koi koerd né[v]- /
To. oOTAPL Kol gvepyét kail kt[i]- / [on]L koi ToTpl yeyovortt Tig ma- / [tpi]doc, npdte EAMvov. kot[e]- /
o[keva]oav ol <I>ovAoo[tai]. The People dedicated the sanctuary for Xenon and the hewn stone to Gaius lulius
Xenon son of Apollonides, hero and benefactor, who had become high priest of Caesar Augustus and goddess
Roma and who had made the greatest benefactions for all of Asia. He was a saviour, benefactor, and founder in
relation to all and became father of the fatherland, foremost among the Greeks. The luliasts prepared (this
monument)

976 Cassius Dio 56.25.6.

971G X116 1 365 = OGIS 469 = IGR 1V 963.
978G V 2435,

991G XII 6 1 365 = OGIS 469 = IGR IV 963; 6 dfjpog Taimt OVPiot Mootopw[1] T TpIc AvBvmaT®L, Hpot
[[rasura?]] evepyémni [[a[0]quepav]]

98016 v 243511 6-7; Iépevov énfitpomov Avtokpdaropog Kaica] / pog tipais icobéotg

91 Price 1984, 24.
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rhetoric associated with Xenon, C. Vibius Postumus and Geminius implies something more
cultic in nature than any of the surviving honorific material associated with Capito. Whilst such
epigraphic evidence has not survived in Capito’s case, an eponymous festival suggests a
prestigious honour, where he may have been treated like a hero. Games and festivals in honour
of individuals were unusual when our Capito was alive in the first century A.D. and would
have been even more so by the Hadrianic period when his archiprytanis namesake was active
in Miletus. Our knowledge of the careers of these two Capitones, and the history of offering
festivals and cultic activity in honour of individual benefactors suggests that the Capitoneia
was instigated to honour the first century A.D. Gnaeus Vergilius Capito: tribune; prefect at
Rome; high priest of Asia and of Gaius at Miletus, procurator of Asia, prefect of Egypt and
architectural benefactor. The date of the foundation of the Capitoneia is unknown, but it may
have been a posthumous foundation, occurring on the date of his death. If Thonemann is correct
in suggesting that Capito’s family remained in Miletus until the fourth century A.D., their
presence might help to explain the Capitoneia’s longevity and the preservation of their

ancestor’s memory.

A second text which may also testify to the enduring honours that Capito received comes from
fragments of a calendar recording days of remembrance for both private people and deified
emperors.®2 It was found in Miletus, dates from either shortly after A.D 195 or A.D. 215 and

states that 6™ August was a memorial for a Vergilius Capito.*®® August 6™ may have been the

%2 Ehrhardt 1984, 384-391; those honoured include: Lucius Verus; Antoninus Pius: Commodus; Licinius
Avrrianus; and Philauianus Apollonius. 389; Trajan and Hadrian are also known to have connections to Miletus
and may have been honoured in the calendar too.

%83 SEG 34 1186;

A B

un(vog) w’ 1y’ Ovepyh(iov) un(vog) e’ 1€’ Bgod
Komitwvog Koppodov ék wpo-
vac

__________ [c6dmv dnuociov ?]

Ehrhardt 1984, 379; Thériault 2001, 92-93.
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date when the Capitoneia was held, but without specific reference to a festival in the calendar,
it can only be speculated that the two fell on August 6™. The private people whose names appear
in the calendar alongside those of the emperors are thought to be euergetai of the city.%* If so,
this is the only known example from the East of an epigraphic monument where both Emperors
and euergetai were honoured together.®® The inscription naming Pompey alongside
Theophanes and the euergete Potamon from Mytilene, mentioned in Chapter 2, presents an
example where a Roman leader is represented alongside a city’s euergetai, so the practice of
honouring Roman leaders alongside a city’s benefactors is itself not unique.®® However, the
text from Mytilene is very different to the Milesian calendar text. The former would have likely
celebrated the three men together at one particular event or for one particular achievement. The
specific purpose of the latter was to ensure the lasting memorial of Capito alongside the deified
emperors. The lack of comparable texts from the Imperial period only strengthens the

importance and significance of Capito and his work for the people of Miletus.

The fact that a ‘Vergilius Capito’ day appears in the Milesian calendar alongside days
honouring the deified emperors and other euergetai and that, possibly at the same time, a
festival called the Capitoneia was held strengthens the case that a Vergilius Capito at Miletus
received honours that could be perceived as akin to the cults of individuals seen in the
Hellenistic and early Imperial periods. Our Gnaeus Vergilius Capito’s designation as the
Milesians’ own saviour and benefactor and the prestigious and extensive nature of his work in
both Miletus and in the wider Roman Empire suggests that he would have been a worthy
recipient of the honour of a memorial day, and/or a festival. It is impossible to rule out that, on
August 6™, as late as the early third century, the Milesians gathered to remember their great
benefactor Gnaeus Vergilius Capito, a tradition kept alive by his descendants who still lived in
the area. If this memorial day and associated activities were cultic in nature, the original
eponymous recipient of them was more likely to be the first century A.D. Gnaeus Vergilius
Capito. The Capitoneia and his memorial day on August 6™ were fitting rewards for a man who

was an important figure in both local Milesian, and wider Roman society.

984 Ehrhardt 1984, 390.
985 Ehrhardt 1984, 398.
986 |G XII 2 163.
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5.4. The Stage Building of the Theatre

Gnaeus Vergilius Capito dedicated the new stage building of the theatre. This monument is
discussed first, not because it pre-dated the baths, but because there is enough evidence to date
the monument on relative criteria. A relative date is lacking for the Baths, but the date of the
stage building questions current scholarship on the dating of the Baths, and with these
implications in mind, the dating of the theatre is discussed first.%8” The dedicatory inscription
was found in situ in three pieces on the architrave of the stage above the central door. %8 The

inscription, whose letters are 0.1 metres high, with line spaces ranging between 0.015 and 0.02
989

metres™ is very fragmentary:
Y\ (o] EE—— 1
KAI [-----=-=-====--=- ]
OYE [ ----mrmmemmemmemmes ]TOoY
KA [----=-===mmmmmmmmeem J19%

x:\/: (
E)-.-’J:H'\ ]
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oY [OY
AT T
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Figure 64: Reconstruction of the in-situ elements of the dedicatory inscription from the theatre
stage, Miletus. (Herrmann 1986, 178)

%7 However, Altenhdfer 1986, 173 categorically states that the theatre post-dates the Baths of Capito.
98 Sturgeon 2004, 419.

99 Herrmann 1986, 176-177.

990 Herrmann 1986, 176.
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This version of the text was presented at the Milet 1899-1980 colloquium in Frankfurt by Peter
Herrmann, and he initially interpreted OYE to be the first letters of the name of the Emperor
Vespasian.®! He later suggested two reconstructions of the text, one naming Vespasian and
Titus as the ones responsible, the other naming Titus and Domitian.*®? Herrmann’s initial
suggestion that the theatre stage dates to the reign of one of the Flavians may be the reason for
Sear’s dating of the monument to this period.® Later in the article, Herrmann mentions both a
fourth fragment of the inscription, found in the bouleuterion, but now known to be part of the
theatre text, and the presence of a rasura on its left side.®®* This fourth piece contains the letters
Kaiocapt Zefaoctd on one line, and wvi Advpel koi tdt Anp below. After considering Gaius,
Nero, and Domitian as possible honorands, he settles on Nero, but does not include Capito as
the benefactor in any of his reconstructions.®® He also did not suggest Claudius as a potential
honorand at any point, and left the question of the meaning of OYE and its relationship to
AYTO in the first line unanswered.*® In the same colloquium, whilst focusing on the extant
archaeological remains rather than the epigraphic material, Erich Altenhofer stated that the first
Roman stage building dated from the reign of Claudius.®®’ In his note at the end of Herrmann’s
article written in 1984, four years after the colloquium, Donald McCabe reconstructs the
inscription to suggest that OYE formed the first letters of Vergilius, rather than Vespasian. He
concluded that Capito was the benefactor of the monument and that it was probably dedicated
to Nero.%® The publication of all the fragments in SEG in 1986 includes details of a rasura just
before Koicopt and this strengthens the case that Nero was the more likely honorand.%®®

McCabe reconstructs the text as follows:

Avto[kpdatopt [[Népaovi]] ] Kaicapt Xefoaoctd(1]
Kol [ATOAA]ovi Adopel Kol Td1 A ot]

Ové[pyihog Kanitwv Enapyog Alydm]tov

91 Herrmann 1986, 177.

992 Herrmann 1986, 179.

993 Sear 2006, 344.

994 Herrmann 1986, 180.

995 Herrmann 1986, 180-184
99 Herrmann 1986, 182.

97 Altenhofer 1986, 171.

9%8 McCabe 1986, 186-189.
99 SEG 36 1057.
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xoi A[oiog émitpomog dvédmke]y.10%

To the Emperor Nero Caesar Augustus, Apollo of Didyma and the People, Vergilius
Capito, Prefect of Egypt and Procurator of Asia dedicated (this).

Figure 65: Reconstruction of the dedicatory inscription of the theatre stage building in Miletus,
taking into account the text of the fourth fragment. (McCabe 1986, 188.)

This dedicatory formula is different from those of the benefactors discussed so far. Unlike
Zoilus’ which do not include any mention of the Emperor, or those of Pollio and Proculus and
the Aphrodisian families who honour the city deity, then the Emperor and finally the demos, in
this dedication the Emperor is the primary honorand. This is a development that began to occur
under the later Julio-Claudians and would have emphasised the increasing influence of the
Roman administration and prestige of the Emperor in the provinces. At Miletus, Capito’s
monuments seem to be the first instance of the use of the Emperor as the primary honorand.
The formula next seems to occur here during the reign of Domitian. A dedication to Domitian
and the demos by the prophetes Gaius lulius Antiochus'®* and a broken architrave block which
appears to be dedicated to Domitian and other honorands®? survive from the city. This formula
does not become the standard formula in Miletus. Whilst dedicatory inscriptions where the

Emperor is the primary honorand have also been found there dating to the reign of Hadrian, %%

1000 McCabe 1986, 188.

1001 [ Milet | 6, 189.

1002 | Mmilet VI, 2 9123

1003 |Milet | 2, 22; VI 3, 1333.
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dedications where the Emperor was not the primary honorand have been found dating to the

1004 1005

reigns of both Trajan*"* and Hadrian.

Elsewhere in Asia, a mixture of the two forms of dedication also occurred. The Emperor-first
formulation occurs in Ephesus during the reign of Domitian, where dedication of a statue group
to him and the demos by Tiberius Claudius Nysius, % and a fragmentary architrave dedication
in which Domitian appears to be the primary honorand!®” are known. Despite the appearance
of the Emperor-first formulation in Ephesus at this time, there are many examples of dedicatory
inscriptions where Artemis, not Domitian, is the primary honorand.'°® Dedications where the
Emperor was the primary honorand are known to Trajan at Ceramus,'®® Antoninus Pius at
Ceramus'®® and Stratoniceial®'! and Septimius Severus, Caracalla, Geta, lulia Domna and their
family, also at Ephesus.'®2 Yet, there are far more examples of the dedication formula where
the Emperor is not the primary honorand. Examples of this formula have been found in
dedications to Nerva or Trajan,’?*® Trajan,®'* Hadrian or Antoninus Pius,'°* Hadrian,?'® and
Antoninus Pius,'%" all at Ephesus, Hadrian at lasos'®‘® and Aphrodisias!®® and Antoninus Pius

at Smyrna.10%

1004 IMmilet 1. 9. 301.

1005 I Didyma 58; CIG 2863; IMilet | 7, 301; CIG 2866; IMilet | 7, 302; IMilet VI 3, 1326; IMilet VI, 3 1332;
IMilet VI 3, 1346; IMilet VI 3, 1347; IMilet VI 3, 1349

1006 SEG 13, 512.

1007 |vE. 263A.2.1.

1008 |yE 413.1; 418; 2034; 2035; 2047; 3005; 3008; JOAI 62, 1993, 125, no.15.

1009 |Keramos 17; IKeramos 18.

1010 |Keramos 21.

1011 | Stratonikeia 1009.

1012 |vE 435 and Add. p. 11.

1013 |vE 264B and Add. p. 7.

1014 |vE 421; 422 and Add. pp. 9-10; 424A and Add. P. 10; 424; 425A, 430; 470; 509; 517; 857 and Add. p. 22.;
858 and Add. p. 22.; 2037

1015 |vE 280B

1016 |yE 273; 1260; JOAI 62, 1993, 122/3, No. 12.

1017 |vE 431 and Add. p. 11; 438; 469; 586; 1503; SEG 34, 1123

1018 SEG 36, 987.A

1019 1Aph2007 5.207; 5.208.

1020 1Smyrna 767.
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This brief overview of the epigraphic evidence has shown that there was not a standard way of
honouring the Emperor in relation to other honorands. Whether the Emperor was the primary
or a secondary honorand in the province of Asia does not seem to have been affected by
geographical or chronological factors. The practice of placing the Emperor as the primary
honorand appears to post-date honouring him secondarily to a city’s patron deity but in Asia
the former does not replace the latter. As both practices occur simultaneously in the cities of
Asia, the choice of dedicatory formula cannot be dictated either by local, or Roman,
convention. Instead, those involved in the dedication would have had the freedom to choose
the way that they honoured the Emperor, and their city’s patron deity and people. This in turn,
represented the benefactor’s relationship to each of the honorands, and their response to the

influence of Rome.

Capito appears to have been one of the first benefactors, whose dedications survive, to use the
Emperor-first dedicatory formulation. His roles in both local and Roman society could explain
the presentation of the honorands here. As a former provincial official who was now dedicating
public buildings in his home city, he could use this authority to ensure that the honorands were
presented in the manner which he considered most appropriate. Alternatively, the city were the
ones in the more active role and chose to present the Emperor as the primary honorand because
of Capito’s former offices and position in Roman society. Capito is represented as owing much
of his influence and prestige to the Roman administration so whilst the local deity and people

of his city are included in the dedication, his primary and worthiest recipient was the Emperor.

Of the Roman citizens in this study who can be described as “officials” i.e. Zoilus, Pollio and
Proculus, and Capito, there is a major difference in the inscriptions of one of them in
comparison to the other two. The phrases de sua pecunia and £k t@v idiwv appear in both the
Marnas aqueduct bridge and the Basilica Stoa inscriptions. These phrases are not found in any
of the inscriptions of any of the other benefactors in the study, Roman citizen or not. As argued
in Chapter 3, Pollio and Proculus were outsiders sent to Ephesus to oversee the construction of
the Aqua Throessitica who decided to remain in the city after the project was complete. As
recent migrants to Ephesus they would not have the same authority to construct public
monuments there as longstanding residents such as Zoilus and Capito would have had in
Aphrodisias, and Miletus, respectively. By including confirmation of their own personal
contribution to their projects their money and their willingness to contribute gave Pollio and

Proculus the authority to build in Ephesus, rather than the holding of a Roman or local office.
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Neither Zoilus nor Capito here, on the other hand, needed to include any indication of their

generosity as they, as established residents of their cities, did not need to legitimise their work.

From all surviving textual evidence, it can be said with certainty that Capito cannot have held
either his procuratorship of Asia or his prefecture of Egypt under Nero. Ségolene Demougin
suggests that Capito retired from public life in A.D. 52,2%2! and in her defence of a Neronian
date for the theatre stage, Sturgeon suggests that the gift may have occurred at the end of
Capito’s long career, possibly in anticipation of a final, large honour from the city.'%%? A part
of this honour, she argues, was the foundation of his cult, but not the Capitoneia games, which
she claims Capito himself founded.'% Whether or not Capito retired from his career in Roman
provincial administration in A.D. 52. cannot be proven, but unlike other scholars, Sturgeon
explicitly states that Capito no longer held either of his official positions when these
monuments were dedicated. She interprets the dedicatory inscription from the theatre as

follows:

“At Miletus Cn. Vergilius Capito, once procurator of Asia and prefect of Egypt, built
the first Roman stage building and dedicated it to Nero, to the Didymean Apollo, and
to the demos (A.D. 54-68).”1024

Sturgeon implies therefore that these positions did not give him the authority to build these
monuments. Whilst he was not in office when the buildings were dedicated, he may have been
when they were first initiated, particularly if the dedication occurred very early in Nero’s reigh.
Alternatively, the dedication to Nero implies that the project may not have been started until
after Capito finished his term as Prefect of Egypt in A.D. 52.19% Either of these timescales
strengthen the case that Capito continued to reside in Miletus. He no longer held any Imperial
authority in the province which would have compelled him to be involved in such work, so
would not have had any official reason for being in Miletus. Combined with his known family
connections to Miletus, it is most likely that, having served his term as Prefect of Egypt, he
returned there, and dedicated these buildings not because it was his duty as an Imperial official,

1021 Demougin 1992, 569-571.
1022 Sturgeon 2004, 424,

1023 Sturgeon 2004, 420; she provides no evidence to prove whether Capito founded his own games or whether
the Capitoneia was established by the city of Miletus.

1024 Sturgeon 2004, 419.

1025 Reinmuth 1935, 132.
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but because he was willing and able to carry out the work. It cannot be stated with the same
degree of certainty that the cult of Capito at Miletus was a direct response to his building
projects as Sturgeon seems to suggest, but his benefactions would almost certainly have been
a contributing factor to the honours that he received.

The theatre stage building clearly indicates how Capito was represented through his
architectural benefactions. The dedicatory inscription of the theatre stage building, even with
the addition of the fourth piece, is still highly fragmentary, but enough survives to show that
the emperor was the primary honorand. As would be expected in a dedication by a Roman
citizen and official, the Emperor is presented as the primary honorand. But, with the inclusion
of Capito’s prestigious, former, titles, he was represented as someone prestigious and worthy
of honour. This is an older, Greek practice, reminiscent of the epigraphic habits of Zoilus or
the Aphrodisian families. Neither Mazaeus and Mithridates, nor Pollio and Proculus are
represented as successful or prestigious citizens with long lists of titles or official positions.
Here both Capito and the Emperor were represented as worthy of honour.

Although the surviving remains are almost entirely Roman, the Milesian theatre was Hellenistic
in origin, the earliest phases dating to the third quarter of the third century B.C.1%%® A series of
excavations carried out in the early twentieth century have identified four different stage
buildings predating the additions by Capito. The earliest phase of construction has been dated
to the mid-third century B.C., with the second occurring possibly within a few decades of the
first. The third and fourth phases are thought to have been constructed in the mid, and late,
second century respectively.'%” With a front measuring 140 metres across and an estimated
capacity of 15,000, it was probably the largest theatre in Asia Minor.1%28 The cavea originally
had three tiers, the lowest of which was built into a slope, and it was slightly over semi-
circular.1?® The Hellenistic stage building was dismantled down to its lowest levels, which
were then incorporated into a limestone platform that formed the foundation of the new Roman

stage building.1%*® To accommodate the new Roman stage, the orchestra was lowered by

1026 Muller-Wiener 1996; Sear 2006, 344.

1027 For an overview of the Hellenistic material found in these early twentieth century excavations see Krauss
1973, 5-61.

1028 Kleiner 1968, 69; Krauss 1973, 63; Muller-Wiener 1996.

1029 Kleiner 1968, 69-70; Sear 2006, 343.

1030 Altenhofer 1986, 167.
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approximately 0.7 metres from its Hellenistic level.1%! Capito’s stage building occupied the
entire front of the theatre, measuring approximately forty metres wide. In the building phase
which Capito was responsible for the stage building had two storeys.'%32 The theatre stage
building at Ephesus at this time also had two storeys, yet Zoilus’ stage at Aphrodisias had
three.2%®3 A third storey was added at Miletus in the second century A.D. Rising from the
orchestra, immediately preceding the scaenae was a podium 1.762 metres high.1%** Within the
podium there were seven uniformly distributed niches that were decorated, framed with marble
and had coffered ceilings.1®® The Roman stage building, like its Greek predecessor, was not
connected to the parodos wall; a more typical Roman construction at this time would have been

for the stage building and cavea to be connected. %%
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Figure 66: Plan of the Theatre at Miletus (Sear 2006, 343).

1031 Krauss 1973, 66; 184.

1082 Krauss 1973, 62; Miiller-Wiener 1996.
1033 Altenhofer 1986, 172.

1084 Krauss 1973, 76.

1085 Krauss 1973, 70-73.

1036 Altenhofer 1986, 171
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The walls of Capito’s stage were mainly constructed of while limestone and were faced with
white-grey marble slabs. Brown and white poros and gneiss were used in its foundations.%*’
Although Krauss offers no details as to the origins of these materials in his discussion, there
were probably locally sourced materials. The blocks were of uneven size and the joints between
them varied throughout the building. Some were filled with smaller stones, whilst the others
were mortared.'%% The fagade was richly decorated.!®® Altenhofer remarks that Capito’s stage
building brought a completely new style of architecture to Miletus as there were no other
similar facades in the city.2%4% Whilst new to Miletus, such facades were already present
elsewhere in the province: the recessed arch of the Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate at Ephesus
and the propylon from the Sebasteion at Aphrodisias, discussed in Chapters 3 and 4

respectively, are earlier examples of this feature.

Later, Altenhofer notes that Capito’s stage building is the oldest known example in Asia Minor
of what he describes as “Tabernakelversetzung”.1®*! This refers to the arrangement of the
aediculae on the facade so that those on the upper storey are off-set in relation to those on the
lower storey, rather than being directly above them. A famous example of this arrangement of
aediculae is found on the facade of the second century A.D. Library of Celsus. Although not
mentioned by Altenhéfer, a closer example both geographically and chronologically of the
same arrangement of aediculae is found on the fagade of the Domitianic Nymphaeum, built by

Marcus Victor Traianus, the father of the emperor Trajan.1%4

1037 Krauss 1973, 69-70

1038 Krauss 1973, 69-70.

1039 Krauss 1973, 70.

1040 Altenhofer 1986, 171.

1041 Altenhofer 1986, 172.

1042 Hijlsen 1919, 53; Gros 1996, 428.
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Figure 67: The Library of Celsus, Ephesus (April 2011).

The theatre stage at Miletus combined architectural and decorative elements that were new and
innovative for the city with ones that would have been more familiar in a provincial context.
The arrangement of the aediculae sat alongside older Hellenistic architectural decorative
features such as egg-and-dart motifs and bands of alternating open and closed palmettes.*%*® In
addition to the innovative arrangement of the columns on the fagade, Capito’s stage included
unfluted monolithic columns of coloured marble, some of Euboean Cipollino,X%** and others
with red to blue veins.'%* Kleiner gives no further description of this marble, but its colouring
suggests that it may be Pavonazzetto, sourced from further east in Asia Minor. Alternatively,
it may have been Egyptian porphyry, which Pliny describes as being sourced during the reign
of Claudius from near Alexandria.l®* The reddish colouration characteristic of Egyptian

porphyry forms less vein-like features than the equivalent colouration in Pavonazzetto, but as

1043 Krauss 1973, 71.

1044 The author has been unable to access the most comprehensive study of the sourcing of Euboean Cipollino,
which is 1. Papageorgakis’ 1964 article Ta apyaio Aoatopeioc tov kapvotiov poappdpov (Ancient quarries of
Karystian marble) published in the Annals of Academy of Athens 39, 262 - 278.

1045 Kleiner 1968, 71.

1046 Plin. NH. 36, 11.
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Capito is known to have been stationed in Alexandria during his term as Prefect of Egypt, he

may have had the necessary connections there to buy and import porphyry.

This thesis has argued that provincial architectural benefactors who had interacted with, or had
been influenced by, Roman culture, rule, and practices, functioned as agents to introduce new
elements into their own city. There are a number of elements found in the stage facade which
had not been seen before in Miletus, and as seen elsewhere with the other benefactors in this
thesis, Capito’s connections to the Roman administrative system and experience of Roman
cultural practices in both Italy and beyond would have influenced the way that his buildings
were constructed. The use of coloured marbles was very unusual before the late Hellenistic
period, but became increasingly popular under Augustus and his immediate successors.%’
Cipollino in particular was hardly used by the Greeks, but was extensively exploited by the
Romans between the first century B.C. and second century A.D.2%® There is evidence for its
usage at this time in Italy, mainland Greece and the Islands, Asia Minor, North Africa, the Near
East and Dalmatia.®*® Whilst unexploited by the Greeks, it was particularly favoured in both
Rome and Campania for public and official buildings usually, as here, for columns.1%° Capito
may have seen Cipollino marble in Rome while he was prefect there and possibly in Campania,
the traditional heartland of his tribe. %! If Capito had seen Cipollino in Italy, and perhaps also
porphyry in Alexandria, and had the ways and means to obtain them, Capito’s own experiences
gained through his career in the Roman administrative system would have resulted in the

introduction of these materials and the practice of their use into a new, provincial, context.

From an early date the source of Cipollino, the Carystian quarries, were imperially owned. %%
This was not an unusual case; by the reign of Tiberius, most of the major quarries of the empire

were under Imperial control.1%2 Once under Imperial ownership, the running of the quarries

1047 Dodge 1984, 72; Ward-Perkins 1992a, 21.

1048 Dodge 1984, 92; Sutherland 2013, 17.

1049 gytherland 2013, 17-118; Whilst Kleiner had identified the marble used at the theatre as Cipollino in his 1968
publication, Sutherland makes no mention of it in her catalogue of Cipollino distribution.

1050 Ward Perkins 1992a, 21; 1992b, 23.

1051 Dodge 1984, 72; 92-93.

1052 Dodge 1984, 92.

1053 Syet. Tib. 49: “He (Tiberius) removed from a great many cities and private individuals their old immunities

and rights over mineral resources.”; Waelkens, de Paepe, and Moens 1988, 109.
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was reorganised and managed by appointed officials, either Imperial slaves or freedmen.%*
Under this system, a practice of bulk-production and stockpiling of architectural elements
began to be put into place. Ward-Perkins suggests that such systems were established in the

D.1%5 when Capito’s building

empire’s quarries by the second half of the first century A.
projects were underway. Whilst it was not until the early second century that fine marbles were
available from Imperial quarries to anyone who could afford them, % as an early beneficiary
of the Imperial-controlled marble trade, Capito’s status as an important, well connected, and
wealthy, provincial elite meant that he could buy and ship these marbles. The use of coloured
marbles alongside local materials for Capito’s stage building represented a marked difference
in building styles by introducing Roman materials into a Greek context. Their use in Rome has
been described as visual representation of the city’s expansion into exotic parts of the world,
and of the power required by the emperor to acquire and transport such resources back to
Rome.1%7 It can be suggested that similar sentiments can be applied to this early use of coloured
marbles at Miletus. The use of resources from across the empire represented Capito’s travels,

his work and influence in the empire, and the prestige and wealth he must have acquired in

order to afford such materials.

Capito’s stage building shared several characteristics typical of Western theatres but did not
completely correspond to what would have been considered typical for Romano-Italic stage
buildings.1®® Such characteristics have been recently interpreted as products of architectural
translation, where Italic or Roman architectural elements are used in “a manner comprehensible
in the local region.”*%® Where architectural translation differs from other concepts associated
with the effects interacting cultures had on monuments is that its focus is less on which
elements were adopted and why, and more on how the receiving population understood the
‘translated’ concept.’®®® This approach is particularly relevant for a study of how architectural
benefactions can be used to understand the impact of Rome in its provinces because it aims to

understand how builders and residents adopted, adapted and understood Roman ideas.

1054 Ward-Perkins 1992b, 25.

1055 Ward-Perkins 1992b, 25.

1056 ward-Perkins 1992b, 30.

1057 packer 2001, 180; Bradley 2004, 1.
1058 Altenhifer 1986, 171.

1059 Thomas 2013, 156.

1060 Thomas 2013, 156.
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There are many elements of Capito’s stage fagade that have been used as evidence for the
translation of Romano-Italic architectural elements into Greek contexts. One is using a
colonnaded fagade in front of the old rectangular stage building to create a curvilinear
appearance, a design seen in Italy a century before, and common by the Augustan period. 1%
This was different from the usual scheme of such buildings in Asia Minor. Another unusual
feature was that instead of triple recessing seen in Greek theatre stages, there was a single,
shallow but unusually wide, curved recess. Sear mentions three Western theatres that date from
between the late Republic and the reign of Tiberius whose stage buildings displayed this
characteristic: Herculaneum; Nuceria Alfaterna, which like Capito’s stage building utilised
coloured marbles in the form of veneering; and Arles.1%?2 Stage buildings of Western theatres
usually had a round niche in the centre, and some had two lateral rectangular niches on either
side of the rounded one. The only other Eastern example is the theatre at Pessinus, which is
undated.’®®® Four freestanding columns on podia, unusually, preceded the Milesian niche.
There were also five entrances, as traditional in Greek theatre buildings, rather than the usual
three used in the Latin theatre.1%* This new form of stage building represented a translation of
Latin theatrical and architectural practices into a format that could be understood by the local
people.1?® The people of Miletus were not attempting to directly copy or imitate Latin
theatrical and architectural practices, but to incorporate them into local contexts and practices,

to no detriment to Greek forms of drama.

1081 Ward-Perkins 1981; Sear 2000; Thomas 2013, 162.

1062 Sear 2006, 124; 128; 247-248.

1063 Sear 2006, 363-364 only dates building activity in the area of the theatre to the reign of Tiberius rather than
the theatre itself. The source he refers to for the remains of Pessinus’ theatre (Bittel 1967, 142-150) is very scant
in its detail and provides no dates.

1064 Thomas 2013, 162-163.

1065 Thomas 2013, 163.
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Figure 68: The remains of the theatre, including the stage building built by Gnaeus Vergilius
Capito, Miletus. (April 2011).

In the same way that Capito’s work at the theatre had been preceded by a number of
construction phases, further remodelling and redesigning of the theatre stage succeeded him.
The theatre and its stage underwent further remodelling again in the second century A.D., work
which included the construction of the so-called ‘Imperial box’ that was located in the centre
of the first tier, and a third storey of the stage building.'%%® This later tier was decorated with
sculptures attributed to the so-called ‘School of Aphrodisias’, including friezes depicting Eros,

hunting scenes, and Apollo of Kanachus, the cult image of nearby Didyma.1%’

1066 K Jeiner 1968, 69-70; Miiller-Wiener 1996.
1067 K leiner 1968, 70.
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5.5. The Baths of Capito

Gnaeus Vergilius Capito’s other building project was the bath-complex now known as the
Baths of Capito. The date of the baths has also been subject to debate, both by archaeologists
and epigraphists. One interpretation is that the baths date to the reign of Claudius. Its dedicatory
inscription was initially found in the early twentieth century and published first by Wiegand, %68
and then by Mitteis and Wilcken.!®® The text was initially interpreted as a dedication to

Claudius and reconstructed thus:
Avtoxpdrtop[t Tipepiot Kha-
voimt Kaiocapt ZePaoctin I'e-
puravikdt I'voiog Ovepyiit-
og Kanitowv &napyog g Aty]-
vmtov Kol Th¢ Actog €mit[po]-
110G 10 Palaveiov avEOMKey.

To the Emperor [Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus Gnaeus Vergilius

Capito, son of Gnaeus, prefect of Egy]pt and procurator of Asia dedicated the baths.
1070

The editors of Inschriften von Milet reconstruct the text slightly differently to Mitteis and

Wilken, condensing Capito’s honours:

Avtoxpdrop[t Tipepiov Khajudimt Kaicapt Zefactdt I'eppovikdt I'voiog Ovepyiii|og

I'vaiov viog Karnitwv Aty]jurtov kol thic Aciog €nit[po]|tog 10 Paraveiov avéOnkeyv.

To the Emperor [Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus Gnaeus Vergilius

Capito son of Gnaeus] procurator [of Egy]pt and Asia dedicated the bath.1%"

Its entry in the corpus records its findspot as the north side of the lonic portico, which must be
the portico that ran parallel to the Sacred Way. The description states that the final two blocks

are complete whilst the first is fragmentary suggesting that the surviving parts of the text remain

1088 \Wiegand 1908

1069 Mitteis and Wilken 1912,

1070 Mitteis and Wilken 1912, 375.
1071 |Milet | 328/329.
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in situ. Wiegand suggests that there were twenty-two letters across six architrave blocks, and
the editors used his calculations to reconstruct the text. The monument was dedicated to the
Emperor, and Capito is here called procurator, érxitponoc, of Egypt and Asia, whilst in other
texts he is referred to as procurator of Asia, but prefect, £&rapyog, of Egypt. Magie questions
the reconstruction, believing it to be wrong and states that Capito’s titles should read £€mapyog

Aiydmrov kai tig Aciag émitpomoc. 07

Although highly familiar in its style, the lonic portico also contained features more associated
with Italic monuments, such as friezes of acanthus tendrils. This ornament was given political
significance under Augustus and the Julio-Claudians in Italy, conveying a sense of abundance,
fertility and strength of the empire, key themes associations with early Imperial ideology.°”®
Delorme questions the function of this portico, wondering whether it could have been used as
part of the complex’s training facilities. Its internal length of around 94 metres is approximately
half the usual length of the running test.2%’* These dimensions alone are enough to convince
Delorme that the lonic portico could not have been used as an exercise space. However, the
fact that the portico fronted a row of shops, the north end of which opened onto the palaestra,
and separated the bath complex from the street, indicates it had a more ornamental function. A

fragment of another text survives from the architrave of the palaestra:

- - | Ovepyn - -107

The palaestra and the lonic portico must be two different spaces within the complex, as
Corinthian columns surrounded the palaestra, so there must have been two inscriptions
referring to Capito within the Baths. The text on the lonic portico would have been visible to
anyone passing the Baths of Capito, so would have been seen by more people than the text
from the palaestra, which would have only been visible once inside the Baths. The lettering of
this fragment is different from that of the Bath’s dedication, which led to Ehrhardt’s
interpretation that this text refers not to our Capito but the archiprytanis of the Hadrianic

1072 \Magie 1950, 1398.

1073 Castriota 1995, 21-22 concerning the floral friezes on the Ara Pacis; Sauron 2000; Thomas 2013, 151.

1074 Delorme 1960, 269.

1075 | Milet 1 329; Koster 1993 430; 2004, 35-36 questions whether the Palaestra is the correct original location for
this text, due to its find spot (north west of the Delphinion) and that the size and decoration of the block does not
fit neatly into current reconstructions of the monument. However, despite these concerns he neither offers an
alternative location for the text, nor allows these concerns to hinder his argument that Gnaeus Vergilius Capito

was the benefactor of the Bath complex and the lonic Hall.
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period.’?’® McCabe, however, argues that the letters, although somewhat later in style than the
Baths’ dedicatory inscription, are not as late as the Hadrianic period but possibly from the turn
of the first to the second century.X®”” If McCabe is correct and this inscription predates the
Hadrianic Capito, the most likely explanation for the later letter forms of the palaestra
dedication is that the same or a similar text to the one on the lonic portico was simply added
later, perhaps to reaffirm exactly what the first century A.D. Capito was responsible for

building.

Habicht supports a Claudianic date for the Baths, suggesting that Capito was first procurator
of Asia, then left Asia in late A.D. 47 to become prefect of Egypt, returning after he had served
his term to see the buildings dedicated to Claudius.'°’® Reinhard Koster also supports an earlier
date. He cites Capito’s honorific inscription from Didyma,°”® which states that he was prefect
of Egypt under Claudius, and notes that the title is also present on the Baths’ inscription. 18
He claims this does not rule out the possibility that the Baths were constructed during the reign
of Claudius. Koster is an archaeologist, his authority lies in the study of architectural remains
rather than epigraphy, and his agenda is to create a temporal classification of the architectural
ornamentation of one of the only monuments in Miletus with a fixed date.'%! Despite Koster’s
confidence in the dating of the Baths, McCabe suggests that they, like the theatre, were
dedicated to Nero. Nero’s name is only two letters shorter than Claudius’ and would take up a

similar sized space when inscribed, so the former’s name cannot be dismissed. With

consideration to his theory, McCabe reconstructs the first part of the text to read:
Avtokpérop[t Népmvi Khavdiot Kaicopt Zepactin I'eppovici]. 108

There is no evidence from the Baths which can accurately date the structure, but the Neronian

date for the theatre, combined with the dates when Capito was absent from Miletus in Egypt,

1076 |Milet 1 2 20; Ehrhardt 1984, 390.

1077 McCabe 1986, 31.

1078 Habicht 1959, 163.

1078 SEG 57-1109bis.

1080 K 3ster 2004, 33-35.

1081 Kgster 2004, 33: “Da die Capitothermen als eines der wenigen fest datieren Monumente Milets gelten und
damit fiir die absolute Chronologie der Bauornamentik von emineneter Bedeutung sind, muf? hier zuerst naher auf
die Grundlage ihrer zeitlichen Einordnung eingegangen werden.”

1082 McCabe 1986, 188.
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the most likely scenario is that both monuments were dedicated in the early years of Nero’s

reign.

Figure 69: The standing remains of the Baths of Gnaeus Vergilius Capito, Miletus. (April
2011).

Figure 70: View from inside the Baths of Capito. The lonic Portico that fronted the building is
visible between the gaps in the standing wall. (April 2011.)
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Figure 71: Plan of the Baths of Capito (Striewe 2003, 23)

Described by an early scholar as being “of especial architectural interest...a type transitional
between a Hellenistic gymnasium and a Roman bath,”1%8 the Baths of Capito had implications
for the appearance of the old city, combining familiar and unfamiliar architectural elements.
Moreover, it is thought to be the earliest example of a complex that combined an exercise area
with a Baths, and that it set a provincial precedent.'%®* Despite having known Italian baths with
palaestrae, including the Stabian Baths at Pompeii,'% Vitruvius describes the palaestra as a
Greek architectural feature:

“Though not used by the people of Italy, it seems proper that I should explain the form

of the palaestra and describe the mode in which it was constructed by the Greeks.”198¢

Vitruvius continues by describing how the palaestra fitted in to Greek hot and cold bathing

practices. Vitruvius’ differentiation between the Greek and Roman practices of constructing

1083 Dawkins 1910, 361.
1084 Mitchell 1993, 216.
1085 yegiil 2013, 73.
1086 \sjtr. 5. 11. 1.
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palaestrae associated with bathing complexes implies variations in cultural practices associated
with the use of such monuments. Palaestrae were less familiar elements of Italian bathing
complexes and the elaborate suites of rooms associated with Italian baths were less familiar in
Greek contexts. In a traditional Greek gymnasium only the loutron, a room with basins for
washing in cold water, had a specific bathing function.'%’ By the late Hellenistic period, more
elaborate bathing facilities began to appear in Greek gymnasia. In Asia Minor particularly,
where the gymnasium tradition never lost its importance under Rome, complexes which
combined a palaestra with a suite of bathing rooms became what are now called bath-

gymnasia.'088

The palaestra of the Baths of Capito measured 38 x 38 metres and was lined with colonnades
3.5 to 5 metres deep, with intercolumniations of 2.6 metres on the north, south and west sides
and 2 metres on the east. It is thought that elements of the Hellenistic gymnasium, which
was located on the same site, were retained it to form the bathing block’s colonnaded
palaestra.!®® Its entablature was decorated with typical Hellenistic motifs including: egg-and-
dart; dentils; cassettes; lion-head waterspouts; a balustrade adorned with plant imagery; and a
frieze of plant scrolls.1%! Many of these decorative features were also on the stage building. It
was initially thought that there were two storeys of Corinthian columns on all four sides of the
Palaestra, but Koster has argued that there were two storeys on the east side only, claiming that
the initial reconstruction placed building components in places which they could not feasibly
fit.1%°2 The increased height of the east side of the Palaestra also supports von Gerkan and
Krischen’s suggestion that its purpose was aesthetic; to cover up the “unadorned mass of the
thermal baths” which lay behind it.1%% On the front of the palaestra was an upper gallery and
central broken pediment; the latter feature also appeared as part of the theatre stage.!* Like

on the theatre stage, a decorative arrangement of the aediculae also appeared on the upper

1087 vitr. 5. 11. 2; Yegul 2013, 83.

1088 yeg(il 2013, 83; 85.

1089 yon Gerkan and Krischen 1928, 23; Kleiner 1968, 93; Striewe 2003, 4-5; Thomas 2013, 152.

1090 wWard-Perkins 1981, 295.

1091 Kleiner 1968, 93; Koster 2004, 33.

1092 For the initial interpretation see Kleiner 1968, 93; for the most recent interpretation see Koster 1993 434-
435; 2004, 36-37.

1093 yon Gerkan and Krischen 1928, 23; “Es bildet sich also hier eine regelrechte Fassade, deren Aufgabe es ist,
die schmucklose Masse der Thermenzu verdecken.”

1094 Thomas 2013, 152.
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storey of the palaestra.’®® The similarities in the architectural features of these two monuments

imply that the same team of architects worked on both projects.

In his analysis of Greek gymnasia and palaestrae, Delorme suggests that the two buildings,
although similar in function, should be considered as two separate institutions. He states that
they held different legal statuses, they had different facilities, and the latter may have served to
cultivate the physical, rather than the intellectual, development of the city’s youths.19%
Regardless of the supposed differences between gymnasia and palaestrae, Delorme states,
regardless of who owned or managed them, palaestrae in the Greek world were not public
spaces.’®®’ The Baths of Capito’s inclusion of a palaestra is innovative in a number of ways.
The combination of the older palaestra, a Greek private space, with a new bath complex, a
Roman public space indicates an evolution of spatial conception. A space that would normally
have been reserved for private exercise now had to be open to the public, as access to the baths
was not possible without crossing the palaestra. Furthermore, for what is thought to be the first
time in the province of Asia, a space existed which would have allowed traditional Greek
exercise regimes to occur alongside, and perhaps in conjunction with, Roman bathing practices.
The Baths of Capito not only indicate changes in how spaces were used in cities in the East

under Rome, but also how the practices of two cultures co-existed in a provincial setting.

A further innovation seen in the Baths of Capito that had its origins in Italian contexts is the
use of lime-mortared rubble in its construction. In Ephesus and other cities, the use of Roman
building techniques, such as lime-mortared rubble, as opposed to the Hellenistic technique of
ashlar construction, had begun to be used from the early Augustan period onwards.'%
However, at Miletus, it was not used to construct a public building until the time of Capito.
The only earlier use of lime-mortared rubble at Miletus was to construct the Augustan Big
Harbour Monument, ' most likely for its ability to set under water. Another of the
characteristic architectural features of the Baths of Capito is the extensive use of cut stone and
ashlar fitted together with metal clamps and used in conjunction with mortared rubble. This

technique is found in the piers, corners, vaults and domes, and mortared rubble alone is used

1095 K ster 1993, 436.

10% Delorme 1960, 260
1097 Delorme 1960, 261.
1098 \Waelkens 1987, 94; 96.

1099 \Waelkens 1987, 97.



324

for some of the domes.*'% Although the first, the Baths of Capito are not unique in the city in
its usage of mortared rubble in buildings. The Domitianic Nymphaeum and aqueduct and the
Baths of Faustina also use the same techniques, but these, nor any other buildings in Roman

Miletus, were as architecturally innovative as the Baths of Capito, or indeed their
1101

contemporaries in the rest of the province.

Figure 72: The standing remains of the Big Harbour Monument, Miletus. (April 2011).

1100 \\/aelkens 1987, 97.

1101 Waelkens 1987, 97-98.
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The new baths extended to the east of the Palaestra, screened by a curvilinear colonnade, which
stood behind the open-air swimming pool. Whereas the porticoes formed the familiar
architectural elements of the complex, the building that housed the pools was formed of
architectural elements and construction techniques that were unfamiliar. The walls were
constructed of rubble masonry, in the manner of Italian thermal structures, with limestone
blocks used to fortify the corners. The internal walls of all but one of the rooms were faced
with coloured marble.t%? The exception was the round room containing the pool, which was
plastered and painted red. The floors of all the rooms were paved in marble.t!% The walls of
all bar two of the rooms would have been strong enough to support a barrel-vaulted roof, which
was plastered on the inside. % The first room was interpreted as a Tepidarium by von Gerkan
and Krischen as it was heated, and they suggested that the two rooms to the north and south of
it were Apodyteria.}!%® However Stiewe rules out this first room’s usage as a Tepidarium due
to the niches in its walls, and suggests that this room was an Apodyterium.'% Luycian’s
description of the Baths of Hippias suggests that Apodyteria were not the first rooms that one
would have entered at the Baths, adding credence to von Gerkan and Krischen’s interpretation
of the Baths’ layout:

“On entering, one is received into a public hall of good size, with ample
accommodations for servants and attendants. On the left are the lounging rooms, also
of just the right sort for a bath, attractive, brightly lighted retreats. Then, beside them a
hall, larger than need be for the purposes of a bath, but necessary for the reception of

the rich. Next, capacious locker-rooms to undress in, on each side...”1’

The next room, the second largest in the building would have been either the Caldarium or the
Tepidarium.''% Following Gerhard Kleiner’s initial interpretation, Michael Striewe interprets

this first heated room as the Tepidarium and the next heated room, the largest at 12 x 20 metres,

1102 Neither Kleiner, Striewe, nor Koster refer to the types of marble used to face the walls of the baths, nor do
they mention the colours of the marbles, which would aid an identification of them.

1103 Striewe 2003, 8-9.

1104 Striewe 2003, 9.

1105 yon Gerkan and Krischen 1928, 32.

1108 Striewe 2003, 7.

107 |_yc. Hip. 5.

1108 Kleiner 1968, 95 for the interpretation of this large, heated room as a Caldarium or Tepidarium; Striewe 2003,

7; for dimensions (12 x 15 metres)
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as the Caldarium, due to the presence of a round water basin near the entrance.’'® The
Caldarium is characterised by the square niches and rounded exedras which line all four walls
of the room.'1® Both of these features are characteristically Italian in nature. Another
unfamiliar, Italian, architectural feature of the Baths of Capito is the domed rotunda, measuring
nine metres in diameter, on the south side of the building. The walls and dome were plastered
and painted red and blue respectively, and there would have been a pool six metres in diameter
and between 1.1. and 1.4 metres deep in the centre of the room.*!! This, the presence of
hypocaust pili and the location of the boiler room just to the east, suggest that this was a
Sudatorium, or steam room.***2 This room would have resembled the round bathing halls that
were constructed in Italy at this time.*''* Domed rooms, usually laconica, or dry sweating
rooms, had been present in baths in Campania, but this one mirrors near-contemporary
developments in Italy, such as the Central Baths at Pompeii, built in the years immediately
after the earthquake of A.D. 62.111 A further trait the Baths of Capito shares with its Pompeiian
counterpart is that in both complexes the open-air natatio is located to the rear of the palaestra
closest to the bathing block.!> On the south side of the Baths complex there are a series of
smaller rooms containing boilers and water tanks, connected by corridors. One of the boilers
was connected directly to the largest room of the complex, the Caldarium.'!® There are at least
three more rooms of the Capito baths, but these remained unexcavated in 2003 when Striewe’s

study was published. '’

The combination of a Greek palaestra with an Italian bath house at the Baths of Capito indicates
the adoption, and adaptation, of non-local cultural practices in Miletus at this time. These
developments and features have, alongside those seen in the theatre stage building, also been

interpreted as architectural translation. Here, the model of a bathing complex centred around a

1109 Striewe 2003, 8.

1110 Kleiner 1968, 95.

111 yon Gerkan and Krischen 1928, 32 claim the pool was 1.1 metres deep, Striewe 2003, 8 says 1.4 metres
deep.

112 Kleiner 1968, 96-97; Striewe 2003, 8.

1113 Thomas 2013, 147-148.

1114 Ward-Perkins 1981, 295; Thomas 2013, 149.

1115 Thomas 2013, 149-150.

1116 v/on Gerkan and Krischen 1928, 33.

117 Striewe 2003, 8; Of these unexcavated rooms one would have contained the necessary Frigidarium, others

may have been further Tepidaria or Apodyteria.
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laconicum associated with Campania is adapted to fit into the axis of the Greek city plan. These
adjustments can also be a translation of Romano-Italic concepts into a Greek context in a
manner that would be understood by the recipient Milesians.!!!® This interpretation, unlike so
many other theories of ‘Romanisation’, takes into account the role of local people in the
creation of monuments, such as the theatre stage and the Baths of Capito, which display
elements from more than one architectural tradition. It would be particularly applicable to
public buildings constructed by whole cities which featured a similar decree of hybridity.
Arguably, Capito’s buildings are less applicable to this approach, as his own life, career, and
travels would have had an influence on his understanding of Romano-Italic building techniques
and cultural practices. These monuments do not solely reflect how the Milesian population
understood Roman practices of theatre stage building or bathing practices. They also indicate
how their benefactor understood these concepts and how the influence of individual
benefactors contributed to the variety of architectural features in provincial contexts at this

time.

5.6: Capito as a benefactor.

Capito’s theatre stage at Miletus shows how variations in representation of architectural
benefactors through their buildings can be used to understand the impact of Rome on provincial
architecture. Like its Roman-Milesian benefactor, the theatre shows a combination of
characteristics and identities derived from both Romano-Italic and Greek buildings. The
introduction of a stage building with elements that would have facilitated the staging of Roman
plays, while retaining elements of a traditional Greek theatre stage, represented a gradual
introduction of unfamiliar practices into a familiar context. The retention of the old and the
introduction of the new is a continual theme throughout Capito’s work and how he was
represented as both an official of Rome and a resident of Miletus. The theatre of Miletus would
have still looked familiar from the outside, blending into the older, Hellenistic cityscape. Once
inside though a visitor would have been aware that they were viewing a different type of
monument, as well as the potential space for a different type of performance. The monuments
built in Miletus by Capito are an architectural representation of the benefactor himself, his
place in the city and the Roman world, and the influence that both had had on him and his
monuments. Capito must be considered as a Roman in Miletus, but Miletus must also be

considered as part of Rome in its widest geographical sense.

1118 Thomas 2013, 156.
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The Baths of Capito also tell us much about Capito as a benefactor. Whilst the epigraphic
evidence from the Baths of Capito gives no clues to his Roman and Milesian identity, the
architectural details not only allude to this, but also how Rome had impacted on provincial
public architecture. Roman, Greek, and arguably Alexandrian, in the case of the broken
pediments, architectural features were used throughout the complex, some of which were
retained from the old Hellenistic gymnasium. Capito would have seen all these features during
his travels in Italy, Asia, the Aegean islands, and Egypt and if he had some say in the way that
the monument looked, would have incorporated, and/or adapted them into his monument. The
lonic portico at its entrance, the palaestra, and its colonnades, decorated with typical Hellenistic
motifs are elements that could be found in any gymnasium in any part of the Greek world,
giving a Greek visitor a sense of familiarity. Once a visitor had passed across the palaestra,
through the colonnades and into the main part of the baths, with its domes and concrete walls,
they would have noticed something new. Its rooms of various temperatures and swimming pool
are immediately indicative of Roman practices of bathing. The concrete from which it was
constructed, and the domes which crowned several of its rooms, would have been unfamiliar
in a Milesian context, and further indicate that this was building influenced by Roman, or at
least Italic, culture. The Baths of Capito show that the inclusion of architectural elements from
Italic cultural practices in the provinces does not have to be the result of direct Roman
intervention. Instead, the personal experiences of the benefactor involved should be taken into

account when discussing the adoption of practices in provincial settings.

By the time that Capito’s monuments were dedicated, he no longer held either of his Roman
official positions, and did not appear to hold any local ones. Without local or Roman offices to
give him the authority to build public monuments, Capito must have acted of his own accord
and instigated the construction of the theatre stage building and the Baths. Yet, as at the theatre,
he is not represented as such in the Baths’ dedicatory inscription. Rather, he was represented
as an outsider, as someone whose life was shaped and defined by his roles as Procurator of
Asia and Prefect of Egypt, rather than any role performed at Miletus. It is only by looking both
at the Baths of Capito more widely and the other epigraphic evidence for his life and work in
Miletus that his local associations become apparent. Capito was honoured as a great benefactor
by the city of Miletus. He was named soter and euergetes of Miletus. While we do not know
when or exactly why these titles were awarded to him, when compared to other benefactors
who were given these honours at this time, Capito and his work must have been considered of

great importance and worth to the city and his fellow citizens. However, the clearest indication
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of how Capito the benefactor was seen by the city of Miletus was the granting of the Capitoneia
in his honour. This festival and its continuation at least until the reign of Commodus show the

continued high regard which Capito was held in long after his death.
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6

Conclusion

This thesis has shown, in an albeit small sample of cases, that in early Roman Aphrodisias,
Ephesus, and Miletus variations existed in the way that architectural benefactors were
presented in their epigraphy and that these variations can be used to understand the impact of
Rome on the people and the architecture of its provinces. These variations have been
considered on their own terms rather than as deviations from a supposed norm. By focusing
only on architectural benefactors this thesis has brought greater understanding to a form of
euergetic activity whose discussion has been overlooked or under-developed in the great works
on euergetism. It has shown that the representation of architectural benefactors was influenced
by many factors including the benefactor’s position in society, the location of the monument,
and the wider socio-historical context in which the benefactor lived and worked. Building
inscriptions have traditionally considered to be very formulaic, with little room for variation.
This generalisation has risen because, realistically, such texts could only contain a limited
number of elements. However, the exact information included in these texts, the precedence
given to certain pieces of information, and the way that the inscription was presented on the

building all contributed to the various ways that architectural benefactors were represented.

The way that architectural benefactors were represented through their public monuments can
also be used to understand the influence of Rome on the provinces more generally. Roman rule
in Asia was not heavy handed and monolithic and the effects of it became a part of wider
culture. Roman practices of building monuments, inscribing texts, and representing and
honouring benefactions did not usurp practices already established in Aphrodisias, Ephesus,
and Miletus, but were just another variation of practice available to provincial cities and their
benefactors. Considering architectural benefactors and their buildings in this way has resulted
in a framework for understanding the impact of Rome on its provinces in a more detailed and
more nuanced manner. It has allowed for individuals’ responses to Roman rule to be considered
and has shown the variety of ways which individuals in the Roman provinces, regardless of
their citizenship status, interacted with Rome, the Roman administration, and their locality, and
how these interactions and responses were represented epigraphically and architecturally. This
approach has moved away from the process-centred theories of understanding the impact of
Roman rule which have attempted to contain these variations into defined, and often restrictive,
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frameworks. Through the study of a previously neglected form of benefaction and those
involved in it, this thesis has shed light not only on architectural benefaction and benefactors
but also on their socio-historical context and how provincial architectural benefactors were
represented in relation to the changes that occurred around them.

It has also shown that the modern concept known as euergetism is a far more complex process
than Veyne initially outlined in Le pain et le cirque. Particularly with regards to architectural
benefaction, the definitions outlined by Veyne, Gauthier, and others are far too narrow and
restrictive. Basing an analysis of a social practice primarily on the language used to describe it
is problematic for all forms of gift exchange. But it is especially so for architectural benefaction
as building dedications, in most cases, do not contain Veyne and Gauthier’s diagnostic
language. Honorific texts to known architectural benefactors do contain such language but it is
often difficult to ascertain with any certainty that the honour resulted directly from their
building project. Whilst Veyne was less specific with the required language, Gauthier required
evidence that euergetai were registered as benefactors, or that the title benefactor had been
bestowed upon them. The naming of Zoilus as gbepyétng tilg matpidog on the Temple of
Aphrodite is an unusual example of this euergetic language appearing directly on a monument
in the province of Asia in this period, but it would not have been diagnostic enough for
Gauthier. It is also almost impossible to ascertain exactly what motivated architectural
benefactors to give public buildings, a key aspect of Veyne’s definition of the process. In some
cases, the building inscriptions refer to why benefactors carried out their work; the involvement
of younger generations of the family to continue their ancestors’ work at the Sebasteion after
earthquake damage is one example. But in Capito’s case, he may have helped to rebuild Miletus
after an earthquake damaged it, but this is conjecture. Taking a less literary and a more
anthropological approach to euergetism has shown that architectural benefactors have been
taking part in a process of reciprocal generosity from at least the Classical period. Most
previous work on euergetism has focussed on how architectural benefaction fitted into a wider
scheme of reciprocal generosity, rather than on the people involved in giving public
monuments. However, by focusing upon architectural benefactors this thesis has shown that
their buildings and the associated epigraphy, and what can be learned about both the benefactor
and the wider socio-historical context in which the building was constructed from it, can be

used as an indicator of the influence of Rome on provincial cities.

The variations in representation of architectural benefactors can be defined by four different

categories: variations in relationship to the city where they built; variations in their relationship
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to Rome; variations in relationship between the monument and the text; and variations in how
the buildings operated as monuments to the benefactor. The architectural benefactors discussed
in this thesis all built monuments in their home towns. Across his three architectural
benefactions in the city, Zoilus’ relationship to Aphrodisias was represented differently in each
dedication, placing emphasis on the different roles he fulfilled in society. At the Temple of
Aphrodite, he was represented in his role as the priest of the city cult. At the theatre he was
presented as having held the office of stephanephorus ten times in succession. The inscription
from the North Stoa of the North Agora is very fragmentary but it presented Zoilus, at the very
least, as priest of Eleutheria. The predominately local formulations of both the dedicatory
inscriptions and the structural elements of Zoilus’ monuments represented him as the great man
and benefactor of late first century B.C. Aphrodisias. The study of how the later Julio-Claudian
families’ relationships to Aphrodisias and Rome were represented have been plagued by the
patchy publication record of the relevant inscriptions. However, the accessible material shows
that the families’ relationship to Aphrodisias was represented differently from Zoilus’.
Although some members of the families held priesthoods of Aphrodite, and they dedicated
columns at her temple, away from the Temple of Aphrodite the focus of their dedications was
not their local city. This shift from the 20s B.C. to the end of the Julio-Claudian period must

be attributed to the influence of Roman rule on the people of Aphrodisias.

In Ephesus, the freedmen Mazaeus and Mithridates’ relationship to their home town was
represented very differently. The demos of Ephesus were honoured in the Greek dedication and
it functioned as an entrance to the Agora and had local decorative and structural elements.
Mazaeus and Mithridates were not represented as Roman freedmen by their nomenclature.
They may have been born further east in Asia, or been the children of recent immigrants to
Ephesus, but there is no indication of any roles or positions that they may have held within
what became their home town. Mithridates was certainly buried in Ephesus, but his epitaph
provides no further information about him. Pollio and Proculus probably originated from
outside Ephesus but settled in the city. In their building projects Pollio and Proculus were
represented as actively working and spending their own money on construction projects for the
city. They dedicated the Marnas aqueduct bridge and the Basilica Stoa to Artemis and to the
demos of Ephesus and were represented as generous benefactors of the city. The Pollio
Monument, although constructed by Proculus not the city, was built on land granted by the
city, and given its prominent location near to the Basilica Stoa, represented him as a favoured,

prominent member of Ephesian society. Yet as his stepson erected the Pollio Monument it
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should be considered as a visual representation of how Proculus wanted to represent Pollio to
the city rather than how Ephesus wanted to represent Pollio. The representation of Capito’s
relationship to Miletus through his architectural benefactions is different from all the other
benefactors in the study. In his building dedications he was represented as a Roman official
working on behalf of the Imperial administration, despite no longer holding the positions
described in the texts. It is only from other epigraphic evidence, unrelated to his building

projects, that his local connections to Miletus are known.

The architectural benefactors studied in this thesis all experienced different levels of interaction
with Rome or the Roman administration prior to the construction of their public monuments.
However, there was not always a correlation between the benefactor’s previous interactions
with Rome and the way that their relationship to Rome was represented through their
monuments. Zoilus, through his enslavement by and relationship with Octavian, had the closest
and most demonstrable connection with the highest power in Rome of all the benefactors in
this study. In addition, his work to bring freedom to Aphrodisias after the war against Labienus
would have brought him into contact with the Roman administrative system more generally.
The inclusion of his priesthood of Eleutheria in an honorific inscription and a building
dedication shows that the city recognised both Zoilus in his role as priest and the bringing about
of freedom. However, despite his interactions with the Roman administration on both an
official and a personal level, his new-found citizenship and place in the Roman world only
partially affected how he was presented through his architectural benefactions Apart from his
tria nomina, the only indication from the epigraphy associated with Zoilus’ building projects
that he had interacted with Rome is the inclusion in the dedication of the theatre stage building
of his status as an imperial freedman, alongside his stephanephorates. While the inclusion of
his freedman status here could be interpreted as a simple formality, it represented a bold
statement about Zoilus. The theatre stage building contained the most Roman architectural
elements of all his monuments and the theatre itself was the centre of the social and cultural
life of Aphrodisias, for both Roman and non-Roman citizens. Zoilus himself, or whoever
drafted this text, chose to include the details of his freedman status here rather than anywhere
else in the city to represent him as a prominent member of both Aphrodisian and Roman
society. Mazaeus and Mithridates were also provincial residents who had been Imperial
freedmen. There is no evidence to suggest that they had the same personal relationship with
their patrons as Zoilus had with Octavian, but their shared freedman status meant that they

shared a similar level of involvement in, and interaction with, the Roman system. Despite the
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connections to their Roman patrons and freedman status, Mazaeus and Mithridates were not
presented as Roman citizens; their Greek names, rather than their tria nomina, were inscribed.
Despite this, the primary focus of their dedication was the Imperial family, with a cursory
acknowledgement of their fellow citizens in the Greek text. This would have been considered
a different practice from traditional Hellenistic ones. However, although carrying out an

unfamiliar style of dedication, Mazaeus and Mithridates publicly identified as local citizens.

Unlike Zoilus and Mazaeus and Mithridates, Pollio and Proculus were in one case agents of an
Imperial building project, and in another active instigators and financiers of building projects
in honour of the emperors. To contrast the freedmen and the Imperial agents, the families in
late Julio-Claudian Aphrodisias had the least demonstrable connection with Rome or the
Roman administration, with only one member known to have held Roman citizenship. A
natatio was included at the Gymnasium of Diogenes, and the surviving inscriptions suggest
that the East Gate and some of the porticoes were dedicated to members of the Imperial family.
While these features are clear indications of favourability to Rome and the introduction of non-
local practices, they were presented as most favourable to both the Imperial family and Roman
culture by their work at the Sebasteion. The construction of the Sebasteion by, primarily, non-
Roman citizens testifies to the prestige that the Emperor and the Imperial cult had at
Aphrodisias in the first half of the first century A.D. This was a very different representation
of the relationship between benefactor and Rome from that of their fellow Aphrodisian Zoilus.
Despite his very close connection to Rome, Zoilus placed little emphasis on representing that
connection through his architectural benefactions to Aphrodisias. The variations in
representation between the Aphrodisian architectural benefactors could be explained by the
consequences of elapsed time. By the end of the Julio-Claudian period, Rome had had a greater
influence in the city than it had in the 30s B.C. and this was represented accordingly.
Alternatively, these variations resulted from differences in the social status of the benefactors.
Zoilus was a prestigious member of society when his buildings were constructed, the
Aphrodisian families less so. Such inscriptions are usually taken as formulaic and predictable,
but the differences seen between those of Zoilus and the late Julio-Claudian families also
suggest that architectural benefactors had a degree of choice and influence in how they were

represented, and that there was no standard practice dictated either by local customs or Rome.

Capito’s relationship to Rome was very clear throughout his dedicatory inscriptions as he was
presented in the two most senior roles he had held within the Roman provincial administration,

Procurator of Asia and Prefect of Egypt. Although Capito probably no longer held either of
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these Imperial posts by the time he dedicated his monuments, his relationship to Rome gained
through these posts was still considered to be a part of his identity. Despite acting as a local
benefactor in Miletus, he was represented as acting in a Roman capacity, as though the Milesian
Capito who, judging by the posthumous statue dedication to his relative Epicrates, would have
been a familiar name in the city, was inconceivable without the Roman official Capito. This is
different from the representation of Pollio and Proculus, who, after working in an official
capacity to complete building work on the Emperor’s behalf, were later represented as working

on their own initiative, pouring their own money into their buildings.

The epigraphic material associated with the monuments discussed in this thesis has been the
most important source for variations in how architectural benefactors were represented.
However, the picture is incomplete without considering both how the structural and decorative
elements of the monument represented the benefactor and the variations in relationship
between how the benefactor was represented in the monument and the text. Zoilus was
represented differently in the epigraphic material associated with his monuments. At the
Temple of Aphrodite and the North Stoa of the North Agora the epigraphic material represented
him as a local benefactor and the architectural elements of both these monuments were familiar
at Aphrodisias with very little evidence of Roman innovation. The inscription from the stage
is the only one that mentioned Zoilus’ status as an Imperial freedman, and it was this monument
that displayed the very beginnings of Roman influence on Aphrodisian architecture. Mazaeus
and Mithridates, also Imperial freedmen, were represented in the Latin text as dedicating a
monument to their Imperial patrons, but the Greek text represented them as a pair of non-
Romans dedicating a monument to their unnamed patrons and the demos. The statues on top
of the gate would have aided the identification of their patrons, but only if the figures were
recognisable to all the citizens. The different ways that Mazaeus and Mithridates were
represented in their gate’s dedicatory inscriptions was reflected in the variety of architectural
features that formed the monument. The elevation of the gate resembled a triumphal arch,
befitting its function as an honorific monument to Romans, whilst in plan it mimicked that of
a Greek propylon, befitting its function as the entrance into the agora. From a local perspective,
the monument’s fagade would have represented something different from the more familiar
propyla seen in Greek cities. The relationship between monument and text at the Mazaeus and
Mithridates Gate reflected how architectural benefactors could be presented in various ways to
different audiences in their unique place within the Roman world.
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The monuments of the free-born Roman citizens Pollio and Proculus, and Capito were
accompanied by Roman-style dedications that honoured the ruling emperor alongside, and in
Capito’s case before, the local deity and the demos. Whilst the dedications had clear Roman
elements and influences, local elements and dedicatees were not ignored. This mixture of local
and non-local elements and influences were also present in the structures themselves. Pollio
and Proculus’ agency facilitated the development of Roman dedicatory practices and building
techniques in Ephesus, begun in previous decades by overseers and builders such as Sextus
Lartidius and Mazaeus and Mithridates. Using a combination of local and Roman techniques
and, one can infer, architects and workforce, the Aqua Throessitica represented an introduction
of new methods of water management to the Greek East. Like the rest of the Aqua Throessitica,
the Marnas aqueduct bridge used local attempts at Roman building materials, again suggesting
a clear influence of Rome in provincial architectural projects and the transfer of skills and
knowledge between Roman and local architects. The Basilica Stoa could be contemporary with
the Marnas aqueduct bridge, but it seems most likely that it was built shortly afterwards, once
they were firmly established in Ephesus. It can be described as a composite monument, and
like the dedicatory inscription, incorporated Roman and local building traditions throughout.
The Marnas aqueduct bridge and the Basilica Stoa are testament to the fact that two Roman
citizens were sent to Ephesus initially to undertake a Roman-instigated project interacted and
worked with local builders and techniques before establishing themselves as permanent
residents within Ephesus. Although Capito himself was represented as a Roman official, rather
than a Milesian, in his monuments’ dedicatory inscriptions, the structural remains of his
monuments represented the Roman and Milesian dual identity that Capito is known, from other
epigraphic evidence, to have possessed. The theatre stage building, like Zoilus’ in Aphrodisias,
was designed so that both Greek and Roman forms of drama could be staged there, and its
structure combined local materials and coloured marbles from Euboea and elsewhere in the
Roman empire, a practice almost unknown in Greek contexts. Similarly, the baths building
combined elements of the Hellenistic gymnasium and an Italic bath house in structure, function,
decoration, and architectural elements. It was a truly composite monument, dedicated by a
composite citizen of Miletus and Rome. The representation of Capito through composite
monuments with overtly Roman dedications is different from the representation of Pollio and
Proculus, who through both monument and text were represented as outsiders who were
attempting to become part of Ephesian society. The epigraphic formulations of architectural
dedications, and the structural features of the monuments on which the text was inscribed did

not have to have the same cultural origins. Local and Roman practices could, and did, co-exist
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with, and complement each other. The number of variations, and combinations, of local and
Roman practices seen in the monuments of the case study benefactors represents the
heterogeneity of responses to Roman influence on architectural benefaction. This heterogeneity
of responses in architectural can be extrapolated and applied to other aspects of culture in

Rome’s provinces.

The final consideration in this discussion of the variations in how architectural benefactors
were represented is the different ways in which these buildings operated as monuments to the
benefactor. This is not to say that the benefactors put their buildings up primarily to celebrate
themselves, or that they should be considered the primary honorands of these buildings.
However, their buildings would have evoked the memory of the benefactor and the benefaction.
It must be first stated though that honorific monuments for both Zoilus and Pollio are known
to have existed. The location and structural design of the Zoilus Monument are now unknown,
but the reliefs from it that catalogue his life show him honoured for his bravery, crowned for
his dedication to civic duty and, most likely, his connection to the city of Rome. Little structural
remains of the first phase of the Pollio Monument survive. However, both its location near to
Pollio’s own most prominent benefaction, and its inscription would have represented the
honours bestowed upon a worthy citizen, primarily by his stepson, but also by the city of
Ephesus.

Across early Roman Aphrodisias, Zoilus’ architectural benefactions, located in three prime
locations in the civic, cultural and religious life of the city, presented and memorialised their
great benefactor. The scale of his monuments, the marble used to construct them, and the
decoration particularly on the stage building were testament to him and his generosity in the
city. When combined with the three different dedications, Zoilus’ buildings acted as a city-
wide celebration of what he had achieved and the roles that he had played in Rome, the Roman
administration more generally and in Aphrodisias. Pollio and Proculus appear to have initially
worked on behalf of Augustus and Tiberius on a water management project for the city of
Ephesus but paid for one part of the water channel with their own money. The Marnas aqueduct
bridge clearly acted as a monument to them. Its grand and imposing scale, its marble facing
and gold letters, and its relative uniqueness in the context of the architecture of the province of
Asia in the first century A.D. all suggest that it was designed to represent the new Roman elites
in the area. The primary honorands of the Basilica Stoa were the Imperial family but the
inclusion of statues of Pollio and Ofillia Bassa close to or within it shows that the Basilica Stoa

was designed with honouring and memorialising them in mind. Elsewhere in Ephesus, the
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Mazaeus and Mithridates Gate’s resemblance to an honorific arch, gold letters, and statues of
the Imperial family on the top of it made it clear who the primary honorands were. The Mazaeus
and Mithridates Gate is the modern name for the structure; as they were not its primary
honorands, it is unlikely it would have borne this name in antiquity. The gate was more likely
to have been called The Emperor’s Gate, The Imperial Gate, or even simply The Agora Gate,
as befitting one of its functions. However, measures were taken to ensure that Mazaeus and
Mithridates gained their share of recognition. Unlike the primary honorands, their names are
inscribed in both languages, making it clear to both Latin- and Greek-speaking audiences that
they were the ones responsible for constructing the gate. Without statues of Mazaeus and
Mithridates associated with the gate, the monumentalising and memorialisation of them as
benefactors is less obvious than with Pollio and Ofillia Bassa at the Basilica Stoa. However,
the gate and all its splendour represented a celebration and recognition of Mazaeus and

Mithridates as benefactors.

The Aphrodisian family’s additions to the Temple of Aphrodite and their construction of the
Sebasteion were designed to honour their city’s deity and the growing influence and prestige
of Rome and the Imperial family in Aphrodisias. At the Temple of Aphrodite, the inscriptions
recognised their donations of columns and represented them as favourable to the patron
goddess and as citizens able to contribute. Despite the, comparatively, small scale of the
families’ benefactions at the Temple of Aphrodite, the columns would have still been regarded
as a monument to their benefactor. The inscribing of the texts inside tabula ansata to increase
their visibility shows a progression in the representation of benefactors when compared to the
Hellenistic column dedication inscribed upon a column base. The Sebasteion can be considered
a monument to the families more overtly than the Temple of Aphrodite despite them being
represented in very similar roles in both places. This is due to the placement of the texts in
much more visible areas of the complex, on the inside and outside of the propylon, on the
porticoes and on fagade of the temple. Of all the families’ building projects, the one that did
function as a monument to some of them was the Gymnasium of Diogenes. In the same way
that Hellenistic gymnasia, such as those of Eudemus at Miletus and Ptolemy at Athens, were
named after their benefactors, the Gymnasium of Diogenes monumentalised the two Diogenai
who built at least two elements of the complex. The existence of a text, unrelated to our
benefactors and inscribed long after they had all died, that mentions a building known as the
Gymnasium of Diogenes means that it is not unfounded to say that the monument and its

benefactors remained in the consciousness of the people of Aphrodisias. By way of contrast to
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the Gymnasium of Diogenes, the Baths of Capito is a modern name, so it would not have acted
as a memorial to Capito in the same way that the Gymnasium did for its eponymous
benefactors. Capito’s primary memorial would have been the Capitoneia, but both his baths
and the theatre stage building would have acted as monuments to him. The composite structural
elements of his monuments evoked his status in both the Roman administration and Milesian
society, which was clarified further by the prominent dedicatory inscriptions. Public
architecture in Aphrodisias, Ephesus, and Miletus honoured its primary honorands in a variety
of ways and the same variety exists in how the buildings monumentalised their benefactors.

This study of the representation of architectural benefactors has shown that those who gave
public monuments in Aphrodisias, Ephesus, and Miletus in the late first century B.C. and the
first half of the first century A.D. were varied in origin, background, and position within both
their local cities and the Roman Empire. As a result of these variations, a normal, or
standardised way of representing an architectural benefactor, textually or monumentally, did
not exist and should not be sought. This is particularly true for these cities in this period, but
these same variations would have been present empire wide. The variations seen in the
epigraphic material associated with the five case studies has shown that inscriptions,
particularly those found in honorific contexts and building inscriptions, are not formulaic, but
contain subtle differences in structure and precedence of information. The notion that these
texts corresponded to a set pattern or formula arises from the fact that, realistically, there were
only a limited number of things that one could or needed to include in inscriptions of this type.
A building inscription may have contained: the name of the benefactor; the name of the
honorand; the roles played by the benefactor and/or honorand; what was built; the reasons
behind the construction; and how the work was paid for. However, as seen from this small
study, there was considerable variation in which of these things were used, and in which order
they were used, between individual inscriptions, places, and people. This thesis has argued that
these variations resulted from the unique socio-historical and geographical contexts of the
benefaction and benefactors. This meant that those involved with the building, either the
benefactor themselves or those who drafted and approved the inscription, had the opportunity
to choose exactly what information they wanted to include. The coming of Rome did not result
in an ousting of older practices in favour of new ones, but rather it gave provincial benefactors
new ways of expressing their benefactions, their role in local society and their relationship with
Rome.
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Unlike other approaches to studying the influence of Rome on its provinces, this approach
allows for the wide variety of responses to Roman rule. Here, the primary focus is the
individuals who had experienced cultural changes that occurred under Roman rule and how
their responses were represented through public monumental architecture, rather than the
process of cultural change itself. It considers and explains the variations seen in provincial
architectural benefaction, rather than trying to form a conceptual theory around them or
discount outliers as so. Not focusing primarily on the rewards that architectural benefactors
received for their work has allowed the variations in rewards that benefactors received from
both their family and the demos to be utilised in understanding how they were represented.
Architectural benefaction was as complex and heterogeneous as the people involved. This
small sample of five case studies has shown that freedmen, Imperial overseers, family units of
Roman and non-Roman citizens, and a provincial procurator were all involved in architectural
benefaction. Finally, this thesis has shown that across the span of the Roman empire
homogeneity in responses to Roman rule as displayed through architectural benefaction did not
exist and should not be searched for. As a result, scholarship concerning both practices of
benefaction, and wider cultural changes, requires a move away from models that aim to find a
standardised process for examining the impact of Roman rule towards one that focuses more
on how individuals and smaller groups of people were affected by, and responded to, Roman

rule in the provinces.
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