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ABSTRACT

EMILY VICTORIA OLSON: Contextualizing Roman Honorific Monuments:

Statue Groups of the Imperial Family from Olympia, Ephesus, and Leptis Magna
(Under the direction of Dr. Mary C. Sturgeon)

This dissertation contextualizes Roman sculpture within its local environment, giving
particular attention to the honorific statue groups of the imperial family in the first and
second centuries CE. Previous studies focus primarily on issues of style and typology,
whereas this project examines how statues influenced and were influenced by surrounding
architecture, topographical features, and significant landmarks. Moreover, it asks how social,
political, and historical phenomena relate to a group’s significance and its effect on the
ancient viewer. The ultimate goal of this investigation is to explore the social and physical
contexts of imperial dynastic ensembles in order to improve our understanding of how
honorific monuments functioned within the local landscape.

The study focuses on three ancient sites - Olympia, Ephesus, and Leptis Magna — that
provide some of the best preserved imperial honorific and dynastic material as well as a
broad geographical spread. Groups from Rome and the West largely are omitted since
epigraphic material often is lacking. The three main chapters present imperial honors (both
individual and familial) in chronological order and consider relevant architectural, historical,
and topographical developments. Dynastic groups with preserved statues, display contexts,
and patron(s)/dedicator(s) are discussed in separate sections that outline the group’s historical

background, patron(s), associated sculpture, honorands, date, arrangement, and relationship



to previous honors.

This study confirms that dynastic groups from the three sites are centered in four
major types of architectural settings: temples, nymphaea, entertainment structures, and
fora/agorai. Familial groups also coexist with individual honors and ensembles of other
dynasties. This investigation further demonstrates that the Julio-Claudian and Antonine
households have the most extant evidence for dynastic honors and that a correlation exists
between the initial phases of a dynastic monument and the first emperor of a new dynasty.
Both prominent citizens and civic groups erected representations of the imperial family in
areas that were visited frequently in order to express loyalty and gratitude toward the ruling
household as well as visually convey their power, wealth, and prestige. These communal
areas ensured maximum visibility and interaction with the statues during everyday events and

special rituals related to the city’s identity.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Architecture and its sculptural decoration are unique within the discipline of Classical
archaeology, largely because in many cases the context of this material is preserved. With a
little imagination, one can reconstruct how a monument appeared and functioned in the daily
life of an ancient city. This is seldom true with freestanding sculpture, which, due to the
nature of sculpture itself, is easily broken and separated from its original setting. As a result,
ancient sculpture has come to be scattered throughout various museums and displayed or
illustrated in detached, isolated ways. Rarely does one obtain a sense of a statue’s ancient
context and hence, the original function and experience of sculpture often remains
ambiguous. In reality, statues were a vibrant part of public and private life in antiquity.

In this dissertation | address the issue of contextualizing Roman statues within their
local settings, giving particular attention to the honorific statue groups of the imperial family
in the first and second centuries CE. My goal is to focus on how the original social, political,
and physical contexts of imperial dynastic groups ultimately shaped their meaning. My
method is to move beyond issues of style and typology to a consideration of how these
portraits functioned within their immediate and broader physical surroundings. My
approach, which differs from that of previous scholars, is to address the following questions:
How are the imperial groups integrated into the local honorific and architectural-urban
landscape? How does this integration reflect or relate to the politics and history of the city?

What display preferences are evident? My project thereby fills a significant lacuna in the



scholarship and improves our understanding of how honorific monuments functioned within
their local socio-political environment. Furthermore, this project offers an important
contribution to the study of the representation of the imperial family. For example, our
knowledge of Augustan and Julio-Claudian statue groups currently exists in a vacuum; there
is no real examination of how these early ensembles fit into a larger framework of imperial
familial representation. | accordingly focus on how the honorific dedications of succeeding
dynasties continue, adapt, or abandon earlier developments, thereby broadening our

knowledge of the way imperial statue groups function over time.

Historiography

Imperial portraiture always has been a primary focus of scholarship in Roman art,
which is attested by the extensive amount of catalogues and studies on the subject. The
Romische Herrscherbild series is perhaps the most important for its thoroughness and scope,
yet new material and perspectives continually are being published.! The Herrscherbild series
includes imperial women,? but additional studies by A. Alexandridis, E. Bartman, K.
Fittschen, M. Flory, R. Winkes, and S. Wood have made significant contributions to our
understanding of female portraiture.* The same holds true for male portraiture, with more
specific and in-depth works supplementing the general catalogues. Other scholars, notably J.
Pollini and Fittschen, have advanced our knowledge of child iconography.* Using these

catalogues and focused studies, numerous works have been published that analyze imperial

1 A recent example is the 2009 catalogue Divus Vespasianus: il bimillenario dei Flavi.
2 E.g. Wegner 1956; Daltrop, Hausmann, and Wegner 1966; Wiggers 1971.

® Alexandridis 2004; 2005a; 2010a; Bartman 1999; Fittschen 1982; 1996; Flory 1993; 1995; 1996; Winkes
1995; Wood 1995; 1999; 2010. This list is not exhaustive.

* Pollini 1987; Fittschen 1999.



portraiture in terms of style, function, and context, among them most recently J. Fejfer’s
monumental Roman Portraits in Context (2008). Fejfer’s publication confirms that the topic
is by no means exhausted and continues to be of interest. Indeed, in her introduction Fejfer
describes how scholars have only begun recently to study Roman portraits in a wider context
through an approach that combines “social explanation and aesthetic understanding.””

Surprisingly, imperial family groups have not received much attention in this large
corpus of literature despite a focus on family and children in Roman art and society in recent
research. Anthologies began to explore the topic in the 1990°s,° and these were followed by
even more collections of essays in the subsequent decade.” Other important studies include
those by S. Dixon and T. Wiedemann.® A new Blackwell Companion to Families in the
Greek and Roman Worlds (2011) also has just been published and includes such articles as
“Picturing Greek Families” and “Picturing the Roman Family.”® In addition, B. Rawson and
J.D. Uzzi have published on the iconography of children, specifically looking at the imagery
of children on public imperial works.*

Dynastic groups occasionally are included in portrait catalogues, but when they do
appear, they typically are relegated to a short section, sometimes a chapter; rarely are they

the primary focus of an entire book. The examples are few enough that they can be discussed

here in some detail. Fittschen includes an appendix on the image galleries of the Antonine

® Fejfer 2008, 3-10.

® E.g. Marriage, Divorce, and Children in Ancient Rome (1991, edited by B. Rawson); The Family in Italy:
From Antiquity to Present (1991, edited by D.I. Kertzer and R.P. Saller); The Roman Family in Italy: Status,
Sentiment, Space (1997, edited by B. Rawson and P. Weaver).

" E.g. Dixon 2001; Harlow and Laurence 2002; George 2005; Mustakallio, et al. 2005; Cohen and Rutter 2007.
8 Dixon 1992; Wiedemann 1989.

® Rawson 2011. The first essay is by A. Cohen and the second is by J. Huskinson.

10 Rawson 2001; 2003; Uzzi 2005; 2007.



family in his monograph on Antonine princes,** compiling all the literary, epigraphic, and
archaeological evidence of sixty Antonine family groups organized by site. It is a useful
resource, but one that is chronologically limited. Furthermore, since Fittschen’s main aim is
to establish typologies and dates, the appendix does not offer any summary or conclusions,
nor does it provide much in the way of contextualization. The reader is presented with a
catalogue of the Antonine family groups, but is left with no real understanding of their larger
significance. This shortfall has been noted in the reviews.

In a separate study, Alexandridis discusses the representation of women in the context
of the imperial family. The section on family groups is part of a larger chapter on the
imagery of imperial women, however, and is thus summary in nature.® In terms of
methodology, Alexandridis is most interested in how the images of imperial women relate to
the self-representation of the emperor and the imperial household, as well as in differences
between depictions of imperial, elite, and non-elite women. As a result, her discussion of
local settings and contexts is brief, with the emphasis instead on analyzing themes (in terms
of recurring subjects or personifications), statue types, and iconographic elements (hair,

dress, ornaments, facial features and expressions, attributes, gestures, etc.).**

1 Fittschen 1999, 108-138.

12 Hallett 2001. Fittschen’s approach is based on the notion of the “replica series,” which allows for portraits to
be identified, dated, and organized on the basis of principal types. For criticisms of this approach see Rose
2003; Alexandridis 2004, especially Chapter 2, 7-12; Riccardi 2007; Fejfer 2008, 407-419. See Smith 1996 for
an argument in favor of this approach.

13 Alexandridis 2004, 98-103.

1 For reviews of Alexandridis see Hemelrijk 2006; Fejfer 2006; Winkes 2007. Also see Fejfer 2006, who
questions Alexandridis’ methodological approach. Fejfer believes that Alexandridis’ argument that statues of
the empress should be understood within the context of private representation is problematic since neither in
dedication nor in representation were such images private. Fejfer further argues that scholars know very little
about the commissioning and selection of imperial portraits, and even less about statue bodies and attributes, so
that the images should not be understood within the framework of private versus public portraiture, but rather
the distinction is one of Rome versus the provinces. Other methodological shortcomings noted by Fejfer

4



Fejfer’s recent book mentioned above, although not strictly a catalogue, also includes
discussions of familial statue groups. The author largely is concerned with contextualizing
Roman portraits, both within their physical settings and socio-cultural surroundings. The
book is divided into four main sections, with the first (Public Honours and Private
Expectations) dealing primarily with the physical and social contexts of honorific portraits as
well as with issues of erection, dedication, reuse, and social function. Fejfer further explores
social function in the second section (Modes of Representation), which considers how
material, pose, and statuary type were manipulated to convey identity and status. The third
and fourth chapters on the empress (and other elite women) and the emperor, respectively,
offer important insights for my purposes, but there is no separate discussion of programmatic
family groups. Moreover, the discussion of female portraiture is concerned mostly with
physiognomic features, while that of the emperors is focused on typology, production, and

dissemination.®®

include Alexandridis’ comparison of provincial statues to Roman coins, which results in few new
interpretations of the material. Moreover, Fejfer believes Alexandridis is too cautious in her approach to body
language, and thus could have done more with gender studies. In her 2010a publication, Alexandridis does, in
fact, address this topic, arguing that the repetition of female statuary types is due to their embodiment of both
local and global female ideals.

15 Fejfer’s book has received mixed reviews among scholars. See Dardenay 2009; Balty 2010; Kuenzer 2010;
Tanner 2010. The earliest review by Dardenay describes the text as a good synthesis of the material and
therefore a work of great educational value. Dardenay praises Fejfer for clearly developing her project and
methodology in the introduction, but criticizes her discussion of sculptural workshops, which he finds to be
based on too many assumptions, her lack of references, and the brief conclusion. Dardenay’s generally positive
review parallels that of Kuenzer and Balty. The latter notes some typological and caption errors and
bibliographic omissions, but overall he believes the work has much to offer and will stimulate new research.
Balty’s only critique is that the last two chapters of Fejfer’s book are controversial and unconvincing. While
Tanner also acknowledges the contributions of Fejfer’s book, he ultimately argues that Fejfer was not selective
or systematic enough in her analysis, thus causing the book to become a compilation of many small summaries
of earlier studies. He further criticizes Fejfer for not being clearer in her introduction as to what her key terms -
social context and identity - entail. Tanner further finds that Fejfer’s careless citations and numerous errata
undermine her larger arguments and make it difficult to verify any of her claims.
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Additional works include those by D. Boschung, J.C. Balty, and F. Salviat, which all
focus on the representation of the imperial family in the early imperial period.*® Works by
W. Trillmich and A. Mlasowsky also may be noted here since they discuss the politics and
propaganda of the imperial family by focusing on numismatic evidence.!” And while several
scholarly articles do mention family groups, the focus, as with the books and catalogues
described above, is usually on another topic. For example, several articles and chapters by
Alexandridis look specifically at female imperial portraiture.®

In addition to these sources that deal with dynastic group portraiture on a limited
level, several books are wholly dedicated to the subject. The three main studies include C.B.
Rose’s Dynastic Commemoration and Imperial Portraiture in the Julio-Claudian Period
(1997), Boschung’s Gens Augusta (2002), and the recent study by K. Deppmeyer entitled
Kaisergruppen von Vespasian bis Konstantin (2008).

The earliest of these monographs, that of Rose, is divided into three sections. Part
One begins with a brief description of the origins of dynastic group monuments in the
Hellenistic Period, but quickly moves on to an analysis of the portraiture of Augustus and his
Julio-Claudian successors (ca. 31 BCE — 68 CE). Rose, while focusing on sculptural
representations of the dynasty, also considers historical accounts, inscriptions, monuments,
and coinage in order to assess how dynastic policy was formulated. He further explores how
this policy was promulgated and received within provincial cities and what, if any, regional

variations can be discerned from the evidence. Part Two of Rose’s study addresses the

16 Boschung 1990; 1993; Balty 1993; Salviat 1980.
Y Trillmich 1978; Mlasowsky 1996, 249-388.

18 Alexandridis 2005b; 2010a; 2010b. Another example is Keesling’s 2007 article, which mentions family
groups in the context of early Hellenistic portraiture from the Athenian Acropolis.
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identifications of the portraits and statuary types, which often can be difficult to determine
given the idealized style of the period. Part Three is a catalogue of all 130 extant groups
organized by find spot.

Rose’s book has been well received by scholars of Roman art and archaeology, being
described as “magisterial,” an “outstanding contribution to the study of Julio-Claudian
portraiture,” and as “the standard reference on the subject of Julio-Claudian dynastic
portraits.”® K. Galinsky especially commends Rose on moving beyond aesthetic and
iconographic considerations to a broader, holistic analysis that utilizes all the available
evidence in order to contextualize statuary groups. Moreover, Galinsky praises Rose’s
broader geographical focus and his insights into regional differences, both in regard to
reception and production.?’ E. Bartman further recommends Rose’s work for its
contributions to early imperial iconography and what she feels are “convincing answers to
long-vexing questions of Julio-Claudian iconography.”?

In spite of such fulsome praise, scholars have taken issue with aspects of Rose’s
study. Bartman argues that Rose does not give enough attention to the physical setting of the

statuary groups. While he includes the original location (if known) in his catalogue, he fails

to provide further excavation details, visual aids, or reconstructions. As a result, the reader

9 The first quotation is from Vermeule’s 1998 review, the second from Galinsky’s 1999 review, and the third
from Bartman’s 1997 review. Dabrowa 2001, offers another positive review.

2% From the evidence, Rose concludes that production was shaped by many different factors, only one of which
was the influence of the imperial court. This parallels Alexandridis’ 2004, conclusions regarding female
imperial portraiture. She likewise finds that the emperor exerted some control over representations of himself
and his family, but that he did not have a complete monopoly on imperial portraiture.

2! Bartman 1997, 877, is referring to questions regarding the identification of statues from group ensembles.
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does not get a sense of how the ancient viewer would have seen these portraits, or of the
overall visual, social, and political impact of a group.?

Five years after Rose’s study, Boschung published Gens Augusta, a revised version of
his Habilitationsschrift, which likewise focuses on Augustus and the Julio-Claudian dynasty.
Although Rose's and Boschung's studies overlap in terms of chronology, their aims and
methodology are markedly different. Boschung’s work is not intended to be a
comprehensive catalogue or an investigation into the provincial reception of imperial
imagery. Rather, Boschung focuses on select groups organized by find context (i.e. forum,
basilica, theater, etc.) and then discusses how these groups were displayed. Boschung thus
shows less interest in the attributes and qualities of the individual sculptures and more
emphasis on architectural and topographical context and on the performative function of the
statues. The book is divided into nine chapters, with the first six cataloguing the groups by
context. Chapter Seven discusses the epigraphic and numismatic evidence for groups
without extant sculptural evidence, and Chapter Eight looks at the occasions for erection and
the larger significance of the sculptural displays. The final chapter looks at the Julio-
Claudian dynasty as a “Bildthema” by detailing the different types of imagery for imperial
family members.

Boschung’s book has received mixed reviews from scholars of Roman sculpture. The
work has been praised for its wealth of information, including its vast bibliography and

images. Boschung’s new context-based perspective in a field normally dominated by

22 Other reviewers voice concerns over problems of identifying the portraits. See Boschung 1998; Kersauson
1999; Saletti 2000; Balty 2002. All argue that Rose proposes some identifications that are untenable based on
iconographical grounds. Saletti further believes that Rose’s work lacks a concise definition of “dynastic cycle,”
which leads to assumptions and subjective reconstructions throughout the text. Saletti and Balty also criticize
the inclusion of controversial groups, the omission of relevant groups, as well as other mistakes and
shortcomings in the catalogue. In the end, Saletti questions whether such a work was too ambitious in its
approach.



typological research has also been noted as an important contribution.?® Yet reviewers
highlight methodological flaws in Boschung’s analysis, which is largely based on the idea of
the “replica series.” Because of this approach, Rose believes Boschung often considers
portraits with identifications and dates already in mind and thus fails to explore
programmatic compositions in his analyses. Rose also argues that the “replica series” model
cannot be upheld since no such system existed during the early empire, as attested by marked
regional variations.?* In Rose’s opinion, there is ultimately no evidence that Rome controlled
all facets of portrait production, dissemination, and dedication. Rose takes further issue with
Boschung’s focus on display at the exclusion of reception. He suggests that Boschung’s
study would have been strengthened by an analysis of how dynastic power was articulated
through costume, gesture, attributes, gender, age, etc. Other shortfalls noted by Rose include
an emphasis on the material from Italy and the West, an insufficient discussion of associated
inscriptions, a lack of relevant maps, an inadequate explanation of dating criteria, and a
confusing organizational framework that results in diverse ensembles being grouped together
simply on the basis of display.”®

Two other specialists on Roman sculpture, R. Winkes and C.H. Hallett also have

reviewed Boschung’s book.”® Winkes praises Boschung’s thorough catalogue and his

28 Olszewski 2004; Skopek 2006. Both authors provide a generally positive review of Boschung.
** Rose 2003.

2 Alexandridis 2005a, offers another critical review of Boschung’s study that focuses on issues of
methodology. According to Alexandridis, Boschung fails to establish systematically which model of portrait
production and dissemination, whether centralized or pluralist, he accepts. The absence of this clearly defined
framework, combined with the contradictory and ambiguous manner in which Boschung discusses the material,
leads Alexandridis to describe his work as inconsistent. She also argues that Boschung could have offered a
more substantial analysis of iconography and semantics. He focuses on identifying statues rather than on
establishing their iconographic and visual context, and he fails to take into account the significance of statue
body types. Furthermore, Alexandridis criticizes Boschung for his mixing of imperial and provincial coinage
and for his insufficient explanation of the strong visual presence of the imperial family at certain sites.



excellent discussion of the epigraphic, numismatic, and literary evidence. His criticisms
include the confusing (or missing) titles, inconsistent citations, and inadequate explanations
for the selection of the sites. Hallett offers a more in-depth review. Overall, he sees the
work as a remarkable achievement, describing it as “the first fully ‘contextual’ account of
imperial portrait groups.” He especially finds Chapter Nine, in which Boschung describes
the development of Julio-Claudian portraiture, to be a “tour de force.” Yet this praise of the
typological analysis perhaps exposes a less effective consideration of the book’s chief aim,
namely context. Indeed, Hallett finds that the would-be climax of the book, Chapter Eight,
which examines the effects and meanings of group monuments in their original settings, is
the least successful.?’

Deppmeyer’s book, published in 2008, is the most recent work to focus on imperial
family groups. The study is broader in scope than either Rose’s or Boschung’s as it includes
portrait groups from the Flavian dynasty to the beginning of the fourth century CE. The
work is divided into two volumes, an evaluation and a catalogue, which includes 249 statue

groups with secure contexts and twenty-eight without. While this new study is valuable, it is

not as thorough as the previous two monographs and due to its breadth, tends to be more

26 \Winkes 2002-2003; Hallett 2004.

" Hallett 2004, further argues that the part of this chapter that focuses on viewer response is abstract and
anecdotal. The following section that describes the occasions for statue honors presents the honorific process as
something “rational and calculated.” Boschung’s discussion thus fails to situate honorific monuments in
relation to the daily events, festivals, banquets, religious rituals, etc., that ultimately shaped the ancient viewer’s
perception of them. According to Hallett, Boschung also omits an analysis of the statues themselves in terms of
aesthetic and formal qualities, thereby failing to convey how and why the statues would have impacted the
ancient viewer. Hallett takes further issue with Boschung’s argument that some groups were formally repetitive
in terms of costume and body type and that this was done in order to express the Concordia of the imperial
family. Boschung thus ends up dismissing the statues as standardized, impersonal, and homogenous, whereas
Hallett argues that actually a great amount of variety is present among the Julio-Claudian material. A final
critique of Hallett’s is the title of Boschung’s work since technically there was never such a thing as a Gens
Augusta. Donderer 2007, reiterates some of Hallett’s concerns and draws attention to other problematic aspects
of the work, including misinterpreted inscriptions and erroneous assumptions regarding statue types and
portraits of disgraced family members. Donderer further criticizes Boschung’s typological errors, inconsistent
terminology, and the omission of relevant inscriptions and statue groups cited in Rose’s catalogue.
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descriptive and summary than analytical. Indeed, Deppmeyer discusses 700 years of family
groups, from their Hellenistic beginnings through the emperor Constantine. Moreover, she
seeks to touch on nearly every aspect of these groups, including architectural context, reasons
for erection, and distribution. This approach results in a sequence of cursory sections that
fail to go into any real depth. In the end, the work, especially the catalogue and bibliography,
is a useful resource, but Deppmeyer still leaves much to be done in terms of in-depth
contextualization and analysis.?

From this historiographical survey, it is apparent that various models and approaches
exist for interpreting the relevant material. The works that this investigation engages with
the most are those by Rose, Fittschen, Boschung, and Deppmeyer since the interests of these
authors align with my own in terms of chronology, geography, and context. Although
drawing heavily on this earlier research, | make an original contribution to the discipline by
addressing the problematic aspects of these studies and extending their focus. The works
cited have been criticized for not giving enough attention to the physical setting and overall
visual, social, and political impact of a statuary group. | concentrate precisely on this issue,
namely contextualizing groups within their local honorific and architectural landscapes by
considering both their original installations and how the groups functioned in subsequent

centuries. Also, Rose’s and Boschung’s works focus on the earlier dynasties and primarily

%8 Only Fittschen 2009, has reviewed Deppmeyer’s book so far, and he criticizes elements of both the text and
the catalogue. The latter he finds to be unconvincing in terms of its separation of groups with secure contexts
and those without. The “secure” context category includes cases that have no evidence for their group
character; on the other hand, Deppmeyer sometimes includes examples in both categories that undoubtedly have
group contexts. Fittschen also criticizes Deppmeyer for occasionally approaching the material as if she had
never made this distinction at all. Overall, Fittschen describes the catalogue as disappointingly incomplete,
repetitious, and cumbersome in its layout, and thus, he finds that it negatively affects the quality and accuracy
of the text. He further criticizes Deppmeyer for not clearly defining the term “Kaisergruppen,” and for using
the term “Weiternutzung” instead of “gewachsen” when referring to agglutinative monuments since no statues
actually were reused. Fittschen notes some original contributions of Deppmeyer’s book, including her
discussions of the use of portraits of deceased emperors and of instances in which multiple statues are dedicated
to a single individual (usually an emperor). Yet with the latter topic at least, Fittschen argues that Deppmeyer
should have presented the material in a separate section instead of scattering it throughout her chapters.
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on material from Italy and the West. My investigation thus complements these studies by
considering groups from the later dynasties and by focusing on material from the East and
North Africa. In the end, I am well positioned to build upon previous research and learn
from past critiques in order to present an original and meaningful study of imperial family
groups in their contemporary and geographical settings. In the following sections, I discuss
terminological problems related to this study and outline my approach and methods in more

detail.

Terminology

It is important to define the major terms and concepts of my study. The term “family
or dynastic group” for the period of the Roman Empire is not as straightforward as one might
expect due to difficulties in identifying relationships within the complicated dynasties
(especially for the Julio-Claudians) and to complexities of Roman law and the adoption
system.?® My use of the term is derived largely from the works of Rose and Boschung,
which consider a family or dynastic group as including two or more individuals related either
by blood ties or adoption. Thus, a dynastic group could include two mature men who are not
related biologically, but who are part of the same family through adoption, such as Augustus
and Tiberius.*® Although these two men were not related by blood, Augustus and Tiberius
were technically family through Livia's marriage to Augustus (then Octavian) and Augustus'
eventual adoption of Tiberius in 4 CE. Alternatively, in an eastern city there might have

been a representation of the empress in the guise of a local goddess shown with small

% For a detailed discussion of ambiguous terminology relating to dynastic groups see Boschung 2002, 1.

%0 Numerous examples of groups with the two men can be found in Rose’s 1997 catalogue.
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children as part of the iconographic assimilation.** This would not be considered a dynastic
group even though it has the major components of a family (i.e. mother, children). The
children have no biological or adoptive relationship to the empress; they are simply symbols
of her divine-like status. Similarly, images of the emperor with children may be intended to
convey his symbolic role as pater patriae or his concern for the youth of the empire.*
Again, such representations would not constitute a family group since the children and adults
are not related. In sum, the following definition applies for this study: dynastic groups
include two or more members of the imperial household that may be related by blood or by
legal adoption.

Another fundamental component of this study is a “focus group,” which refers to the
five sculptural groups that the chapters of this investigation consider in the most depth. The
focus groups were selected because each has known statues, display contexts, and patrons or
dedicators. Moreover, the focus groups come from ancient sites with some of the largest
amount of imperial honorific and dynastic material preserved. The number of focus groups

admittedly is small, but I intentionally kept my study limited so that I could thoroughly

%1 An example includes a tetradrachm minted in Alexandria in 41 CE showing Messalina, the wife of Claudius,
holding ears of wheat in her left hand and two small children in her right. See Rose 1997, plate 30. Another
example includes a series of coins issued in bronze, gold, and silver (112-117 CE) that show Matidia (Trajan’s
niece) with two children and the phrase PIETAS AVGVST(a).

%2 Numerous instances of such representations exist that cannot be enumerated here, but one important example
includes the Ara Pacis Augustae on which several young children are depicted. Their specific identities and
ethnicities are debated, but no matter their identification, the children fundamentally convey the idea of youth
and all are clearly related to or interacting with nearby adults. Later in 88 CE, Domitian used child iconography
on his coins celebrating the Ludi Saeculares. Three small boys are shown in procession holding branches
before the emperor. Another example is the Arch of Trajan at Beneventum, which includes a relief panel
depicting the emperor along with fathers and their children. Although the emperor is not directly next to the
families, he is shown distributing either grain or money to two fathers, and thereby his concern for the family is
conveyed. Multiple coins from the reigns of Trajan, Hadrian, and Antoninus Pius show the emperor with
generic children. Still other examples include a relief from Hadrian's reign that was re-used on the later fifth
century CE arch, the Arco di Portogallo, and the liberalitas relief from the lost arch of Marcus Aurelius.
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analyze the dynastic ensembles at each side and place them in a broader context of other
imperial honors and architectural dedications.

A final term central to this study is euergetism, which has been defined by B.
Longfellow as “the spending of private funds on public works projects and amenities in
return for status and honor.”** In antiquity, reciprocity between patrons and cities was an
important and mutually beneficial social phenomenon. Cities benefited through the
aggrandizement of their sanctuaries and civic places. The dedicators, in turn, gained honor,
prestige, and perhaps most importantly, cultural and political power. Often the physical
manifestation of this social power was a statue erected in honor of the donor at prominent
site(s) throughout the city.®* Euergetism also functioned at the imperial level, with the
emperor bestowing a variety of awards, honors, games, buildings, etc. upon a city in
exchange for its allegiance. As with private patrons, the emperor could be honored with
statues and monuments erected in his or his family’s name. Ultimately, the process of
euergetism was a complicated one, and one that varied across time and space. This study
focuses on the imperial period and specifically on honors to the ruling dynasty erected by
cities and private individuals. In setting up such monuments to the imperial household,
dedicators were able to express visually their loyalty and gratitude to the emperor, their
expectation of future imperial benefactions, as well as their own power and influence within

the social hierarchy.

% Longfellow 2011, 2. For more on euergetism and patronage see Nicols 1980; 1988; Horsfall 1988; Veyne
1990; Rose 1997, 3-10; Cenerini 2006; Kantiréa 2007, 21-39; Fejfer 2008, Part 1; Zuiderhoek 2009; Longfellow
2011, 1-8. For euergetism specifically in Roman Italy see Strong 1968 and the essays in Lomas and Cornell
2003. For imperial benefactions in the Greek East see Shear 1981; Gauthier 1985; Mitchell 1987a; 1987b.

% As Rose 1997, 4, says “The production of family monuments and the institution of euergetism were therefore
parallel developments, with the former really a by-product of the latter, and monuments to the Imperial family
were components of the same system.” On the terminology and language of honorific inscriptions see Payne
1984, 10-57; Forbis 1996; Ma 2007.
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Approach

Each chapter of the present investigation focuses on a specific site or city, namely
Olympia, Ephesus, and Leptis Magna (figure 1.1); these chapters are followed by a
conclusion that considers developments both across space and time. The main sites of the
study were chosen first with a view to maximum geographical distribution, and second, with
a view to maximum continuity in the erection of imperial dynastic groups. Groups from
Rome and the West largely are omitted since epigraphic material often is missing, making
discussion of context difficult.*> Indeed, of the numerous dynastic groups known from
Rome, all lack either sculptural or epigraphic evidence.*® Nonetheless, sites in the West with
both forms of evidence (figure 1.2) exist, such as Casinum, Misenum, Ostia, and Rusellae.*’
There are even cities in the West with two such dynastic groups, including Gabinum,
Herculaneum, and Velleia.*®® Yet out of considerations of space and time, this investigation
is limited to three ancient sites. Moreover, the sculptural and epigraphic evidence from
Olympia, Ephesus, and Leptis Magna is published thoroughly and easily accessible. These

three sites also allow for a focus on material from the East and North Africa, which contrasts

% Rose 1997, xviii: “The evidence for groups in the east consists largely of inscribed bases without statues, and
in the western groups, far more statues than inscriptions are preserved. This imbalance in evidence results from
regional variation in construction. Statues in eastern groups were usually bronze and were therefore melted
down in antiquity, but their bases were long, solid pedestals suitable for reuse as building materials. The
favored medium for western statues was marble, which was less likely to be destroyed than bronze, but the
inscribed plaques that accompanied them were often attached, like nameplates, to the wall, and they were
therefore easily broken and scattered throughout a site.” Also see Fittschen 2010.

% Rose 1997, 102-116, nos. 31-43; Deppmeyer 2008, 18-20, nos. 4-6; 92-98, nos. 36-39; 186-197, nos. 86-91;
333-338, nos. 163-168.

%" Rose 1997, 86-87, no. 6 (Casinum); 116-118, no. 45 (Rusellae); Deppmeyer 2008, 16-17, no. 3 (Misenum);
181-183, no. 83 (Ostia).

% Rose 1997, 91-92, no. 15 (Herculaneum); 121-126, no. 50 (Velleia); Deppmeyer 2008, 7-8, no. 1 (Gabinum);
8-16, no. 2 (Herculaneum); 20-30, no. 7 (Velleia); 328-332, no. 161 (Gabinum).
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with much of Roman scholarship that tends to concentrate on Italy and the West.*® In the
end, both the dynastic groups from these three sites and the cities’ local honorific practices
have been studied before, but the relationship between the two has not been explored in any
depth. I therefore aim to analyze the material with a different focus than previous
scholarship, namely the contextualization of imperial dynastic groups within their broader
surroundings, in order to produce new insights.

I have chosen to focus on imperial dynastic groups out of personal research interests
and because | do not feel they have been studied thoroughly. As outlined above, scholars in
the past have explored typological and chronological issues relating to Roman imperial
portraiture but not how representations of the ruling family were integrated into the
architectural and honorific landscapes of ancient cities. | do not, however, wish to give the
impression that only imperial statues were set up at these sites, since in fact, private and
imperial dedications co-existed both spatially and chronologically. Nonetheless, | believe
that dynastic ensembles are significant enough and that enough evidence is preserved to
warrant an investigation that examines exclusively familial installations of the imperial
household during the high imperial period.

The material from the sites of this study consists largely of statues, inscribed statue
bases, and architectural foundations, but other evidence, such as reliefs, coinage, and literary
sources, also is considered. J.M. Hgjte and B. Ruck have published comprehensive
catalogues of imperial statue bases, which provide information about the appearance and

context of many statuary groups (if in situ) for which the actual sculptures no longer

% For example, Hausmann 1989, 233-240, and Saletti 1968, discuss the statues from the basilica at Veleia. A
Julio-Claudian group from the theater at Caere was published by Fuchs, Liverani, and Santoro 1989. Balty and
Cazes 1995, published the imperial portraits from the forum at Beziers. Other works from Jesi, Otricoli, and
Veii also are represented in the literature. See Sensi 1979, for Jesi; Dareggi 1982, for Otricoli; Liverani 1987,
for Veii.
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survive.*® Moreover, inscriptions from the three individual sites considered here (Olympia,
Ephesus, and Leptis Magna) are accessible in extensive catalogues.** Discussion of the
numismatic evidence is scattered throughout several publications,** most notably the detailed
catalogues of Roman coinage by H. Mattingly.** Ancient literary sources are another critical
form of evidence. For example, Pausanias describes extant statues of the imperial family
from the Metroon at Olympia (V.20.9), and other literary sources give crucial information on
portraits of the imperial family that are now lost.** Without these testimonia, many family
groups would be unknown to modern scholars.

It is important to note, however, that the sculptural material preserved today is only a
small fraction of what there was originally. Many marble sculptures do not survive because
they were crushed or burned, while bronze statues often were melted down for their material.
In other studies, scholars have found a survival rate between 25-50% for imperial portraits
and 5% for inscriptions.”® This means that any patterns or preferences that emerge are
tenuous since extant material is limited. In addition to incomplete and fragmentary sculptural
evidence, another important point is that ancient statues rarely are found in situ. The later re-

use, recycling, and transportation of material means that much evidence is discovered in

“% Hgijte 2005; Ruck 2007.

! Olympia: Dittenberger and Purgold 1896 (here abbreviated as Olympia V); Ephesus: Wankel 1979 (here
abbreviated as IVE); Leptis Magna: Reynolds and Ward Perkins 1952 (here abbreviated as IRT).

2 E.g. Trillmich 1978; Mlasowsky 1996; Rose 1997; Rawson 2001; 2003; Boschung 2002; Deppmeyer 2008.
* Mattingly 1967.

* E.g. Tacitus Annals 4.15.56 (Rose 1997, 180-181, no. 123); Ovid Ex Ponto 2.8.1-8, 55-76 (Rose 1997, 181,
no. 124); 2.9.105-12; Cassius Dio 53.27.2-4 (Rose 1997, 102-103, no. 31). Also see Rose 1997, nos. 36 and 38;
Deppmeyer 2008, nos. 12, 36, 47, 52, and 86, for more examples. Leypold [Forthcoming b], notes that
Pausanias describes 320 statues from the sanctuary at Olympia, the majority of which were not found during
excavations.

%5 Smith 2006, 13, notes 31 and 33.
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secondary contexts. Archaeological find spots are therefore not necessarily reflections of
imperial landscapes, but rather, indicate the appearances of sites in late antiquity. This does
not mean that analysis is pointless, as long as interpretation is based on intelligent
speculation and relevant comparanda.

Extant material is still meaningful in that it provides valuable information for
understanding honorific practice in the ancient world, including how dedications were
regulated and what sorts of interplay there were between imperial and local patrons. Based
on epigraphic evidence, Fejfer argues that Roman honorific statues did not become common
until around the time of Sulla.*® Similarly, W. Eck believes that competitive honorary
monuments only became common in the late second century BCE, with the peak in the mid-
first century BCE.* Eck further argues that it was only with Octavian’s victory in the civil
war that public honors became the prerogative of the ruling family. Although Octavian (later
Augustus) always tried to convey himself as primus inter pares, in reality his political power
allowed him to monopolize public forms of display. This is evident when one considers the
transformation of traditional display areas (i.e. Campus Martius) as well as the disappearance
of the triumph and triumphal monuments.*® 1t is also apparent in the fact that from the

Augustan period onwards, the senate and emperor had to grant approval for public honorific

“® Fejfer 2008, Part I.

T Eck 1984. Examples of competitive displays in the mid-first century BCE include the theater and adjacent
porticus of Pompey (55 BCE), which held several statues of the general, as well as the many statues of Caesar
set up on the rostra.

“8 On the transformation of the Campus Martius see Zanker 1988; Favro 1996; 2005; Rehak 2006; Von Hesberg
2006; Haselberger 2002; 2007. The curtailment in the area of triumphal displays by the senatorial aristocracy,
combined with renovations of old buildings and the erection of new structures by the princeps or members of
the imperial family, meant that the area became what Rehak calls a “Julian family monument.” Augustus also
curtailed public display by the senatorial aristocracy by disallowing triumphs for such men. In 19 BCE,
Cornelius Balbus was the last person to have a triumph who was not a member of the imperial family. In
addition to triumphs, Augustus also restricted the erection of triumphal buildings, monuments, and other spoils
from war. The theater of Cornelius Balbus (Theatrum Balbi) in the southern Campus Martius is the last
example of such triumphal building from someone outside the imperial family.
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statues. There may never have been explicit legal restrictions on this matter, but there was
nonetheless a tacit understanding between the emperor and the senatorial aristocracy in
Rome.* Senators still could be honored through the ornamenta triumphalia and statua
triumphalis, through statues voted by the senate and/or emperor, through funerary
monuments, and within the private realm.>

When we look to other cities of the empire, however, there appears to be a different
set of assumptions and restrictions operating.”* Indeed, in other areas the forms of senatorial
display differ little from those displays in honor of the emperor. Eck provides the example of
Pompeii, where public honorific statues for senators continued to be erected in the forum and
nearby areas, including the theater, the baths, and other public buildings.>® D. Erkelenz, P.
Stewart, G. Lahusen, G. Zimmer, V. Koeckel and M. Flecker, and C. Witschel, provide

additional evidence from sites like Thamugadi, Tarraco, and Cuicul.>®

This is not to say that
there was complete equality among honorific monuments. Restrictions are evident, but they
revolve more around the relationships between statues rather than on the dedications
themselves. Imperial monuments are often larger and higher than non-imperial ones, and

they often are located in more prominent areas within a city. In addition, imperial statues

could be distinguished by material, design, and format/type. Thus, there were not legal

49 Stewart 2003.

%0 Eck 1984; Alfoeldy 2001; Erkelenz 2003; Stewart 2003; Lahusen 2010. Augustus always conferred the
ornamenta triumphalia and statua triumphalis for military successes, but in later periods, such honors became
general distinctions of honor. By the time of Trajan, the award was offered only occasionally and mostly
posthumously. After Marcus Aurelius, there are even fewer examples, and by the third century CE there are no
known examples.

51 Eck 1992; Alfoeldy 2001; Erkelenz 2003; Stewart 2003; Lahusen 2010.
* Eck 1992.

%3 Erkelenz 2003; Stewart 2003; Lahusen 2010; Zimmer 1992, Koeckel and Flecker 2008; Witschel 1995; 2007.
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restrictions on local honorific practices, but norms and customs likely regulated the
appearance of a monument and its relationship with nearby imperial displays.

The promulgation of these norms and customs, as argued by C.F. Norefia, was not a
“concerted campaign of political propaganda.”* The patterns scholars find among public
displays indicate instead that such norms successfully served the needs and interests of
“ideologically unified” patrons.> Certain honorific practices were repeated throughout the
empire because a common approach to the public representation of the emperor benefited
many levels of society:

And so it was in the Roman empire, where the collective production of a symbolic

system centered on the figure of the emperor manifestly served the interests of those

who produced it, the central state and local aristocrats. For the upper-tier aristocrats
who controlled the central state, this symbolic system universalized and naturalized

the supreme authority of the state’s principal symbol, the emperor. For the lower-tier
aristocrats who controlled the empire’s municipalities, this system not only helped to

naturalize a social and political order from which they themselves had secured a

privileged position, but also provided a useful vehicle for class cohesion and social

differentiation — it was the aristocrats, after all, and not the masses, who were the ones
expending their own resources on the production of such symbols, especially imperial

statues and the monumental complexes constructed in connection with the imperial
cult.>®

The evidence therefore suggests that there was not direct imperial involvement or strict
regulations regarding the dedication of imperial honors. Patrons’ chose to promote similar,
collective representations of the emperor and his family at sites throughout the Roman
Empire because in all places it legitimized the patrons’ local authority and connected them to
imperial power. It also gave the municipal elite a way to display publicly their generosity,

which, in turn, led to statues or dedications being set up in their own names. In this way, ties

% Norefia 2011, 300.

% Norefia, 2011, 302: “And it is when different groups and collectivities within a given polity can be shown to
subscribe to the same ideals and values that we can speak of the “ideological unification” of these groups.”

% Norefia 2011, 311.
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between the emperor and the local aristocrats were strengthened since the latter was being
honored in the same manner as the former.

Ultimately, my aim for each chapter is to explore the social and physical contexts of
the imperial focus groups — both how the installations influenced and were influenced by the
local honorific and architectural landscape. To this end, each chapter presents imperial
honors (both individual and familial) in chronological order, and also examines relevant
architectural, historical, and topographical developments. | then present the focus groups in
separate sections, with detailed discussions on the ensemble’s historical background,
patron(s), associated sculpture, honorands, date, arrangement, and relationship to previous
honors. At the end of each chapter, | attempt to bring all the sections together by considering
the overall honorific landscape of a given site and how it developed over time.

For this broader contextualization, | first examine where in the city honors are
concentrated, how this changes over time, and what some possible explanations might be for
these patterns. | next turn to a consideration of a viewer’s reception of these major areas of
display. Using spatial analysis, | speculate on sight lines, how people moved through spaces,
and how the dedications potentially impacted a viewer. Portraits were not viewed in
isolation, but were situated consciously in positions where they could interact with the
surrounding architecture, monuments, and topography in order to promote a particular
message. Third, I ask questions regarding patronage: Who are the patron(s)? How does this
change over time? Why did the patron(s) care to put up the dedication? In this way, |
attempt to analyze agency as well as the motivations behind imperial dedications. | next
discuss who is being honored and why, as well as how patterns regarding how honorands

relate to historical circumstances and the local dynamics at a particular site. Finally, |
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examine comparative material primarily from the same general region of the Roman Empire
in order to place the dynastic groups in a broader geographical setting.

In the concluding chapter, | analyze and assess the material comparatively and
discuss the spatial and chronological relationships of dynastic dedications to one another. |
compare and contrast the sites in terms of display preferences, which involves examining
where groups are located both within the city and within the broader geographical region. |
also consider honorands and patrons: Which dynasties have the most and least extant groups?
What are political and historical circumstances that might explain the archaeological record?
Who is setting up these groups and for what reasons? How do dedications reflect relations
with Rome as well as local identities and ideals? How do practices and developments change
over time? Moreover, | am interested in issues regarding regionalism and whether or not the
phenomenon of setting up these honorific monuments is the same at all three sites. | find that
the evidence suggests a centralized system for representations of the imperial household.
Differences are present, but dynastic groups throughout the empire ultimately are connected
by an overarching ideological unification, which allowed the imperial system to survive and
flourish for generations despite being comprised of diverse populations. In the end, an in-
depth contextualization of imperial dynastic groups confirms that such ensembles were
integral elements of a city’s landscape that functioned as public expressions of both local and

Roman identities.
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CHAPTER TWO: OLYMPIA
Introduction

As a panhellenic sanctuary and the site of the quadrennial Olympic games, the Altis
at Olympia had been a favored site of honorific display since Archaic times (figures 1.1,
2.1)." Located in the Peloponnesus, the prestige of Olympia within the Mediterranean world
did not diminish during the Hellenistic or Roman periods. This chapter considers two
imperial focus groups from Olympia, namely the sculptures from the Metroon and the
Nymphaeum of Herodes Atticus, in an attempt to understand better how these ensembles fit
into the larger honorific landscape of the sanctuary.?

A general note at the beginning of the chapter is necessary in regard to the sacred
context of the Altis. As a sanctuary, all statues set up at the site were primarily votives to
deities and thereby fulfilled religious functions. Honorific sculpture, strictly speaking,
includes those statues erected by individuals and official bodies in honor of other individuals
or groups, and it tends to be discussed most often in relation to socio-cultural and political
events. At Olympia, therefore, there is a combination of votive and honorific sculpture,

which is not altogether surprising since the two types of sculpture are known to have

! For familial dedications at Olympia from the Archaic period through the end of the fourth century BCE see
Léhr, 2000, nos. 3, 14, 15, 20, 36, 44, 45, 49, 61, 68, 73, 74, 79, 96, 137, and 140. Also see Olympia I, 144-
161; Holscher 2002. Leypold [Forthcoming a and b] gives the total number of statue bases found in situ as 170,
and of known bases no longer in situ as ca. 1000, 340 of which carry inscriptions. For a discussion of the early
Olympic sanctuary in general see Kyrieleis 2002; 2011; Scott 2010, 146-180.

2 A research project of the Deutsches Archaologisches Institut on Olympia in the Roman imperial and late
antique periods is in progress. See http://www.dainst.org/en/project/olympia?ft=all. For a general overview of
the sanctuary see Sinn 2004, 233-249; Kyrieleis 2011.



appeared in similar contexts since the Archaic period.® Nonetheless, the dual functions of the
statues set up at Olympia distinguishes the site from the other two cities of this investigation,
Ephesus and Leptis Magna, since the latter were not panhellenic sanctuaries, but rather

thriving metropolises.

® Price 1984, 172-188; Hitzl 2003; Keesling 2003, 3-21, 63-93, 165-203; Ma 2007.
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The Honorific Landscape of Olympia: Hellenistic through Early Imperial Periods
Hellenistic Period (figure 2.2)

From Hellenistic Olympia, thirty-four statue bases survive.* The literary tradition
provides further information about honorific display within the Altis in the Hellenistic
period. Pausanias devotes two books to Elis (V and V1), which include descriptions of
buildings, votive offerings, games, and honorific monuments for Olympic athletes as well as
Hellenistic kings. The Eleans and other states often honored the latter in order to express
gratitude for donations and to curry the favor of these powerful, influential dynasts.”
Individuals likewise set up honorific monuments to kings for these same reasons.®

In addition to individual honors, familial groups of Hellenistic dynasties were erected
at Olympia from an early date. Perhaps the best known statues are the chryselephantine
images’ of Philip and his family made by the sculptor Leochares and housed in a round

building within the Altis commissioned by Philip after his victory in the battle at Chaironeia

* Schmidt 1995, 1.1.49-57; 111.13; 1V.1.143-146; 1V.2.30-33; V1.2; VI1.26-37; XIV.3-4; XV.5. Also see
Olympia Il, 144-161. Leypold’s two forthcoming articles explore the topographical contexts of honorific
statues in the Altis during the Hellenistic period.

® For examples see Kotsidu 2000, 127-128, no. 71 (Olympia V, no. 314); 128-129, no. 73 (Olympia V, no. 312);
130, no. 74 (Pausanias V1.15.9); 130-132, no. 75 (Olympia V, no. 303); 132, no. 76 (Pausanias V.12.7). Also
see Olympia V, no. 316. For a thorough discussion of Hellenistic donations at Olympia see Bringmann 1995,
101-106, nos. 57-61. The five donations include votive offerings of Ptolemaeus | Soter (Pausanias V1.3.1),
Ptolemaeus Il Philadelphus (Pausanias V1.12.5; Olympia V, no. 308), Ptolemaeus |1l Euergetes (Olympia V, no.
309), Antiochus IV Epiphanes (?) (Pausanias V.12.4), and Nereis and Gelon (Olympia V, no. 310). The
offerings by Ptolemaeus Il Philadelphus, Ptolemaeus 111 Euergetes, and Nereis and Gelon also have
archaeological evidence.

® E.g. Pausanias V.25.1; VI1.16.2; V1.17.3.

" The novel architectural features and forms of this building have been the subject of scholarly interest, but the
interior statues were also of an unprecedented nature. Not only were they made of materials normally reserved
for the Olympian gods, but they were located within the sacred boundaries of the sanctuary itself. Schultz 2007,
216-221, argues for an Atticizing and retrospective style based on comparanda as well as the Athenian
influences on the monument’s architecture. He also uses the beddings on the base to support the idea first
proposed in 1987 by F. Eckstein that the statues were made of stone, not gold and ivory. In contrast, Krumeich
2007, note 104, suggests that the cuttings on the base “may, in fact, reflect a special technique of constructing
chryselephantine statuary.”
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(338 BCE).? This building, commonly referred to as the Philippeion, is located prominently
in the northwest corner of the sanctuary, just west of the Temple of Hera and the heroon of
Pelops. This was not the first familial statuary group in the Altis, but it was the first time
such a commission had been erected by a Hellenistic royal dynast.® The sculptural display
undoubtedly would have encouraged the ancient viewer to associate these statues of the
ruling family with the nearby chryselephantine cult statue of Zeus located within the same
sanctuary.’® A family group of Philip and Alexander on horseback also was set up around
this time (338 — 323 BCE).™ Pausanias (V1.11.1) says that the group stood next to statues of
Olympic victors and was erected as an offering by the Eleans. Statues of Seleukos (on
horseback) and Antigonos Monopthalmus (on foot) were added later to this ensemble.*?
Familial statue groups of Hellenistic dynasties continued to appear within the sacred
boundaries of the Altis at Olympia after the death of Alexander in 323 BCE. Pausanias

(V1.16.3) mentions a group south of the Temple of Zeus that included statues of Demetrius,

8 pausanias V.17.4; V.20.9-10. The use of the dative by Pausanias has led to different interpretations regarding
the patron of the Philippeion. Some translate it as a dative of agent, so that the building was built by Philip,
whereas others interpret it as built for Philip and assume that Alexander was the patron. The majority of
scholars believe that patronage was split between the two men; Philip commissioned the structure, but after his
death in 336 BCE, Alexander completed its construction and commissioned the interior portraits. See Loéhr
2000, no. 137; Krumeich 2007, note 104; Schultz 2007, 207-210, for bibliography and a summary of
scholarship. Schultz argues that the Philippeion should be dated 338-336 BCE. Whoever the patron was, either
Philip or Alexander, the important point is that this building set a new precedent for early Hellenistic rulers.
Also see Olympia 1, 128-133; Bringmann 1995, 403-406, no. *329; Kotsidu 2000, 430-432, no. *305; Sinn
2000, 99-100; Scott 2010, 210-214; Kyrieleis 2011, 28-29. For the grammatical formulas of honorary statues in
general see Payne 1984, 10-57; Forbis 1996; Ma 2007.

® For earlier familial statuary groups see Lohr 2000, nos. 49, 61, 68, 73, 74, 79.

19 Rose 1997, 4; Krumeich 2007, 169; Kyrieleis 2011, 28-29. Krumeich stresses that despite this connection,
the Macedonian statues should be interpreted not as representations of divinities, but rather as votive offerings
to Zeus. Also see Olympia I, 52-56.

11 Stewart 1993, 388 (S11); Léhr 2000, no. 140.
12 The representation of Philip and Alexander together was common in antiquity. Pliny XXXIV.75; 78, tells us
of two similar bronze groups of Alexander and Philip, one by Euphranor and another by Chaereas. Pausanias

1.9.4, also mentions a group of the two rulers erected by the Athenians in the city’s Agora. For more on the
Olympian group see Olympia I, 155-156; Kotsidu 2000, 121-122, 128, nos. 64-65, 72.
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Antigonus Doson 111, Philip V, and Ptolemaeus | Soter along with personifications of Elis
and Hellas.® Elis is described as being in the act of crowning Demetrius and Ptolemaeus
while Hellas crowned Antigonus and Philip. Probably near this group, the Byzantines
erected statues of Demetrius and his father Antigonus Monopthalmus.™* A rather
conspicuous group featuring two colossal statues of Ptolemy Il and Arsinoe Il was set up in
the 270’s BCE by Kallikrates of Samos, an Egyptian admiral and priest."> These portrait
statues likely were made of bronze and were perhaps even gilded. They stood on two
separate lonic columns nearly nine meters tall that shared a common base. The monument
was located at the far eastern edge of the sanctuary, just in front of the Doric stoa known as
the Echo Hall.*® As with the Philippeion, this position was likely a conscious attempt to
create a visual link between the statues of the Hellenistic rulers and important cultic points
within the sanctuary.’” The portraits of Ptolemy and Arsinoe would have faced the east
facades (i.e. the entrances) of the two monumental Doric temples to Hera and Zeus, thereby
associating their marriage and earthly rule with those of the Olympian deities. The statues

also were raised to a height that was similar to that of the Nike by Paionios, which was

13 Kotsidu 2000, 125-127, nos. 69-70, with earlier literature.

14 pausanias V1.15.7; Olympia V, nos. 45; 304-305; Herrmann 1972, 181, note 707; Kotsidu 2000, 122-125,
nos. 66-68. Pausanias identifies one statue as Antigonus Gonatas, but scholars assume he was mistaken and that
the statue was in fact of Demetrius’ father, Antigonus Monopthalmus. The majority of the inscription
fragments were found south of the Temple of Zeus.

> Olympia I1, 141-142; Hoepfner 1971, 11-54; Herrmann 1972, 181-182; Rose 1997, 6; Sinn 2000, 101;
Holscher 2002; Krumeich, 2007, 162; Leypold [Forthcoming a]. As with the Macedonian group, Krumeich
interprets these statues as a votive offering to the gods, especially Zeus. The date is based on historical context.
In the 270’s BCE the Ptolemies were the dominant Hellenistic power and ruled the seas, but in 261 BCE,
Ptolemy Il lost a battle and his naval supremacy to Antigonus Gonatas. For the associated inscriptions see
Olympia V, nos. 306-307.

18 |_eypold [Forthcoming a], discusses in detail the base foundations in front of the Echo Hall and proves that
the area became a major site of honorific display after the stoa was begun ca. 340/330 BCE. The area continued
to be an important display site until at least the Augustan period, when construction of the hall was completed.

1" Rose 1997, 6; Holscher 2002.
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located near the southeast corner of the Temple of Zeus. This victory monument erected to
commemorate the Battle of Sphakteria (425 BCE) in which the Messenians and Naupactians
defeated the Spartans therefore established a link between Ptolemy and Arsinoe and triumphs
of the past.

The remnants of honorific statues in the Hellenistic period are fragmentary, but the
bases, inscriptions, and literary accounts that survive suggest that many honorific monuments
existed throughout the Altis at this time. Such monuments provided a means to assert loyalty
and gratitude in a politically instable period. As the power and influence of Rome grew in
the second century BCE and Achaea became a province (146/5 BCE), the panhellenic
sanctuary at Olympia became a prominent center of display for honoring Roman officials as
well.”® For example, in 169 BCE the Achaean Federation dedicated an equestrian statue of
Quintus Marcius Philippus (consul 176 and 169 BCE), and a few years later (167 BCE) the
people of Elis set up a statue of the strategos Gnaeus Octavius.'® After the Roman general
Mummius sacked Corinth (146 BCE), he erected two equestrian statues of himself at
Olympia and was honored with a third by the Eleans.?® Another monument in the south of
the Altis included statues of Mummius and ten Roman legates.** The consuls Quintus

Caecilius Metellus Macedonicus (143 BCE) and Gaius Marius (107, 104 — 100, 86 BCE)

'8 For surviving inscriptions to Roman officials see Olympia V, nos. 318-364. Honorific monuments still were
set up for Greeks at this time, such as the monument to Polybius (Olympia V, no. 302) that probably was
erected for his services in the reorganization of Greece under Roman rule. For others see nos. 293-301. For
literature on statues for Romans in the East during the Hellenistic period see Payne 1984; Erkelenz 2003;
Roedel 2010.

9 Olympia V, no. 318. Also see Siedentopf 1968, 102, no. 47; Payne 1984, 149-150. For the honor to Gnaeus
Octavius see Payne 1984, 156-157.

20 Olympia V, nos. 278-281; 319; Olympia II, 159-160. Mummius also erected two statues of Zeus in the
sanctuary and put twenty-one gilded shields on the east frieze of the Temple of Zeus (Pausanias V.24.4, 8;
V.10.5). Also see Siedentopf 1968, 102-103, nos. 48-49; Payne 1984, 165-167.

2! Olympia V, no. 320-324 (fragments of inscriptions). Also see Olympia 11, 159-160; Payne 1984, 165-167.
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likewise were honored with monuments.?? The Eleans honored another Roman, C. Servilius
Vatia, with an equestrian statue in the first half of the first century BCE.?® Around this same
period a statue of Quintus Mucius Scaevola, governor of Asia in 98 — 97 or 94 — 93 BCE,
was set up at Olympia.?* This survey is not exhaustive, yet it is important to note that Sulla’s
interaction with Olympia and the ensuing civil wars of the first century BCE led to the
impoverishment of the sanctuary and of Greece more generally.?® It is not until the early

imperial period that evidence emerges for renovation and a revival of honorific display.

Early Imperial Period (figure 2.3)

In the early imperial period, honorific monuments at Olympia were erected for three
main groups: Greeks, the emperor alone, and the emperor and his family.?® The evidence
suggests that monuments for local Greek individuals outnumbered imperial dedications, but
the emperor and imperial household nonetheless were well represented throughout the

sanctuary.?’

22 Olympia V, nos. 325 (Quintus Caecilius Metellus Macedonicus); 326 (Gaius Marius). Also see Olympia II,
160; Payne 1984, 160-161; 198-200.

2% Olympia V, no. 329; Siedentopf 1968, 28; Payne 1984, 198. The inscription does not give the man’s military
title or a specific reason for the dedication.

2 payne 1984, 202.

%% For other honors to Romans at Olympia see Payne 1984, 200, 276, 302, 310-315. Sulla withdrew money,
material, and offerings from Olympia in order to pay his troops for his war against Mithridates IV of Pontus and
the contemporaneous civil wars in Italy. Sulla also had the Olympic games moved to Rome in 80 BCE (175"
Olympiad). Four years later the games returned to Olympia, but had become more of a local event. For
overviews of the history of Olympia see Olympia |, 16-68; Herrmann 1972, 175-195; Mallwitz 1988.

%8 The dearth of honors for Roman officials is related to administrative and political changes that occurred with
the transition from Republic to Empire. See Erkelenz 2003; Roedel 2010. For more on the economy and
population of Elis in the imperial period see Zoumbaki 2001, 37-85.

2T Olympia V, nos. 396-492 (Greeks in the Roman period); nos. 365-395 (the emperor and his family). The

former group includes inscribed statue bases, plates, and columns; the latter group includes inscribed tiles,
architraves, bases, and plates.
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Single honors for the emperor and his relations were set up for various reasons. For
example, seven fragments of a marble (pavonazetto) inscription found northeast of the
Temple of Zeus demonstrate that Agrippa was commemorated for his repairs to the building
after it was damaged by natural disasters in the mid-first century BCE.”® Two monuments
for Augustus confirm that the first princeps also received honors within the Altis. One of
these includes a base discovered in front of the east fagade of the Temple of Zeus, west of the
base for the Bull of the Eretrians.® The Augustan base, dated between 40 and 27 BCE based
on the use of the praenomen imperator and the absence of the title of Augustus, was a
dedication of the Achaean League.*® The other monument is attested by a marble tabula.**
It, too, was found in front of the east fagade of the Temple of Zeus, but it cannot be as
precisely dated (40 BCE — 14 CE) due to its fragmentary state. In addition to archaeological
evidence of honors for Augustus, Pausanias (V.12.7) mentions a statue of Augustus Elektron
set up within the Temple of Zeus itself.

Monuments for Tiberius are attested as well. Some time before his adoption by

Augustus, Tiberius won a chariot race in the Olympic games.®* An inscribed base discovered

28 Olympia V, no. 913; Olympia I, 56-59. Also see Vermeule 1968, Appendix C. The gilded bronze letters
were set into a new pavement of polychrome marble in the pronaos. For more on this inscription see Spawforth
2012, 163-164. The natural disasters included a lightning strike in 56 BCE and an earthquake ca. 40 BCE. The
latter appears to have affected especially the roof, which was given new lion-head waterspouts and roof tiles.
The original tiles were re-used from 36 BCE until 265 CE for inscriptions detailing cult personnel. For a
chronology of renovations to the temple see Younger and Rehak 2009. Other repairs in the mid-first century
BCE were undertaken on the Echo Hall, the stadium, and the Metroon. See Herrmann 1972, 183-184; Mallwitz
1988, 26-27; Zoumbaki 2001, 166-172.

2% On the dedication of the Eretrians see Pausanias V.27.9; Olympia V, no. 248. The date and occasion of the
dedication is unknown, but the early fifth century BCE has been suggested.

%0 Olympia V, no. 367; Vermeule 1968, Appendix C; Zoumbaki 2001, 166-172; Boschung 2002, no. 33.9; Hgjte
2005, 253, Augustus 147.

%1 Olympia V, no. 368; Hgijte 2005, 253, Augustus 148.

%2 Tiberius did not directly participate in the games as Nero would do later. Rather, professional charioteers
performed in the games and then their owners were given the title of victor. The date of the monument is
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to the east of the Temple of Zeus and south of the Bull of the Eretrians is associated with this
victory.®® Cuttings on the top indicate that the base supported an equestrian statue and the
inscription confirms that the monument was dedicated by Tiberius Claudius Apollonios, a
man who set up another monument at Olympia in honor of Tiberius as patron and benefactor
(see below).®* Later in 17 CE, Germanicus participated in the 199" Olympiad and was
honored with a monument by Antony Pisanus for his victory in the chariot race.*® The base
was discovered to the east of the Temple of Zeus and north of the base of the Eretrian
monument. Two other bases for Tiberius are preserved, one of which was discovered in the
east Byzantine wall.* It dates to before Augustus’ adoption of Tiberius in 4 CE and was
dedicated by the city of Elis. The other base again dates to before Tiberius’ adoption and
was dedicated by the city. It was found to the east of the Temple of Zeus and from the base it
can be inferred that the monument included an equestrian statue.>” The specific occasion for
these honors is not known, but it is apparent that Tiberius continued the positive relations
Augustus had established with Olympia by promoting and participating in the Olympic

games as well as by serving as a patron and benefactor of the Eleans.

uncertain, but it must date before Tiberius’ adoption in 4 CE on the basis of the inscription. The 190"
Olympiad would be the earliest possible date (20 BCE), but most scholars favor either the 194" Olympiad (4
BCE) or the 195" (1 CE).

% Olympia V, no. 220; Olympia I, 60; Trummer 1980, 167; Mallwitz 1988, 27; Zoumbaki 2001, 166-172;
Boschung 2002, no. 33.11; Hgjte 2005, 279, Tiberius 99.

* For more on the dedicator see Olympia V, no. 424; Rose 1997, 146, no. 78, who speculates that the name of
this dedicator may suggest that he received Roman citizenship from Tiberius. Also see Zoumbaki 2001, 166-
172.

% Olympia V, no. 221; Olympia I, 60; Zoumbaki 2001, 166-172; Boschung 2002, no. 33.13. On the dedicator
see Olympia V, nos. 223, 426.

% Olympia V, no. 370; Vermeule 1968, Appendix C; Hgijte 2005, 279, Tiberius 100.

¥ Olympia V, no. 371; Siedentopf 1968, 105-106, no. 54; Vermeule 1968, Appendix C; Boschung 2002, no.
33.12; Hajte 2005, 279-280, Tiberius 101.
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Less material survives from the reign of Caligula, but the evidence suggests that
relations with Achaea were still strong at the time of the new emperor’s accession. An
inscription describes the enthusiastic support of Caligula’s reign shortly after his assumption
of power by numerous groups including the League of the Achaeans, Boeotians, Locrians,
Euboeans, and Phocians.*® These groups came together for a festival in Caligula’s honor and
voted that statues be set up of the new emperor. The emperor’s response likewise survives
and indicates that in Greece Caligula only allowed portraits to be erected at the panhellenic
sanctuaries of Olympia, Nemea, Delphi, and Isthmia.** The only other image of Caligula for
which evidence exists is known from literary sources.*® Ancient authors write that Caligula
planned to remove the portrait of Zeus from the cult statue at Olympia and have it replaced
with his own likeness. The head of Zeus was to be sent to Rome, but a number of strange
incidents prevented the transfer.*!

From the Claudian period not much evidence of honorary monuments exists. The
only surviving inscription from this period is on a marble base found to the southeast of the
Temple of Zeus.*> The fragmentary text honors Nero as princeps iuventutis and names the
dedicator as [I'] "TovAog Ehotpaftoc] okaica[p].** The monument thus dates after

Claudius’ adoption of Nero in 50 CE and before Nero’s accession in 54 CE.

% 1G 7.2711, lines 21-43; Oliver 1989, 69-77, no. 18; Rose 1997, 32.
% No evidence of these statues survives today.

“% Syetonius Caligula 22.2; Cassius Dio L1X.28.3-4.

*! Syetonius Caligula 57.1; Cassius Dio L1X.28.3-4.

“2 Olympia V, no. 373; Olympia II, 159; Vermeule 1968, Appendix C; Boschung 2002, no. 33.15; Hgjte 2005,
324, Nero 33.

“ For more on the dedicator see Olympia V, no. 470.
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Monuments for Nero continue to be erected at Olympia once he assumed power in 54
CE. Fragments of an inscribed base from a late wall and the Southeast Hall have been
associated with Nero and dated to 57 CE.* Other fragments from the Byzantine tower in the
east wall offer a second example of an honorific monument for Nero during his third
consulship (58/59 CE).** Like his predecessors, Nero also participated in the Olympic
games, of 67 CE, but unlike Tiberius and Germanicus, Nero was involved directly in the
chariot race, even falling out of the chariot at one point.*® Moreover, architectural projects
undertaken for Nero’s visit transformed the Altis. At the eastern end of the sanctuary a
structure, the so-called Southeast Building, was renovated and converted into a residence for
the emperor and his retinue.*” The Altis wall, which also was renewed at this time, was
considerably expanded to the south of the sanctuary.*®* A Roman honorary arch at the eastern
end of this wall has been dated to the time of Nero, although its foundations may date
earlier.*® These preparations did not go unrewarded. Before his departure, Nero granted

Achaea freedom, tax exemptions, Roman citizenship (to the judges), and a large amount of

“ Olympia V, no. 374; Hgijte 2005, 324, Nero 34.
“* Olympia V, no. 375; Olympia II, 159; Vermeule 1968, Appendix C; Hgjte 2005, 324, Nero 35.

“® Suetonius Nero, 24.2. Nero also introduced musical and dramatic competition as part of the Olympic games,
and participated in these himself. See Suetonius Nero 23.1. Nero also had the 211™ Olympiad postponed by
two years (it originally was to be held in 65 CE) so that he could participate and have time to prepare.

*" The Neronian date is confirmed by a Latin inscription on a water pipe that leads into a basin of the building.
See Olympia V, no. 915, figure 33. Nonetheless, the Southeast Building is highly problematic and much
debated in the literature. For a brief discussion of its excavation history, location, description, dating, and
identification see Leypold 2008, 110-114. Sinn 2004, 115, 238, argues that after the Prytaneion had been
moved from this structure to the northwest part of the sanctuary in the middle of the fourth century BCE, the
building served as the official residence of priests and judges. Also see Olympia Il, 73-76; Olympia I, 60-61;
Herrmann 1972, 185; Mallwitz 1988, 27; Sinn 1999, 14-18; 2000, 111-118.

“8 Olympia I, 70-71; Olympia Il, 61-62; Herrmann 1972, 185; Mallwitz 1988, 27.
*° Olympia I, 70-71; Olympia Il, 61-62; Herrmann 1972, 185; Mallwitz 1988, 27. Mallwitz discusses the

possibility that the substructure, which is comprised almost exclusively of bases from other monuments, dates
to the time of Sulla.
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money.>® Nero is also known to have placed offerings within the Temple of Zeus; yet, at the
same time, Nero destroyed or removed treasures from the Olympian sanctuary.>

Sculptural remains may provide additional evidence of Neronian honorific
monuments. A diademed female head from the Palaestra, identified by R. Bol as the head of
Claudia Octavia, the first wife of Nero, has been interpreted as part of the original sculptural
installation within the Metroon (see below).>* Yet scholars convincingly have questioned
Bol’s reasoning, so that both the association of the head with the Metroon and the
identification as Claudia Octavia are tenuous.>® One of the female statues found in the
vicinity of the Heraion has been interpreted as an image of the second wife of Nero, Poppaea
Sabina.>* Yet scholars again question this assumption, arguing that the female group of
which it is a part probably represented Elean priestesses of Hera.>®

In addition to individual honors, familial statue groups were erected at Olympia
during the early imperial period. One such monument is attested by fragments of an
inscribed base, which probably was located originally to the east of the Temple of Zeus.*®

Two phases have been proposed for the monument based on the inscriptions. The main

%% Syetonius Nero 24.2; Olympia I, 60; Hitzl 1991, 106-114.

%! pausanias V.12.8 (offerings); ); V.25.8 (removal); V.26.3 (removal); Suetonius Nero 24.1 (destruction). Also
see Olympia V, no. 163 on a work possibly robbed by Nero.

*2 Bol 1986; 1988.

%% Hitzl 1991, 117-19, Appendix |; Rose 1997, 149.

% Treu 1897, 259-260, suggests that a statue of Nero stood next to the woman. Also see Trummer 1980, 172.

%% Herrmann 1972, 184, note 739; Gauer 1980, 209, no. 149. Rose 1997, 148, note 27, thinks that this statue,
along with the four other women, represented a group of priestesses. The identification of the statue as Poppaea
Sabina is also problematic since according to the catalogue in Alexandridis 2004, no extant statue can be

identified safely as Poppaea Sabina.

%8 Olympia V, no. 369; Vermeule 1968, Appendix C; Rose 1997, 146, no. 78; Boschung 2002, no. 33.10; Hagjte
2005, 280, Tiberius 102.
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inscription, which refers to the statues of the two stepsons of Augustus, Tiberius and Drusus
I, must date to before Drusus’ death in 9 BCE.>" Below this text is a dedication to Drusus II;
this appears to be a later addition due to its positioning and the different form of the letters.>®
The dedicator of the monument was Tiberius Claudius Apollonios, the same man who
dedicated the equestrian statue of Tiberius mentioned above. Another dynastic group in the
Altis honored Germanicus and Drusus 11, the adopted and biological sons of Tiberius, with
statues, which were possibly set in a quadriga.® The monument’s location is unknown, but it
certainly dates after the adoption of Germanicus by Tiberius in 4 CE and before the death of

Germanicus in 19 CE.?® The people of Elis and the boule of Olympia set up the dedication.

Flavian Period

Honorific monuments continue to be dedicated to the Flavian emperors, although the
surviving evidence is much sparser than in the Julio-Claudian period. Fragments of a plaque
honoring Vespasian, discovered in the cella of the Heraion, were identified as coming from a

statue base.”" Neither a precise date within Vespasian’s reign nor the dedicator can be

%" The date is based on the fact that the posthumous title “Germanicus” is missing for Drusus I. This is the only
known example of an honor for Drusus from Olympia, but for examples from other sites in the East see Rose
1997, 146, note 2; 153-154, no. 87. No cuttings are preserved on the Olympia base to indicate the medium of
the statues, but Rose believes they were of bronze since most statues set up in the Altis were of this material.

%8 Rose 1997, 146, proposes a date shortly after Drusus 11°s birth in 13 BCE and thinks that the statue of him
was probably not very large. He suggests an arrangement of Tiberius in the center, Drusus | at the right, and
Drusus Il to the left of his father.

% Olympia V, no. 372; Vermeule 1968, Appendix C; Rose 1997, 146-147, no. 79; Zoumbaki 2001, 166-172;
Boschung 2002, no. 33.14.

8 A date after 4 CE is secured because the title of Caesar has been added to both names. It is unclear if the
monument is Augustan or Tiberian, however, since the titles of Tiberius are not given. Rose 1997, 146-147,
proposes 17 CE and sees the monument as related to Germanicus’ participation in the Olympic games in that
year. Dittenberger and Purgold 1896 (Olympia V), 483-484, as well as Vermeule 1968, Appendix C, propose
14-19 CE.
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determined from the preserved material. A fragment of a marble base for Domitian
survives,®? but the original location is uncertain since the base came from a lime kiln. A
portrait of Domitian also was recovered at Olympia, but apparently it was re-cut after the
emperor’s death into an image of Trajan. Two fragments of a recarved head from near the
Temple of Zeus have been identified as a variant of Trajan’s Opferbildtypus, but the head
clearly shows vestiges of a Domitianic hairstyle.®® The original context of the Domitianic
portrait is unknown, but it provides evidence that statues of Domitian were set up within the
Altis and that these likely do not survive in large numbers due to subsequent reworking. This
phenomenon also is attested by the discovery of three honorific inscriptions for Domitian re-
used in the walls of the building identified as the clubhouse of the athletic guild.*

In terms of dynastic group monuments, the Flavian period is characterized by a
paucity of evidence.®* Vermeule explains the minimal material from Olympia as “not only
because the Flavian Olympians were not rich but also because the Altis was overcrowded
with older monuments and there was little room for new statues until Herodes Atticus built
his nymphaeum-exedra in the middle of the following century.”®® The situation certainly was

more complicated than this, however, and room must have been made to accommodate

¢! Olympia V, no. 376; Vermeule 1968, Appendix C. On the identification as a statue base see Daltrop,
Hausmann, and Wegner 1966, 77.

82 Olympia V, no. 377; Vermeule 1968, Appendix C; Hgjte 2005, 358, Domitian 31.

% Olympia Museum Inv. A 129; Varner 2004, 267, no. 5.22.

% Flower 2000, 60, note 19; Flower 2001, 627, note 12; Zoumbaki 2001, 166-172; Varner 2004, 132, note 185.
The identification of this building is much debated, but it is not immediately relevant to the present

investigation. See Sinn 2004, 240-242.

8 \Vermeule 1968, 236. The missing evidence for the Flavian period also is discussed by Alexandridis 2010b,
and is supported by the catalogues in Hgjte 2005, and Deppmeyer 2008.

% \Vermeule 1968, 236. One must wonder, then, how Vermeule explains the many Julio-Claudian monuments
since even in the early imperial period the Altis was crowded with Hellenistic statues.
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imperial honors. Instead, the dearth of Flavian dynastic sculpture probably relates to

imperial ideology and general honorific practices. A study by Alexandridis demonstrates
that under the Flavian emperors, the evidence shows that honorary dynastic statues were
much less prevalent in comparison to the Julio-Claudians.®” Alexandridis argues that this
paucity of material is due to biographical reasons since none of the Flavian emperors came to
power with a living wife or sister. Moreover, she connects the lack of Flavian female portrait
sculpture to socio-political factors, namely that the Julio-Claudians attempted to maintain the
appearance of a Republican gens to promote traditional values and ideals, whereas the
Flavians did not have the same kind of distinguished lineage and therefore could not present
themselves in such a light.®® Instead of honorary statues, Flavian women appear to have been
honored with images on coins beginning with the reign of Titus. Julio-Claudian empresses
occasionally were represented on coin issues, but the Flavians were the first to disseminate
systematically the image of imperial women through coinage.®® Yet even these
representations first appear only under Titus; Vespasian followed the tradition set by

Augustus in omitting images of female family members from his coinage.

87 Alexandridis 2010b.

% It is interesting to note that the armored statues of Vespasian and Titus from the Metroon at Olympia (see
below) are shown wearing calcei patricii, which were not the normal footwear for military depictions. This
type of footwear instead was worn with the Roman toga and civic costume. See Goette, 1988, 452-464; HitzI
1991, 61; Boschung 2002, 100-105.

% Coins depicting Agrippina the Elder and Younger are known, but these usually show the women along with
an image or legend of the current emperor.

37



The Metroon
Historical Background

The first focus group at Olympia comes from the Metroon, a temple that has been
identified based on correspondences between the testimony of Pausanias (V.20.9) and
topographical and archaeological evidence.”® The Metroon is located in the northern part of
the Altis, immediately south of the terrace of treasuries and between the Heraion and stadium
(figure 2.2). It is a modest peripteral temple in the Doric order with an opisthodomos and
pronaos, both distyle in antis, and an inner cella (figure 2.4).”" The orientation of the Roman
temple is debated, but the majority argues for a westward orientation on the basis of several
criteria, including votive offerings discovered in front of the west end of the temple, the
location of an altar six meters to the west of the Metroon, the fact that the western porch is
0.4 meters deeper than the eastern porch, and that other temples to chthonic deities, including
those to the Great Mother, typically have westward orientations. "

In addition to the orientation of the Roman temple, the original date of the Greek
temple also is controversial, with some scholars advocating a date in the late fifth century
BCE and others a date in the late fourth century BCE.” The Greek temple was destroyed in

the middle of the third century CE, when the upper portions of the building were dismantled

" The building was identified by excavators in 1878. See Dorpfeld 1892, 37-40; Hitzl 1991, 1-3.

™ Hitzl 1991, 4-8, figures 1, 5. The dimensions of the euthynteria are 11.88 x 21.93 m; of the stylobate 10.62 x
20.67 m; of the naos 13.80 x 6.30 m. There were six columns across the short sides, eleven on the flanks. For
more on the architecture of the building see Dorpfeld 1892, 37-40.

"2 Dorpfeld 1892, 37-40, initially argued for a temple that faced east, but Stone 1985, 377, note 2, Hitzl 1991, 4-
8, and Rose 1997, 147-149, convincingly argue for an entrance on the west side. On the altar see Pausanias
V.14.9; also no altar has been found to the east of the Metroon.

" For a review of the debate see Stone 1985, 377, note 2; Hitzl 1991, 4-8. Dérpfeld 1892, 37-40, initially
argued for the first half of the fourth century BCE. On the basis of historical probability, Hitzl argues for a date
at the end of the fifth century BCE. Cf. Mallwitz 1988 (fourth century BCE); Rose 1997, 147-149 (ca. 320
BCE); Boschung 2002, 100-105 (early fourth century BCE).
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and used in the construction of a fortress wall in order to protect the sanctuary from invading
Germanic tribes.” Between its construction and destruction, the Metroon suffered an
earthquake in the mid-first century BCE (ca. 40 BCE). This event damaged the temple to
such a degree that extensive restoration was required, which typically is attributed to Marcus
Agrippa in the Augustan period (see above).”

An inscribed limestone block associated with the Metroon may indicate a change in
the temple’s function in the early imperial period (figure 2.5). The association is based on
several factors: the find spot of the block in the eastern Herulian wall in front of the Temple
of Zeus, where other pieces of the Metroon were discovered; its material, namely limestone
covered in stucco, which is similar to other architectural blocks from the Metroon; its size
(length, height, and thickness), and the use of T-clamps, both of which again correspond to
architrave material from the Metroon.” This convincing association is supported by the
majority of scholars, including K. Hitzl, who provides the most thorough and extensive

discussion of the block.”’

™ Dérpfeld 1892, 37-40; Herrmann 1972, 193-195; Mallwitz 1988, 41-43; Hitzl 1991, 4-8. Blocks of the
temple were found in the northern and eastern fortification walls. The Germanic tribes never actually invaded
Olympia, thereby rendering the precautions unnecessary.

"> Mallwitz 1988, 26. The attribution is based on a fragmentary building inscription that was composed of large
Latin bronze letters (0.15 H x 0.19 W m) embedded in a pavement of polychromatic marble (Olympia V, no.
913). The extant material preserves the initial ‘M’ and part of the name [Ag]rippa, but the inscription probably
continued onto an adjacent stone that no longer survives. See Spawforth 2012, 163. Scholars assume that the
inscription honors Agrippa as the renovator of the Temple of Zeus in the mid-first century BCE (ca. 40 BCE).
Spawforth 2012, 163, argues that some repairs may have occurred later in the first century BCE. Scholars also
suggest that Agrippa was responsible for the concurrent Metroon renovations. See Boschung 2002, 100-105.

"® The block measures 1.40 L x 0.625 H x 0.25-0.29 W m (height of letters not given). It was covered with
stucco, in which the inscription was incised and which was the same material as that used by the Roman
architects to coat all visible parts of the temple after it was restored in the Augustan period. See Dorpfeld 1892,
37-40. 1 would like to thank Drs. Kenneth Sams and William West of the Classics Department at the University
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill for their insights and helpful discussions regarding the block.

" Hitzl 1991, 19-24. Others who support the association include Herrmann 1972, 184; Gauer 1980, 203;

Hénlein-Schéafer 1985, 36; Stone 1985, 379-381; Queyrel 1991; Zoumbaki 2001, 166-172; Boschung 2002,
100-105; Kantiréa 2007; Deppmeyer 2008, 39-44; Bol and Bol 2011; Spawforth 2012, 222-223.
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A. Benjamin and A.E. Raubitschek, however, question this traditional identification
based on the formula of the inscription. The authors argue that the block instead comes from
an altar because the emperor’s name is in the genitive, which compares to other known altars,
and which contrasts with honorific dedications that give the name in the accusative or
dative.” In addition to the formula of the text, Rose notes that the appearance, quality, and
format of the inscription differ from other architrave dedicatory inscriptions.” He therefore
sees the block as a separate dedication to Augustus. The questions raised by scholars
concerning the association of the inscribed block with the Metroon are valid, but they
typically are secondary to the authors’ main topic and are not supported by the archaeological
evidence. | therefore support the views of the original excavators and Hitzl, the scholar who
has dealt with the Metroon material in the most depth, all of whom argue that the block

occupied the central position on the temple’s western architrave, over the main entrance.

"8 Benjamin and Raubitschek 1959, 69, no. 18. Later supported by Trummer 1980, 32; Kreikenbom 1992, 158-
159. 311-344. For the grammar of honorific inscriptions see Payne 1984, 10-57; Forbis 1996; Ma 2007. Also
see Thompson 1966, 180-187, for what may be a comparable case in the Athenian Agora. In the Augustan
period, a small annex was added to the Stoa of Zeus Eleutherios, probably to house the imperial cult. Statues
were displayed inside the annex and an altar was erected concurrently in front of the stoa. Perhaps a similar
situation occurred at Olympia, where an older structure was converted in the Augustan period into a site of
imperial worship through the addition of interior statue(s) and an altar outside. Nonetheless, one regula is
preserved on the Metroon block, which suggests a Doric entablature, and | have been unable to find any clear
comparanda for the block among Doric altars. See Yavis 1949.

" Rose 1997, 147-149, note 3: “This block, however, bears no relationship to the traditional appearance of an
architrave. The letters have also been rather carelessly rendered, and the entire inscription consists of four lines
oriented vertically, which is not the common format for an architrave inscription. There is no reason why one
should not regard this as another dedication to Augustus.” | have found no other extant architrave building
inscription from Olympia with four lines of text, so this might lend support to Rose’s point. Moreover, another
architrave block from Olympia (Olympia V, no. 653) that dates to the Roman period and has a building
inscription preserved (one line) differs from the Metroon block in that the letters appear to be more regular in
height and arrangement and are thicker, deeper, and spaced farther apart (no precise measurements are given by
the authors). These differences are also apparent when one compares the Metroon block with imperial building
inscriptions from Corinth. See West 1931, nos. 120-137; Kent 1966, nos. 311-344. The closest parallel to the
Olympia block I have found is an inscription from a marble lintel at Patras, but even this example differs from
the block at Olympia in its date (second or third century CE) and size (0.53 L x 0.215 H x 0.30 W m). See
Rizakis 1998, 267, no. 277. The Olympia inscription therefore emerges as an oddity in the realm of early
imperial epigraphy.
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The inscription is incomplete, but enough remains to propose a reconstruction of the

text (figure 2.6). The reconstruction provided in the original publication reads:*

A more recent reexamination of the inscription by Hitzl attempts to supplement the missing
portions of the text (figure 2.7). The author provides the following translation:

The Eleans [erected and/or dedicated] the [temple] to

The Son of the God, Caesar Augustus, the rescuer

Of the Hellenes and of the whole inhabited earth.®
Since it was first published, the inscription has been associated with Augustus and the
Augustan renovations of the Metroon.®? Scholars thus interpret the inscription as evidence
that the Eleans renovated the temple and re-dedicated it, along with a colossal statue of
Augustus (see below), as a site of the imperial cult.®® A passage by Pausanias (V. 20.9),

which describes how the Metroon did not house an image of the Mother of the Gods, but

statues of Roman emperors, further supports this interpretation.?* The architrave inscription

8 Olympia V, no. 366.

8 Hitzl 1991, 23. Earlier translations are provided by Hermann 1972, 184; Stone 1985, 379-381. Hitzl argues
for two corrections to the reconstruction provided by Dittenberger and Purgold in Olympia V. First, he believes
the article twv should be omitted in order to have the first two lines agree in length; and second, he supplements
the word NAON as the last word in line four based on his belief that the Eleans were dedicating the newly
renovated Metroon to Augustus. He is supported by Queyrel 1991, 282-283. Moreover, the block is broken
into three pieces, with the right portion of the inscription missing. Dittengerger and Purgold argue that the
block extended an additional 0.35 m to the right. Hitzl believes that the block should actually be extended
further to the right since the left side has a margin of 0.35 m and one must assume that the inscription was
centered in the middle of the block.

8 Olympia V, no. 366; Hitzl 1991, 19-24.

8 For the motivation behind the involvement of the Eleans see Hitzl 1991, 106-108, who argues that their
dedication could have been simply to improve the reputation and economy of the sanctuary. Elsewhere Hitzl
1991, 107-108, proposes the possibility of two different donors. In this scenario, the Eleans renovated the
Metroon with their modest finances while a member of the imperial family or another wealthy patron financed
the colossal cult statue.

8 No further information is given by Pausanias so it remains unclear as to how, when, and why the original cult

statue was removed. Stone 1985, 381, 387, dates the displacement of the Mother of the Gods in the second half
of the first century CE based on his belief that the cult statue was removed by Nero during his visit to Olympia

41



is dated after 27 BCE since the inscription refers to the first emperor as XeBaotog, which was
a Greek synonym for Augustus. Moreover, it must date to within Augustus’ lifetime (i.e.
before 14 CE) since there is no reference to the emperor’s divinization.®®

The theory that the imperial cult was introduced into the Metroon in the Augustan age
remains problematic, however, in part because the issue of an imperial cult in Greece during
the Augustan period has been much discussed.®® Additionally, Pausanias does not indicate
which emperors were represented, so it is not certain when the earliest statue was installed.®’
The ancient author also does not specifically identify the building as a site of imperial

worship,® and there are other statues of Roman emperors erected within a temple that did not

in 68 CE. See Stone 1985, 387, notes 56 and 57, for the ancient literary sources that mention Nero’s looting of
Greek sanctuaries. Ddhn 1973, 82, no. 37-38, places the conversion of the Metroon in the reign of Claudius
based on his dating of the statues of Augustus and Claudius to this period. Trummer 1980, 32, dates the
inception of the imperial cult to the Flavian period, when Vespasian celebrated the restoration of the cult of
Claudius that Nero had abolished.

8 Hitzl 1991, 19-24. The author further states: “Die allgemeine politische Situation in Griechenland sowie die
noch zu besprechende Rekonstruktion der Kolossalstatue sprachen aber eher fiir die Jahre nach Actium.” Hitzl
is supported by Boschung 2002, 100-105. Stone 1985, 379-381, dates the inception of the cult to the reign of
Tiberius at the earliest since he claims that no evidence exists for a cult dedicated solely to Augustus in the
provinces during his lifetime. The author does not, however, explain what the evidence is for the reign of
Tiberius. Hitzl 1991, 24, note 219, 106-107, refutes Stone’s argument because he fails to differentiate
provincial and municipal imperial cults. Since the seat of the governor of the province of Achaea was in
Corinth, only there would a provincial imperial cult dedicated to both Augustus and Roma be required.

% Magie 1950, 470-471; Hanlein-Schafer 1985, 13-21, 80-87, 129, note 5; Hitzl 1991, 107, notes 624-625;
Kreikenbom 1992, 159, note 4; Spawforth 2012, 82-86. An example of the worship of Augustus during his
lifetime includes the monopteros on the Athenian Acropolis dedicated to Augustus and Roma between 27 and
18 BCE. The interior contents of the temple are not known; Thakur 2007, 111-112, believes the structure
housed bronze cult statues of Augustus and Roma. For a general discussion of the ambiguity of the emperor’s
divinity during his lifetime see Price 1984, 234-248; Clauss 1999; Peppel 2003. Cf. Spawforth 2012, 83-84,
who argues that “there is no shortage of evidence for Athenian notables welcoming the Augustan regime and
taking the lead in embracing the imperial cult as a public expression of their loyalty to Augustus and his house.”
See Schmalz 2009, 364, for the epigraphic evidence supporting Spawforth’s assertion.

8 It is important to note that Pausanias does not mention any statues of women in the Metroon.

8 |f the Metroon did serve as a site of imperial worship, it would be a rare example of a reference to an imperial
cult facility by Pausanias. Hitzl 1991, 119-122, Appendix |1, compiles all known references to such cultic
buildings by Pausanias; including the Metroon, the total is ten. These cults, three of which date to the time of
Augustus, typically occur in older, sacred buildings, which may support the view that the Metroon served as a
site of imperial worship in the Augustan period and in later dynasties as well.
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necessarily have cultic functions.®® Nonetheless, later comparanda are known,* and while
there are statues set up in temples that do not have cultic significance, H.G. Niemeyer has
demonstrated that in most temples in which imperial statues are found, the building served as

a site for the imperial cult.®*

Associated Sculpture

G. Treu first excavated the Metroon between 1878 and 1879.%? The sculptural
findings were published later in 1897.% Fragments of five different statues were found in the
foundations of the temple itself (figure 2.8), including the torso of a colossal headless statue

in Zeus type (figure 2.9),* a statue of Claudius in the guise of Zeus,* a portrait statue of

8 At Olympia itself, Pausanias mentions statues of Hadrian and Trajan in the Temple of Zeus (V.12.6-7) and
imperial statues in the Treasury of Cyrene (V1.19.10). Also see Hitzl 1991, 105.

% See Hitzl 2003, who discusses a Late Classical treasury house from the sanctuary of Apollo at Cyrene that
was converted into a site of imperial worship for Tiberius during his lifetime. Sculptural fragments from the
building suggest that a statue of Tiberius stood inside. The cult was maintained until at least the fourth century
CE.

° Niemeyer 1968, 30, argues that this is true as early as the Augustan period. Thus Hitzl 1991, 105, claims
there is no reason to doubt that the Metroon was renovated for the cult of Augustus and that the later imperial
statues also had cultic significance. For more on the imperial cult in the East in general see Harter-Uibopuu
2003, who looks at the impact of the cult on the koina of Greece; Kantiréa 2007, who focuses on imperial
worship specifically in the province of Achaea from the time of Augustus through the Flavian period; and Price
1984, and Witulski 2007, who discuss the imperial cult in Asia Minor. Fishwick’s 2002 study of the ruler cult
is also informative, although it focuses on the Western provinces. Similarly, Gradel’s 2002 study explores
emperor worship in Italy.

%2 For a general history of the German excavations at Olympia see Kyrieleis 2011, 14-18.
% Treu 1897, 232-235; 243-248; 255-258.

% Olympia Museum A 1100-A. The estimated total height is given by Treu 1897, 234. Also see Niemeyer
1968, 108, no. 97; Dahn 1973, 82, no. 37; Maderna 1988, 161-162, JS5; Hitzl 1991, 34-38, no. 1; Kreikenbom
1992, 158-159, 111.7; Rose 1997, 147-149, no. 80; Boschung 2002, 100-105, no. 33.1; Deppmeyer 2008, 39-44,
no. 12.

% Olympia Museum A 125. See Stuart 1938, 76, no. 31; Niemeyer 1968, 107, no. 96; Dahn 1973, 82, no. 38;
Gauer 1980, 205, no. 143; Hertel 1982, 284-285, no. 152; Maderna 1988, 158-160, JS3; Hitzl 1991, 38-43, no.
2; Rose 1997, 147-149, no. 80; Boschung 2002, 100-105, no. 33.2; Deppmeyer 2008, 39-44, no. 12. This statue
also carries the signatures of two artists, Philathenaios and Hegias, on the strut. See Olympia V, no. 642; Treu
1897, 244. On repairs to this statue in antiquity see Hitzl 1991, 122-123, Appendix I11.
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Titus (figure 2.10),% a headless female statue,”” and a fragment of a kneeling barbarian. The
latter was connected subsequently to a headless armored statue discovered to the south of the
bases of Zanes in 1879.% The find spots of the statues were relatively close to one another;
the colossal statue was found at the southern edge of the stylobate, near the statues of
Claudius and Titus.*® The kneeling barbarian and female statue were discovered in the
cella.'®

Among these five statues, three have been identified securely. The colossal, standing
statue was discovered in 1878 and initially identified by the excavators as Divus Augustus on
the basis of its size and divine pose; no one has challenged this interpretation."™* Also in
1878, the statues of Claudius and Titus were found in the south foundation walls of the
Metroon. Later, in 1879, portrait fragments of Claudius and Titus were discovered only a

few meters apart behind the Echo Hall, approximately sixty meters to the east of the

Metroon. These pieces, which joined the headless torsos from the Metroon, allowed two

% Olympia Museum A 126. See Daltrop, Hausmann, and Wegner 1966, 90; Niemeyer 1968, 94, no. 43;
Stemmer 1978, 33, 111.5; Gauer 1980, 206-207, no. 145; Hitzl 1991, 46-52, no. 4; Boschung 2002, 100-105, no.
33.2; Varner 2004, 247, no. 2.37; Deppmeyer 2008, 39-44, no. 12.

°7 Berlin Staatliche Museen, Pergamonmuseum SK 1400. See Hitzl 1991, 49-52, no. 5; Scholz 1992, 44;
Mikocki 1995, 189-190, no. 265; Filges 1997, 13-31, 241, no. 1; Boschung 2002, 100-105, no. 33.7,;
Alexandridis 2004, 176-177, no. 160; Deppmeyer 2008, 39-44, no. 12.

% Olympia Museum A 127. See Daltrop, Hausmann, and Wegner 1966, 103-104; Niemeyer 1968, 94, no. 42;
Stemmer 1978, 33, 111.4; Hitzl 1991, 52-55, no. 6; Boschung 2002, 100-105, no. 33.4; Deppmeyer 2008, 39-44,
no. 12.

% On the find spots of the statues see Hitzl 1991, 25-29.

100 Al the statues are in the Olympia Museum except for the headless female statue, which is in Berlin. See
Treu 1897, 232-235; 243-248; 255-258; Stone 1985, 378, note 7.

101 Trey 1897, 243-244. The possibility that it had been a representation of Zeus usually is excluded by the

testimony of Pausanias (V.20.9; V.25.1). Other fragments of the statue were found a year later in various
locations, allowing for almost a complete reconstruction except for the missing head.
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more statues to be identified securely.®* The remaining two statues of a female and an
armored male remain unidentifiable based on present evidence.

Two additional female statues found some distance from the Metroon have been
associated with the other sculptures on the basis of material, size, style, technique, and
because they seemed to be appropriate sculptural “pendants” for 