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ABSTRACT

APETAZ ENEKEN:
HONORS TO ROMANS AND ITALIANS IN GREECE

FROM 260 TO 27 B.C.
By

Martha Joanna Payne

From the mid-third century B.C. to 27 B.C. Romans and ltalians were
involved in Greek affairs as magistrates or businessmen. This dissertation
examines the cultural and historical impact surrounding honors awarded
Romans and Italians in Greece and the islands. The honors were: statues.
awards of proxeny status, crowns. honorific titles and certain cult honors,
l.e.. festivais, and ailtars. The bulk of the material is epigraphical. taken
from decrees and statue base inscriptions. Lists |-V, in the Appendix.
catalogue this evidence: List | —~ Grants of Statues to Romans and Itallans
(246 total): List V — Roman and Italian Proxenol (total of 62); Lists |I-IV
provide Information from statue base inscriptions: List 1| -~ Honorific Titles:
List Il - Specific Motives: List IV - Artist Signatures.

Chapter One studies the form. content and geographic location of
statue base inscriptions. The Inscriptions indicate that Greeks adopted
both the Roman system for recording names and occasionally the Roman
practice of recording an honoree’s religious offices. A change in the
geographic concentration of honorific statues in the first century suggests
that powerful Roman leaders wished to signal Roman domination over
Greece by having statues erected in sanctuaries less connected to
Greeces past glory than Delphi or Olympla. The increase of statues in

Athens indicates the citys final recognition of Rome as a world leader.



Chapter Two concerns the relationship of proxeny, patronage. honorific
tittes and cult honors. The Greeks made Romans proxenol and recorded
them as patrons on statue base inscriptions. While most of the proxenoil
were clvilians, all of the patrons were magistrates. Proxeny status had
littte meaning for Roman magistrates, but for Itallan civillans living in
Greece the status was probably useful. Greeks may not have quickly
understood the obligations required of them by their Roman patrons.
Honorific titles and cult honors awarded to Roman magistrates were
important factors in developing the concept of the Roman Emperor as
universal benefactor, savior and god.

In an attempt to discover the reasons for the awards of statues and
proxenies, chapters Three through Five present the historic events
surrounding the awards. While some awards were given in gratitude for
actions on the grantors behalf. others. were given in gratitude for

donations to a god, or to flatter someone visiting the area.
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INTRODUCTION

This study discusses literary and inscriptional evidence for honors
awarded to Romans and ltalians on mainland Greece and the islands. The
material spans a period from the beginning of Roman Iinvolvement in
Greece to the incorporation of Greece into the Roman Empire. ¢. 260 to
27 B.C. The honors are statues. proxeny status. crowns. honorific titles,
and games.

During the period in question. the Roman and Italian status in Greece
evolved from that of visitor to ruler. The Greek response to the presence
of these foreigners varied according as Roman/ltalian actions corresponded
with individual Interests. Since the ancient historian's view of these attitude
fluctuations was often limited to recording political events, honorific
inscriptions are useful for broadening the picture. These Iinscriptions
Indicate that the Roman/italian presence not only affected Greece poilitically
and economically but even penetrated the fabric of Greek culture. While
the honors awarded Romans and Italians were traditional Greek honors. the
epigraphic evidence discloses certain changes of text and content in
honorific inscriptions which reflect the growth of Roman/italian influence in
Greece. The purpose of this study is to identify these changes and to
evaluate them within their historical context as indicators of the
Roman/Italian Impact on Greek life.

Previous authors have treated honors to Romans and Italians in
Greece either by discussing them as individual honors or by using them
as evidence for history, but none has examined the honors as an entire

body within the historical context. Since there are so many honors and



2
since they are inter-connected. the study of the honors as a whole and
their relationships to each other and to the history of the era was merited.
Despite my individual emphasis. the works of five authors have provided
especially useful guide lines for the present study.

An early thorough article by M.K. Welsh!l discusses the history of
honorific statues in Greece although a catalogue would have enhanced the
work. Welsh distinguishes between public and private statues. and further
differentiates between public statues of individuals dedicated to gods and
those public statues not dedicated to goas.2 By her definition, the only
true honorific statues were those which had been publicly donated and had
no dedication to a divinity. However, she does not consider the public
statues in Athens without dedications to gods yet placed in sacred areas.
These were statues erected on the Athenian Acropolis or in the Athenian

Agora,3

which may have had some general dedicatory intent. Because
Welsh's distinction seems to be inadequate. her criteria for distinguishing
honorific statues are not followed in the present study. The many statues
of Romans which were public donations with dedications to the gods. and
the many from private donors. in this study are all considered honorary.
Those statues., either publicly or privately donated. which were dedicated to
the gods have been identified in Chapter |, "Dedications to the Gods".
Those statues erected by private individuals, with or without dedication to
the gods. are discussed in Chapter I, "Donors - Private”.

In another important work, Giinther Gerlach? systematically examines
all honorific Inscriptions from the time of their earliest appearance on to

the Imperial period. He studies the development of the form of the

Iinscriptions by discussing the names of donor and honoree and the



3
standard formulae for the motives. But many more inscriptions have been
unearthed since his study was published in 1908, and a revision including
these recent inscriptions is in order.

Two collections of statue base inscriptions for Romans have been
made. but one limited the area of study to Asia Minor. and the other
limited the time to the period after 146 B.C. and the area of study to
Macedonia. Klaus Tuchelt has assembled inscriptions from statue bases of
Roman magistrates in Asia Minor during a period covering the Republic

and the age of Augustus.5

His thorough work provides a catalogue of
statue base inscriptions arranged according to location and serially
numbered within each location. Tuchelt reproduces the text of the
inscriptions. offers some restorations, and gives the measurements of the
stones which make up the bases. In an Appendix he provides a useful
chronological list citing the main points in the inscriptions, e.g.. honoree.
donor, official title, honorific title, and motive. His list was a partial model
for the Lists complied in the present study.

Tuchelt treats the form of the texts, and the types of recipients.
That discussion and Gerlach’s influenced my section on form and content.
Tucheit also describes types of statue bases and statues, an analysis
which is not within the scope of the present examination. Tuchelt
considers honorific tities and cult honors, but he does not discuss the
proxeny status. A study of Romans awarded proxeny in Asia Minor and
the comparison of the honors awarded Romans in Asia Minor and Greece
would be an interesting study in the future.

Th. Sarikakis has compiled a catalogue of Roman magistrates of the

province of Macedonla.6 By limiting his work to that area he necessarily



4
begins the study at 146 B.C. Sarikakis organizes his material by
separating the magistrates according to office. e.g. proconsul, propraetor.
In addition. he includes a section for incerti. Sarikakis cites statue base
inscriptions and literary references for most of the entries in his catalogue.
Although the author cannot make full citations in every case. the work as
a whole is useful as a source of reference. Sarikakis also summarizes
known historical evidence. referring to the epigraphical and literary works
cited for each individual.

For a detailed examination of Greek views of the Romans. primarily
from the historical point of view, Bettie Forte's work is valuable.” She
cites primary (including inscriptional) and secondary sources within
parameters from the beginning of Roman involvement in Greece to the
close of the Severan period. While Forte's work is a useful historical
survey, occasional inaccuracies appear in epigraphical citations.8

My extensive debts to other authors will become apparent in the
endnote citations and in the Bibliography at the end of the text. Where
pertinent, the Bibiiography will be annotated.

The most frequently given honor., to judge from the avallable
evidence., was the honorific statue.? Since all but two of these statues
have disappeared., we know of their existence only from literary testimony
and from their extant bases. Literary testimony concerning statues
occasionally reports the events leading up to the awarding of a statue. and
thus explains why the award was glven.]o However, as welcome as
literary testimony Is. it differs in kind from the information provided by an
inscription on a statue base. Such inscriptions record varied data: the

donor and recipient of a statue. any appropriate military and honorific titles
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bf the honoree. sometimes the name of the sculptor, and often a
dedication to the gods. But the reasons for erecting the statues. the
motives, are usually given only in brief formulae such as might have
appeared in the decree awarding the statue. e.g.. dpet('_ic Evekev , rather
than in the detail possible in literature.!! A substantial body of modern
literature attempts to determine possibie motives. Since there are only 6
literary references to honorific statues of Romans or Iitalians in Greece. but
246 statue base inscriptions, the inscriptions provide the main source for
this study.

Inscriptions are also the prime source of information for the other
honors. Honorific titles. as recorded on statue base inscriptions and in
proxeny decrees, were the next most frequent award after statues (119
awards). The award of proxeny (62 awards), Is known from proxeny
decrees. Crowns were awarded both In proxeny decrees (7 awards). and
in separate honorific decrees (7 awards). Both Inscriptions and literary
evidence provide the information for honorific games.

Because honorific statue base inscriptions are abundant. the evidence
which they provide comprises the major part of this study. The texts have
in most cases been adequately edited. and | have not re-edited them. An
appendix provides a full list of Roman and Italian recipients of statues
known from statue base inscriptions (List i), and a list of Roman and
italian proxeny recipients (List V). Other lists (List Il = Honorific Titles:
List Il - Specific Motives; List IV - Artist Signatures) in the appendix give
types of information ascertained from the statue base inscriptions. A
reference number to the comprehensive List | is cited with each entry.

Throughout this study, | have transcribed into Latin characters both Roman
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names and many Greek words from the inscriptions. To save space. |
have adopted the Roman convention of abbreviating Roman names even
though they are not abbreviated in the Greek. The transiations of the
donors in the Lists are my own. Through square brackets | have
indicated major restorations in the inscriptions, i.e. three or more letters
missing. those interested in the minor texts restorations. i.e.. one or two
missing letters, should consuit the originals. Brackets around English
words which are translations of the donors. indicate that these are
restorations in the Greek original.

The material has been divided into four periods: Period |1 260-200
B.C.. Period Il: 200-146 B.C.. Period Ill: 146-88 B.C., Period IV: 88-27 B.C.
Few honors appear in Period |I. so that period has no subdivisions. For
the other periods in which significantly more honors were awarded the
following scheme has been devised: Periods li. IV = chronological
arrangement of honors: Period Ill - division according to whether statues
were public or private donations. A summary of the historical events
occurring when each honor was awarded introduces each Period and,
where needed. Its subdivisions.

Within each Period most honorees have been entered chronologically
according to List I, which Is printed in bold-tace. and pertinent notations

for the other Lists are placed below the List | entry, e.g.

List 1.5 Gytheon: 195 T. [T.¢f) Quinctius].
Aristainos (Flamininus)
List 1.1 soter

S ome honorees received the proxeny only, and the more important proxeny
recipients are given a main entry within the discussion of statue recipients.

a8Mag are entered according to List V, which is printed in bold-face. Less
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important proxeny recipients are discussed together either at the end of a
Period subdivision or at the end of a whole Period. Following each List
entry Is a discussion of specific historical events involving the honoree and
speculation as to why the award(s) were given. Where appropriate,
citations are grouped according to the following categories: honoree with
multiple awards: kinship: profession: honorees on the same mission. Ali

dates are B.C. unless otherwise noted.
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T M.K. welsh, "Honorary Statues In Ancient Greece.,” BCH 11 (1904-
1905) 32-49.

2 \bid.. pp.33f.

3 Several statues of Romans were erected on the Acropolis which
was a sacred area: List 1.41, 51, 120, 159, 177, 181, 182, 211, 221, 244.
Several were also erected in the Athenian Agora: List 1.102, 113, 118, 121,
128. 193, 211, 225, 233. The Agora was a sacred area delimited by
boundary stones and lustral basins (perirrhanteria) which indicated that
certain profane activities were prohibited. On the Agora cf. R.E. Wycherly.
The Stones of Athens (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
1978). p. 33.

4 Gunther Gerlach. Griechische Ehreninschriften (Halle. a.S.: Verlag
von Max Niemeyer, 1908).

5 Kiaus Tuchelt, Frihe Denkmdier Roms In_Kieinasien, Teil I, Rom
und Promagistrate. Istanbuler Mitteilungen, Beiheft 13, 1979.

6 Th. sarikakis. ‘PupaloL dpxovtec Tiic énapxlac Makedovlac Mépog A’

"And tiic Ldpuotwc tii¢ Enapxlac UEXpL TWV XPOVWv TOu UyouoTtou
(138-27 n.X.) Thessalonike., 1971.

7 Bettie Forte. Rome and the Romans as the Greeks Saw Them.
Papers and Monographs of the American Academy in Rome, vol. 24, 1972.

8 Ibig.. p. 77. n. 116, Forte names Metellus Macedonicus as the
honoree of gl_c_ia 631 (D 1604bis) = List 1.35. The honoree was actually
L. Caecilius Q.f. Metellus Calvus. On the same page. same footnote., Forte
states that a statue of Mummius with the ten members of the Senate
commission (SI_G3 676 10 319 = List 1.28) was granted by the Elaeans.
Elaea was a Roman naval base In Epirus. The donor of the inscription
was 'H MOALC TGV "HAWBV , the city of Elis. located near Olympia. which
donated several other statues of Romans in Olympia (List 1.20. 54, 55,
179).

On pp. 105f., n. 30, Forte states that the honoree of SIG3 700 was
Q. Antonius. The honoree was actually M. Annius.

9 In modern Greece. the erection of statues or busts of famous
modern Greek political or literary figures is still a popular practice. In
front of the Old Palace in Athens Is a lively equestrian statue of the hero
Th. Kolokotronis (1770-1843). A copy of the same statue and one of J.
Kapodistrias (1776-1831), the first president of Greece after liberation from
Turkish rule, can be seen in Nauplion. (Stuart Rossiter, The Blue QGuide to
Greece. 4th edn. [Benn: London, 1981]., p. 272). Herakieion boasts a
statue of the former prime minster of Greece (early 20th century) E.
Venezelos. a native of Crete. The city also displays busts of the painter
El Greco and the poet Katzanzakis.
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10 ¢, Chapter Ill, for a literary notice of a statue of A. Postumius
Albinus: Chapter V for literary notices concerning statues of Lucullus,
Atticus. Brutus and Cassius.

1 ct. Chapter |, "Motives.”



Chapter |

Honorary Statue Base Inscriptions:
Form. Content, and Geographic Location

Introduction

Several types of honorary statues are found in the Greek world.
They fall into the following categories: statues in sanctuaries for victors of
Pan-hellenic games, statues in sanctuaries dedicated to divinities, statues In
public places donated by public bodies. and statues in public or private
places donated by Individuals. With these statues Greeks honored not only
other Greeks but aiso foreigners, including Romans and Itallans. Most of
the statues to Romans and lItalilans were public donations, some were
private, but none were for victors In games.'l While few statues of
Romans and ltalians are now extant, the inscriptions from many statue
bases remain, and they provide valuable information about the statue
donors and recipients. This chapter discusses both the origin of honorary
statues and the form, content and geographic locations of the dedicatory

Inscriptions found on the bases of statues honoring Romans and lItailans.

I. History of Honorific Statues

Originally, Greeks considered statues prerogatives of the gods and
did not create statues honoring men lest angry gods mete out punishment
for man's presumption and M? Consequently, the earliest known
statues were cult statues. When the Greeks began to erect statues of
individuals In the seventh century B.C., they placed them in sanctuaries,
often dedicating them to the gods as a means to prevent divine wrath.

The earliest known statues of iIndividuals were kouroi and koral. The

10
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kourol were statues of standing. nude youths used either as votive

offerin933 or as grave monuments.4

Korai were statues of standing.
draped women dedicated to femaie divinities.®

There are several early examples of statues representing and honoring
specific humans in sanctuaries. One example (beginning of the sixth
century B.C) is the pair of statues of Kleobis and Biton at Deiphi. The
Argives set up these statues to honor the young men posthumously for a
pious deed.® statues of living men were also found In sanctuaries. At
Delphi from the fifth century B.C. there was a statue group of Argive
heroes and one of Lacedaemonian generals.7 These statues honor their
human models., but they are also votive offerings and as such revere the
divinity as much as they honor the individual.8

The earliest public statues of humans not in sanctuaries were in
Athens. They honored posthumously the tyrannicides. Harmodius and
Aristogeiton. The Athenians erected the statues in the Agora in 510 and
replaced them In 477. In addition, the Athenians accorded these men cult
worship. So great was the reverence for Harmodius and Aristogeiton that
for many years it was strictly forbidden to place other statues next to their

statues.9

in the fifth century the grant of a public statue was so rare
and great an honor that, to our knowledge. it was granted only once.'0
The recipients were Kimon and his colleagues. who had conquered the
Persians at the Strymon River (476-5 B.C.). The Athenians restricted the
honor. however, because the statues were herms rather than full-sized
statues. and the honorees were not allowed to have their names inscribed

11

on the bases. Not untili the fourth century did the next known statue

appear; it was a statue of Konon erected in the Agora of Athens. This
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was the first truly honorific statue because it was a full-sized statue set
up while Konon was still Ilving.'|2 In the fourth century and later, publicly
sanctioned statues became frequent, as Athenians honored generais.
statesmen, playwrights, and eminent foreigners with public statues.'3  Thus.
by the time the Romans appeared in Greece. the practice of setting up

honorific statues of living men was an established tradition.

Il. Honorific Statue Base Inscriptions to Romans and ltalians

From the beginning of the second century to 27 B.C. there were at
least 246 statues In Greece erected to honor Romans (or ltalians). Like
other things made of bronze or marble. 4 they were usually turned Into
weapons or masonry: only two of the marble statues remain.'® How are
we so well informed about these moulded or graven men (and women)
from that bygone day? We know about them from Iinscriptions carved onto
statue bases or plaques - minor monuments which speak like tombstones.

telling of figures long since perished.

A. Form
1. The Donors Name

Honorary Inscriptions engraved on statue bases were necessarily brief.
Usually nothing more was provided than the name of the body granting the
honor, and the name of the honoree, accompanied by his official title and
often an honorary title. Also included in many inscriptions were reasons
for granting the honor (hereafter called the "motives®), sometimes a
dedication to a god or gods, and occaslonally the signature of the artist

who created the statue. Although not every element appears in each
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inscription, the following inscription to C. Julius Caesar dated to 48 B.C.
provides a good exampie of the developed form.

IGR IV 928, Chios = List 1.192

'H BouAh kat O dfiuog
lFalov "IoGAtov Falou uldv Kaloapa
tov dpxiepéa kal alvtokpdtopa
kal Onatov td Seltepov

5 tdv narpwva thic néAewg dpetiic Evekev
feotc.

The forms of both privately and publicly dedicated inscriptions were
approximately the same. The main difference lay in the position of the
dedicators name in the text. All but four public dedications placed the
name of the donor before that of the honoree. as in the case of the
Inscription to Jullus Caesar noted above. However, the inhabitants in three
areas placed the public donors name at the end of the inscription, (List
.13, 127 - Polyrrhenia, Crete; 1.46 - Europos, Macedonia) and one pilaced
It just after the name of the honoree. (List 1.156 - Beroia). Most private
inscriptions, (32 out of 45) positioned the name of the grantor directly
after that of the honoree.'® but this was not a uniform practice, (13 out
of 45.17 From this evidence one concludes that. at least for Roman/
Itallan honorees. a loose convention existed in Greece whereby public
Inscriptions recorded the donors name first and private inscriptions

recorded the honoree’s name first.

2. The Name of the Honoree

The name and title of the honoree could appear in the nominative,
the accusative, or the dative case. All but 29 of the 246 Iinscriptions
recorded the granting body In the nominative, the name for the honoree in

the accusative, with the verb of honoring understood.'® In the few Greek
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inscriptions in which the name of the honoree appeared in the nominative
(List 1.14, 29, 90, 202), neither the honoring body nor the motive for the
award was noted. e.g.: List 1.14 (G 112 4099)

A¢xuoc Kogoltiog/ MomAlou/ "Puwualog.

Roman honorary inscriptions used nominative and dative cases for the
name of the honoree more frequently than did Greek ones.'9 An example
using the nominative is CIL | 538 from Aquileia dated 179 B.C.. "L. Manlius
L.f./ Aicidinus Triv. vir/ Aquilelae coloniae/ deducendae.” An example using
the dative is CIL 12 724 from Alba Fucentis: "L. Cornelio L.f. Sui[lae]}/
Felic{ei] dictato[ri]/ publice statuta.” For those instances in Greece where
the name of a Roman was recorded in either nominative or dative. It is
possible that the honoree requested the Roman format. However, in
some instances the dative case may have been chosen for another reason.
The dative case indicates that the statue was dedicated to the honoree.
Hence. the choice of this case may have been intended to show the
honoree special deference.

Several Inscriptions cite the name of the honoree in the dative case.
These are the inscriptions to C. Valerius Triarius, Q. Caecllius Metellus,
Pompey, Caesar and M. Titius (List 1.123-125, 129, 136-149, 195-196, 228).
The inscriptions to Metellus and Titius were dedicated by lItalian or Roman
traders living in Greece and were written in Latin: the other inscriptions
were from Greeks and were written in Greek.

None of the three inscriptions to C. Valerius Triarius which give his
name Iin the dative case (List 1.123-125) Is on a statue base. Two (List
I1.124, 125) are on bases which had no statues and were therefore

honorific markers rather than honorific statue bases. The third (List 1.123)
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was inscribed on a Doric temple architrave built into the defensive wall
Triarius had constructed on Delos (ct. Chapter V). The architrave had
been reused for the dedicatory inscription. In all three instances the
inscriptions serve a double purpose, both as building inscriptions and as
dedications honoring the leader of the project. Dedicating the construction
to the bullder rather than to a god was an honor corresponding to giving
Triarius the heroic titte soter. a title the Athenians gave him on a statue
base inscription in Delos (List 1.126).20

Pompey had several honorific inscriptions in Mytilene (List 1.136-150).
All but one (List 1.150) recorded his name in the dative. The peopie of
Mytilene esteemed Pompey highly, as we know both from the quantity of
inscriptions in his honor and from the fact that they gave him the

honorific titles Savior, Benefactor and Founder (soter, euergetes, ktistes).‘?]

Indeed. two of the inscriptions are on altars (List 1.137, 146), the citizens
may have worshipped Pompey as a hero. (See Chapter V for details on
Pompeys actions.)

The Inscriptions for Caesar with his name in the dative aiso come
from Mytllene (List 1.195, 196). One of these inscriptions Is also on an
altar (List 1.195), which may Indicate that the peopie of Mytilene considered
themselves nearly as indebted to Caesar as to Pompey. Pompey had
restored the citys freedom, but Caesar spared the city from destruction
even though it had openly supported his opponent. Pompey. in the Civil
War. Hence the city had good reason to worship Caesar almost as
zealously as it worshipped l'-"ompey.22

Greek honorific statue base Inscriptions usually followed the Roman

practice of recording the honoree’s tria_nomina and patronymic: (fathers
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name) - praenomen = first name. nomen = second name, cognomen =
last name. Of course the tria nomina would not be pertinent for Romans
with only two names: Q. Coponius, List 1.22; L. Mummius, List 1.28, 29,
30. Sex. Pompeius. List 1.47). An example of the full Roman name is:
Gaius Julius Gaii filius Caesar. However, the names recorded by the
Greeks did not always follow Roman practices. First, while Romans
commonly abbreviated their praenomina and patronymics. e.g.. C. Julius C.f.
Caesar. Greeks recorded these names in full: Fatoc 'IoGAtoc Fatou uldg 23

Second. when the patronymic was given,24 it was sometimes indicated
by the Greek method of putting the fathers name in the genitive but
without a word meaning *son"23 Titoc Tltou, or sometimes by the Roman
method of putting the fathers name in the genitive plus uléc - "son": Tltoc T(-
Tou Uléc.26 While the Greek practice occurred throughout the second
century, it predominated only in the early years (cf. List 1.1-5. 14, 17-20,
23-26 passim). By the end of the second century, the Roman method had
become standard (cf. List 1.43 passim). Since Roman Influence in Greece
had greatly increased in the second century, the Greeks may have wished
to please the representatives of the new power by following Roman
convention. Greeks used this form only for Roman citizens, however. and
continued to use their own method when honoring citizens of Greek
heritage. (cf. IG 12 3799, 128-9 A.D. - "Acudov 'Zfivuvog Zteipléa but
IG 1II° 3800, 128-9 A.D. - Kolvtov Moumnlov Kovivtou uldv KoAAelvg
Kan(twva.

Third. the eariiest inscriptions placed the patronymic after the
praenomen, and before the nomen (cf. List 1.1, 2, 4, 5§, 12 - all to

Flamininus: e.g. List 1.1 T{tov Tltou Kol[vyk]tiov = Titus. son of Titus,
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Quinctius: the Roman format would have been T. Quincius T.f) and some
proxeny decrees show the same kind of arrangement (List V.1, 21.c.d, 28.
31, 38). However. the Roman custom of placing the patronymic after the
nomen was quickly adopted and continued throughout antiquity (cf. List 1.9,
10 - M. Acilius; 1.11 - Flamininus).27

Fourth, the earliest inscriptions do not record the honoree's cognomen
even If the honoree had one. The inscriptions neither for Flamininus nor
for Glabrio record cognomina. But later. recording all three names, if
applicable, became standard.

These last two practices illustrate that the Greeks did not at first
properly understand the Roman tria nomina. Greek names consisted of
three parts: name, patronymic. ethnic or deme. e.g. Agasias Menophilou.
Ephesian. The indicator of personal individuality was the first name.28 At
first, the Greeks recorded Roman names in the Greek manner as can be
seen in instances where the patronymic fell directly after the praenomen,
and the cognomen was omitted. In some inscriptions Greeks recorded
only the Roman praenomen, as in List 1.7, 8, in the dedications at Delos
(D 442B I. 85 Aelkou... Pwualou; Tltou.. Pwpaléu). and in Plutarch's
Life_of Titus. where Flamininus is referred to throughout as "Titus”.
However, for honorific statue base inscriptions, the Roman preference for
all three names quickly prevailed. The Roman convention may have been
adopted at first because Roman honorees had requested this form. Later,
with the increase of Roman power and influence in Greece, out of
deference to the representatives of Roman power, Greeks followed the
Roman format.

Roman influence on the form of statue base inscriptions can also be
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seen in inscriptions on which the name of the grandfather is indicated
along with the patronymic (List 1.100, 224). List 1.106 is especially
instructive, for it is a bilingual inscription on which the grandfathers name

was recorded in the Latin version but not in the Greek:
[C. Fabiulm C.f. Q.n. Hadrianum
Falov 048 [ov] Falou uldv "Adpravdv.

B. Content
1. Donors
a. Public

Statue base inscriptions provide some insight into the composition of
the population of Greece during the time period in question since they
Indicate the presence of foreign residents. The statues were donated by
public bodies and private citizens. but. as we shall see. some of the
donors were foreigners rather than Greeks. Most honorary statues to
Romans in Greece (2_01 out of 246 or 82%) were from public donors. from
towns or leagues. A town awarded statues. either in the name of the
townspeople. the demos. (103 out of 246 or 42%).29 or In the name of
the town itself, the polis. (22 out of 246 or 10%).30 Presumably, the
distinction between demos and polis was merely a matter of preferred
nomenclature since the polis represented the people (demos) of the town.
Certain towns regularly used demos (e.g., Cos - List I.1; Athens. - List L1,
102, 108, 113, passim. Samos - List 1.153, 161-166. Oropos - List 1.170,
198, 212), whereas others used polis (e.g.. Polyrrhenia - List 1.13. 126
Delphi - List 1.9, 11, 47: Elis - List 1.20, 28, 54, 55). Rarely did public
bodies stop using one term and begin to use another. In one late

instance (46 B.C.) at Olympia, Elis offered a statue in the name of the
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demos (List 1.199) instead of its more usual term polis.

Occasionally, more than one public body of a town jointly granted
statues. for example, the demos and boule at Samothrace, Chios and
Megara (List I. 155, 192, 232). In the period after Sulla, Athens presented
statues either In the name of the demos. as she had previously, or in the
name of the boule of the Areopagus (List 1.218) "H Bouhh ' &[E] "Apfiou Ndvoo
. or in the name of demos and the boule from the Areopagus (List 1.120,
1690 Bfiuoc kal 1| Bouhd €% "Apeloulidyoy, sometimes also Including the
boule of 600 (List 1.159). Including the Areopagus in these inscriptions no
doubt reflected the change in the Athenian constitution brought about by
Sulla. who restored the Areopagus to a position of power.al

Public bodies other than cities also awarded statues to Romans.
Leagues (koina) made fifteen known grants. The majority of these are at
Delphi, with dedications from the following leagues: List .10, 158 -
Amphictyonic: 122, 33 - Phocian: 1.32 - an unknown league; 1.95 -
?Ainian. At Olympia, the Achaean League made dedications both by itself
(List 1.17. 117) and In conjunction with Roman settlers (List 1.62, 63).
There are separate dedications at Larissa from the Thessalian and
Athamanian Leagues (List 1.3, 92), while at Hypata are found those from
the Ainlan League (List 1.27, 94). A dedication from a league of several
peoples - Boetians, Euboeans. Locrians, Phocians and Dorians (List 1.225)
- Is found at Athens.

The league dedications give some insight into Roman influence in
Greece. Although most of the dedications were granted by traditional
Greek leagues. two were granted by such leagues combined with other

peoples. At Olympia a new league. the League of Achaeans and Romans
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settiers (TO koivdv tdv 'Axaidv kal "Pupalwv tdv évyatolvrwv)
presented statues to Cn. Egnatius and his son (List 1.62, 63 - 100-70
B.C). Apparently, the group of Romans settied in the area was large
enough to make the Achaeans take note of it and include It in the
League. No longer as powerful as they had been in the second century,
the Achaeans may have been pleased to add the Roman settiers to their
ranks In hopes of attracting favorable attention from Rome.

Another league of combined peoples which appeared in Athens c. 34-
33 granted a statue to M. Junius M.f. Silanus (List 1.225). Previously the
members of this league had constituted their own individual leagues and
had placed honorific statues in those sanctuaries which were the sacred
seats of their leagues - as the Phocians had done at Deiphi (List 1.33).
Athens may have been the seat of the combined league because it was
centrally located for all the groups represented. Athens was a city Rome
had long respected and was thus a natural center for the League from the
Roman point of view. Combining the individual groups to form one league
may have occurred on Romes orders. Perhaps Rome was trying to
consolidate various political elements in Greece even before making Greece
a province. It was easier for Rome to work with a leader of a united
body In a central location than with several leaders in several locations.32

In other parts of Greece various Greek public bodies other than
leagues combined with Roman settlers in an area to award honorific
statues. At Beroia. the Berolans and Roman settlers erected a statue to
Calpurnius Piso (List 1.156). At Olympia., (second haif of the first century
B.C). the polls of Elis and Roman settlers awarded a statue to P. Alfius

Primus (List 1.179). In Delos, c. 84-80. the people of Athens and the
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Iltalians and Greeks trading in the isiland granted a statue to Lucullus (List
1.106).

The statue base inscriptions on the Greek mainiand dedicated by
Greeks and Romans testify to a continuation on mainiand Greece of a
settiement pattern already established on Delos. Romans/Italians living on
Delos co-operated with Greeks in joint projects yet retained their identities
as distinct nationalities (cf. Chapter V). This can be seen in the
identification of each group in Delian statue base inscriptions, (e.g.. List
1.106). Likewise, the Romans/italians who settied in Beroia and Elis
retained their national identities and occasionally joined with the Greeks to
erect a statue. From these inscriptions we cannot not know if the
separation of nationalities also indicates that the Romans/italilans had
Iindependent political structures in their new homes. Undoubtedly, there
was some intermarriage between the two groups, but full political and
cultural blending probably did not occur until the Empire.

Some inscriptions cite the people who gave the award but name no
specific public body. This is the case for the following: Hyampolitans
(Hyampolis, List 1.25), Delians (Delos, List 1.82, 86). Oropians (Oropos. List
1.100), Beroians and Roman settlers (Beroia. List 1.156), and Demetrians
(Demetrias. List 1.160). The reason for the lack of public bodies

authorizing the statues in these Instances is unknown.

b. Private
There were many private donations of statues to Romans. coming from
either individuals, groups of people. or corporations. Some of the

individuals who donated statues (Aristainos, Praylos and King Antiochus ViiD
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in the second century were wealthy political leaders. Both Aristainos and
Praylos erected statues of Flamininus (List 1.4, 12). Aristainos was
strategos of the Achaeans in 196-532 and Praylos was strategos of the
Thessalians in 189.34 Aithough both men set up the statues in their own
names. the reasons given for the statues reflect their political influence
since they also record gratitude on behalf of public bodies (Praylos, on
behalf of the city of Scotussa.3® and Aristainos on behalf of the

Achaeans36).

King Antiochos Vil was the ruler of an entire country and
had plentiful resources for such projects (1.42),

Two other private donations on the Greek mainland are of interest:
the donations from Damon of Thessalonike (List 1.34) and Chrysothemis of
Athens (List 1.157). Damon erected a statue to Q. Caecilius Metellus. The
reason for granting the statue as stated on the statue base inscription was
"because Metellus had been kind to him (Damon) and to his fatheriand.

and to the other Macedonians and other Greeks.'37

Damon was
undoubtedly wealthy since he erected a statue. His expression of thanks
to Metellus on behalf of so many others may indicate that he was a
political leader in Thessalonike with whom Metellus had had some contact.
The statue given by Chrysothemis (List 1.157) is interesting in two
ways. First, it is the only example of a statue given by a woman to a
Roman. The statue honored Cicero’s friend, T. Pomponius Atticus (cited in
the Inscription as Q. Caecillus Pomponianus Atticus — the name he took
after he was adopted by his uncle), whose philosophy teacher, Phaidrus,

was the father of Chrysothemis.a‘8

Second. according to Cornelius Nepos.
Athenians erected several statues to Atticus and his wife, Pilia, after they

left Athens:3% however. this inscription is the only archaeological testimony
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verifying Nepos’ statement.
Most private statue donations to Romans are on Delos. After Rome
made Delos a free port in 167, the island became a flourishing
commercial community populated by Greeks. peoples from the East, and

italians.40

From the statue base Inscriptions we know the names of many
individual Greeks statue donors cited as friends of the honorees. but
without information concerning their occupations. However, because of the
known commercial activity of Delos, it is safe to suggest that most of
these men were businessmen or traders., wealthy men who could afford the
expense of erecting statues.4!
Non-Greeks, i.e., ltalians or Romans permanently settied in the area,
sometimes honored Romans with statues. These donors were primarily
involved in commerce as bankers, money lenders, slave traders. or traders

42

in other commoaodities. On Delos they usually granted statues in

conjunction with Greeks and other foreign businessmen.43

Presumably the
expense of a statue prohibited these particular people from individually
underwriting statues.

Many Italians dedicated statues of Romans or feliow italian
businessmen in the Agora of the Italians, built for their gatherings at the
end of the second century B.C. The structure was an open-air
rectangular enclosure with rectangular or semi-circular niches for statues
built into the walls. 44 Among the men honored were: List 1.52 - C.Cluvius,
1.59 - C. Ofellius, 1.79 - C. Marius, 1.90 - Pompeius Rufus, 1.91 -
Munatius Plancus, 1.L103 - A. and P. Gabinius (Fig. .45

Italian traders were aiso established In the Northern Peloponnesos at

Aigion and Argos. Aigion had an Italian population at the beginning of
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the first century."'6 However, lItalians did not settie in Argos until after the
sack of Delos in 69. when they emigrated from Delos and continued their
commercial activity in Argos.“7 ltailans In these areas set up three known
statues to Romans. Two of the inscriptions were written in Latin (List
L1156 - Algion; 129 - Argos). one in both Latin and Greek (List 1.131 -
Argos).

When Italians and Greeks dedicated statues jointly, the language of
the dedication was usually Greek (exceptions - List 1.91, 106).48 However,
statues dedicated by Italians alone tended to be in Latin (List 1.85, 115,
129, 228) although sometimes they were in both languages (List 1.79, 131).
The use of Latin instead of Greek In these Inscriptions indicates that
ltalians living in Delos tended to establish their own communities where
Latin was spoken."’8

Private corporations also awarded statues. As with the private
donations of individuals, most of the known corporation dedications are on
Delos. The Poselidoniasts of Berytus made two dedications, one to the
banker M. Minatius Sex.f. (List 1.36 - Delos) who may have been one of
their members. and the other to a commander. Cn. Octavius (List .87 -
Delos). A corporation organized in Pompeys honor, the Pompeiasts,
granted a statue In conjunction with the demos of Athens to Pompey the
Great (List 1.133 - Delos). At Delphi, the Dionysian technital of Isthmia
and Nemea granted a statue to P. Cornelius Lentulus (List 1.39).

Three statues dedicated to C. Valerius Triarius were from private
sources. They were from groups of sallors from Asia Minor who had
helped him build a defensive wall around Delos after the pirate raid of 69

B.C. (List 1.123 - Smyrniots: 124, 125 - Milesians).
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In summary, statues for Romans in Greece came from various
sources. All the donors except one (List 1.1567) were men. The majority of

donations were from public bodies. demaos. polis or koinon. While there

were a few private donations from individuals in the second century there
were many in the first century. Of these the majority have been found on
Delos. many from wealthy traders or businessmen., both Greek and Italian.

The appearance of Roman/italian resident donors suggests the beginning
of an international community in Greece which would continue to grow

after the establishment of the Roman Empire.

2. Recipients
a. Military Personnel

Roughly 75% of the Roman/ltalian statue reciplents were men who
were In Greece as army commanders and magistrates. This percentage is
not surprising considering the extent of Roman military involvement in
Greece during the period under consideration. Many of these statue
recipients had their magisterial tities recorded on the inscriptions labeling
the statues. cf. Table 1.
TABLE 1: RANKS OF ROMANS GRANTED STATUES

(Names of those men are cited who have multiple occurences of the same
title, or more than one titie)

Title Honoree Quantity List | Number
1. Strategos 15 citations for
Hypatos 10 men:
(consul) - Flamininus .1, 2, 6§
- Q@Glabrio 9, 10
- Mummius 28, 29, 30
- Other 17. 34, 35, 60, 64

66, 82.
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Title Honoree Quantity List | Number
2. Strategos 14 citations for
anthypatos 3 men:
(proconsub) - Q. Caecilius
Metellus 1.24, 25,
Minucius
Rufus 46, 47 -
Other 42, 44, 52, 67, 80, 83,
109.9, 158, 188.
3. Anthygatos49 1M 1.L109.2, 130. 153, 156.
(proconsul) 159, 201, 208, 209. 210.
233. 244.
4. Strategos 5 1.16. 19, 20, 32, 87.
(praetor)
5. Hypatos®? 8 citations for
(consul) 3 men:
P. Servilius
Isauricus 1.116
Caesar 1.190, 192, 193, 204,
205, 206.
Other 1.185.
6. Autokrator 42 citations for
(dictator) 12 men:
Sulla 1.96.
Lucullus 1.114.
P. Servilius
Isauricus 1.116.
Q. Caecllius
Metellus 1.L127, 128.
Pompey 1.L133, 135, 136. 137,
146, 147, 148, 150, 151,
152.
Caesar 1.189, 190. 191, 192,
: 1.193, 196, 197. 200,
202, 203, 205. 206.
Octavian 1.234, 235, 236, 237. 238,
239, 240, 242, 243
M. Licinius
Crassus 1.241, 242,
Other 1.L155, 169, 217, 222.
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Title Honoree Quantity List | Number
7. Imperator 3 citations for
(imperator) 2 men:
- Sulla 1.97.
- L. Licinius
Murena 1.109.3, 110.
8. Presbeutes 14 citations for
(legatus) 8 men:
- C. Billienus 1.57.
- Q. Braitius
Sura .92, 93.
- A. Terentius
varro 1.109.5, 111.
- C. Valerius
Triarius 1.122, 123, 124, 125, 126.
- Other 1.22, 33. 79. 180.
9. Presbeutes kai 8 citations for
antistrategos 7 men:
(legatus) - Q. Fufius
(propraetore) Calenus 1.198, 199.
- Other 1.78, 134, 160, 179,
184, 223.
10. Tamias 3 1.40, 43, 65.

antistrategos
(quaestor propraetore)

11. Tamias 6 citations for
(quaestor) 5 men: .50, 53. 69.
- Billienus .56
= Luculius .94, 95
12. Antitamias 6 .71, 88, 105, 109.4,
(proquaestor) 117, 225.
13. Antitamias kai  Faustus 1 1.186
antistrategos Cornelius
(proconsul) Sulla

As one can see from surveying the tities of the recipients, the
majority of the men (61) were in high commands as generals, as reflected
in the titles consul, proconsul, or dictator. In times of war, local
populations apparently wished to flatter allied foreign military commanders

by erecting portrait statues to honor them. thus ensuring their good will.
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The statues to Metellus Macedonicus exemplify this flattery. On his march
South to Macedonia., three areas (Hyampolis, Megara. Hypata) through
which he passed erected statues in his honor: List 1.25, 26, 27, possibly
wishing to assure Macedonicus that they were not allied with the Achaeans
against whom the Romans were fighting.

There are also a number of lower ranking recipients (30 men) -
legatus, quaestor., and proquaestor. These men were honored because
they had offered gifts in sanctuaries (List 1.22) or because they had
performed a military duty for which benefitted a community in other ways,
(List 1.92, 93; 94, 95: 111, 122-126). Apparently there are no statues to
ordinary soldiers.

Usually, a donor commisioned a statue while an official was still in
office or not long after his term ended. However, since It took some time
to carve statues it is probabie that statues were erected only after the
honoree had returned to Italy. Nevertheless, the dedicatory inscription bore
the title the recipient had held at the time a statue had been authorized.
By commisioning a statue for a current office-holder, the donors may have
hoped for further benefactions while the man was still in office. Tucheit
notes that those statues without a military title may indicate that the donor

erected the statue after the magistrate’s duties were over.%]

This fact may
be relevant to Tuchelts area of study, Asia Minor., but Iin Greece soO many
inscriptions of known magistrates lack tities, that Tuchelts theory applies
only with difficulty.52

At least one statue in Greece was certainly erected long after the

official. M. Antonius. had been in the province (List 1.82), as we know from

the presence of a titie. In addition to the title strategos hypatos, a title
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Antonius held when he was proconsul of Cilicia from 102-100,%3 the
inscription also names Antonius as censor - (timetes). The censor was a
person whose functions were carried out in Rome. and Antonius did not
hold that office until 97. after his tenure In the East.>4 Possibly. there
was some delay in the erection of the statue so. after inquiry. the donors
added Antonius’ most recent title to the inscription.

The M. Antonius inscription as noted, gives a past office along with a
current one. The use of both tities reflects some influence of Roman

customs in Greece. In Rome. an important man's cursus honorum

included titles of all offices held. as tituli on his bust in his house. These
indicated that he was a worthy descendant of his ancestors whose busts
also adorned the Roman house.’® The Greeks were perhaps not as stgtus
conscious as the Romans. At any rate they did not practice the custom
of recording all of a man's past offices on his statue base. Rather, they
recorded only the present office or, as in the case of the Antonius
inscription, the present office and the office Antonius held when the statue
was erected.

Four other men had statue base inscriptions with tities which had no
direct meaning for the Greeks erecting the statue: P. Cornelius Lentulus,
Paullus Aemilius Lepidus. C. Julius Caesar and C. Caelius Rufus. The
inscriptions of Lepidus and Caesar recorded both religious and military
titles. The military titles reflected each man's official duty while he was in
Greece. Each man aiso held a religious office whose Roman duties and
religious function probably had little significance for the Greeks. Lentulus
was called augor (Greek for the Latin augur), but had no military title

recorded (List 1.216). Lepidus was anthypatos and augor (List 1.233).
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Caesar had the Greek transiiteration of pontifex maximus - archiereas (List

1.189, 191-193, 195. 196, 197. 200. 204, 205. 206) or archiereas megistos

(List 1.206 - on a statue base of Caesars wife) — along with various

combinations of hypatos. autokrator or diktator. The religious title may

indicate that the honoree had some say about what was to be placed on
the inscription. For Caesar this seems particularly true if. as Raubitschek
maintains, either Caesar or his partisan, Theopompus, Instigated the

erection of the statues.’® C. Caelius Rufus (List 1.160) was honored both

as presbeutes kal antistrategos. his current office. and as apodedeigmenos

de kai demarchos. tribune of the plebs, elect - an office he was going to
hoid in Rome after he left Greece. He must surely have requested that
the second titie be inciuded on the statue base inscription.

In addition to the official titles, an honoree couid also be awarded an
honorific title indicative of his action on behalf of the statue donor (cf. List

ID: soter. euergetes, ktistes, or patron. Such titles went almost exclusively

to military personnel, and their significance will be discussed in Chapter Il

b. Civilians
1) Relatives of Military Personnel

Statues of Roman women and relatives of magistrates existed in
Greece. but they probably did not appear before the beginning of the first
century B.C. The first Roman woman known to have a statue erected in
her honor was either the wife or daughter of Q. Muclus Scaevola (List
1.81). The 21 other women so honored were also related to military
personnel on duty in the area - wives. mothers. or daughters.5®  Aithough

20 out of the 22 statue bases honoring women, cf. infra, give no motives
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for the awards. the presence of a pertinent male relatives name and title
in three Instances, (List 1.153, 183, 205). suggests that these women were

honored because of their relationship to these important men.58

In two
instances, however, the woman's own actions were rewarded: Magilia (List
1.L175 "because of the virtue and discretion she showed”), and Paullina (List
1.230 "on account of her piety to the god").59 While the inscription to
Paullina suggests that she made a donation to a deity. the inscriptions for
the other women are as bland and uninformative as the general motives
provided for most male honorees. Statues honoring women were probably
erected in order to curry further favor with their relatives. the Roman
officials.

Occasionally, Greeks honored other male family members of
magistrates. None of these men was honored because of his own

actions but because of the actions of the maglstrate.so

An example of
this Is List 1.215 where Brutus’ uncle., Hortenslus, is honored "because of
Caepio's (Brutus) benefaction to the city."...5Ld tac &% autol Kainlwvog
el¢ thv mbALv eldepveolag...

We cannot always be certain that family members honored with
statues had actually been in the area where the statue was erected. Two
statues in Samos honored Q. Ciceros wife, Pomponia. Q. Cicero was in
Asia Minor twice. once from 61-58 as proconsul of Asia and again as
legate to his brother. Marcus. who was proconsul of Cilicia in 51-50.81
At neither time did his wife accompany him, perhaps In part because of
the Instability of their marrlage.62 Quintus may have commissioned the

statues of Pomponia in hopes of future reconciliation with her. One statue

(List 1.153) may date to the time of his proconsulate. The other (List
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1.1162). as it was part of a family group. may date to a visit to Samos he
and his brother made in 51.83

Those family members honored at the same time and the same
sanctuary as a magistrate (except for Q. Ciceros wife, Pomponia, and M.
Ciceros wife. Terentia) may aiso have been present in the area. This was
certainly true for Sulla and Metella at Oropos (List 1.98, 99), and was also
probable for the following: Cn. Calpurnius Piso and Paulla Popillia at
Oropos (List 1.213, 214), Caesar and Calpurnia at Samos (List 1.205, 206).
M. Junius Silanus., and Crispina at Thespiae (List 1.226, 227), and possibly
also for Octavian and Livia at Eleusis (List 1.234, 235), and Kea (List 1.238,
239). Statue bases for father and son probably indicate the sons
presence as well: Cn. Egnatius Cn.f., and possibly one for his son of the
same name at Olympia (List 1.62, 63).64 Q. Cicero and his son. Quintus
(List 1.163. 161), M. Cicero and his son, Marcus (List 1.164, 165);: Q. Fufius
Calenus and possibly his son at Olympia (List 1.199).

For some relatives, literary information assists us. Plutarch informs
us that Metella Caecilla was with her husband., Sulla. in Athens. When
Sulla’s troops were besieging Athens. the Athenians (in particular

65 Both Sulla and Metella were

Aristonicus) mocked Metella from the walls.
honored in the Amphlaraion at Oropos (List 1.98, 99). Since that sanctuary
Is not far from Athens, it is quite likely that Sulla and Metella visited it
together.

We also know that the sons of Q. and M. Cicero were with their
fathers during Cicero’s magistracy in Cilicia in 51.66 Possibly they

accompanied their fathers on a trip to Samos. At that time the Samians

decided to honor the entire family (including the absent Pomponia and
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Terentia)67 by putting up their statues on a semicircular base called an

exedra.68

2) Other Civilians

There were a number of private recipients of statues who were not
related to military personnel. Most of the known statues are on Delos
(List 1.23, 36, 58, 59, 61, 72, 73. 74, 75. 76. 77) with others at Athens
(List 1.14, 113. 157) and Abdera (List 1.18). Since Delos had more
extended dealings with Romans through the private sector than did the rest
of Greece. it is perhaps not surprising that so many statues to private
individuals exist there.

Although the men commemorated had various occupations, most were
involved in some form of commerce. D. Cossutius (List 1.14) was the
architect whom Antiochus IV Epiphanes hired to build the temple of
Olympian Zeus in Athens.89 M. Minatius Sex.f. (List 1.36). L. Aufidius (List
1.72. 73). and Maraius Gerrilanus (List 1.75-77) were bankers.’? vicerius.
Orbius, Ofeilius. Seius, and Claudius (List 1.23. 58, 59. 61, 74) were
probably involved in commerce. Ap. and L. Saufelus and Atticus (List
1.113. 157) were also businessmen as well as students of Epicurean
philosophy.”

In comparison to the numerous proxeny decrees granted to civilians
in this period. 39 out of 62 awards. (cf. Chapter |, and List V) only 16
out of 246 statues were awarded to civilians. Although many non-Roman
Italilans granted statues. few ltalians received statues. However, many
ltalians received the proxeny. Hatzfeld comments that the proxeny was one

of the greatest honors an ltalian in Greece could receive.”? and the
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archaeological evidence proves him correct. Yet, statues were reserved for
even more important people. namely Roman magistrates and their

dependents.

3. Reasons for the Award (Motives)

Statue base inscriptions could include a statement noting the reason
why a particular person was honored. i.e.. the "motive.” We know of two
types of motive: one indicating an honoree’s general kindness to a donor,
and one stating specific actions of an honoree on behalf of a donor.
Seventy-four of the 246 inscriptions have a general motive. cf. n. 73. and

eleven have specific motives, cf. List Ill.

a. General Motives
The first type of motive noted the general goodwill of the honoree to
the donor, for example “on account of his (the honoree’s) virtue - aretes

(or aretas) heneken. The first part was a noun of general goodwill plus

the preposition heneka or heneken ("on account of1.73  The Greeks used

the following nouns: arete (virtue). eunoia (goodwill), euergesia

(benefaction), kalokagathia (nobieness. goodness), hagnotes (integrity),

dikalosyne (justice), eusebia (piety), andragathia (bravery). sophrosyne

(prudence. discretion). Arete was the preferred noun, appearing 59 times

out of the 74 Inscriptions with general motives. It appeared either

74 75

., or euergesia76, or with other nouns.-’7 These
78

alone’™, with eunoia

same nouns nouns could also appear alone.
The second part of the phrase designated the recipient of the

benefaction. usually the donor of the statue. with the words eis auton.’”9
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Sometimes the donor indicated that other men or groups had benefitted
from the honoree's aid as he had.80 By citing the other recipients of
benefaction the donor undoubtedly gained a certain amount of prestige
within his community.

If an honoree had also been awarded an honorific title, usually no
motive for the award was included since the honorific title alone indicated
the type of action the honoree had taken on behalf of the statue donor.
For example. an euergetes (Benefactor) was rewarded for his benefaction
(euergesia), a soter (Savior) for having saved a city, and a ktistes
(Founder) for founding a city. The titles Savior and Founder were given
out only by pubiic bodies.

It Is interesting to note that of the 22 known inscriptions which
denoted a man as euergetes. (List Il.LE) three also include a general

motlve.81

Since that title was non-specific in indicating the type of
benefaction, the Greeks may have wished In these instances to give
somewhat more information.

A general motive appears eight times with men called m.az As
noted In the section on Honorific Tities.83 the titie patron was one
adopted from the Romans. Because the term was foreign to Greece. for
clarity, the Greeks may have thought it useful occasionally to specify
further the actions of these men.

A fragmentary decree authorizing the erection of a statue for M.
Minatius Sex.f., (List 1.36 = ID 1520) provides a clue as to why so many
statue base Inscriptions had either general motives or no motives at all.

In addition to recording provisions for inscribing the decree and for

placing the inscribed stele. the decree outlines in some detail specific
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actions by which Minatius earned the award (l11.2-20). Following these
statements was the inscription to be recorded on the statue base.

including general motives: Il. 27-31

"Td koivdv Bnput[(]-
wv Nooelduviaotiv éundpwv kal vaukAipwv kal &ySoxéwv
dvébnkev Mdapkov Mivétiou 3éZtou "Pupalov tpameZltn-
[v] tdv &autdv edepyétnv dpetiic Evekev kal e[U]volac, fic Exw[v]
[6]ietéAer elc td [k]oLvév."

The general motives of the statue base inscription witn the decree
summarize the specific motives preceding them, and there was no need to
repeat them. The longer decree was recorded in an area accesible to
those wishing further information about the honoree.84

Three other fragmentary decrees for statues of Romans or Italians
exist of which two (List 1.18, 93) record the wording for the statue base
Inscription. The third (List 1.7) is so fragmentary that this portion of the
inscription is mlsslng.85 List 1.93 is missing the sections which would
record specific motives. List .18 refers to some actions of the honorees
in behalf of Abderas freedom: Ii. 36f. [mpootdtnv? yevéuevov tiicl/ &éheubeplag
T ndAeL ﬂuﬁ[v.. Possibly both inscriptions once had more information

on the honorees’ actions.

b. Specitic Motives (List 1D

Specific acknowledgment of the honoree’s services occurred in the
notation of the honoree’s title of office and In an actual statement of what
the honoree had done. Gerlach claims that noting an honorees office in
itself Indicated an honoree's service.86 However. there may have been
other reasons for indicating the title. It Is true that the honoree was

normally able to accomplish whatever good works he did through the office
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he heid at the time. Yet., from the viewpoint of the status—-conscious
Roman, inclusion of the title of office must also have been greatly desired.
if not essential.8® The title proclaimed to posterity that the honoree had

reached a particular rung of the cursus honorum. The title was thus both

an indirect indication of services rendered and a public record that the
honoree had held a specific office.

Infrequently, an inscription noted what the honoree had actually done
to deserve the award of a statue. The specific reasons for an award are
varied: patronage (List 1i1.10), conquest of an enemy (List 11l.3, 4, 9), work
on behalf of freedom (List 1ll.1), construction of a defensive wall (List lI.5),
or provision of oil for a gymnasium (List II.L11). Many motives refer to
military activities. This is perhaps not surprising given the number of wars
fought during the period (cf. Historical Sections, Chapters Il — V).

The most interesting set of specific motives is the set for Minucius
Rufus, (List lll.3a.b. 4. By erecting statues in Minucius’ honor two
different areas., Delphi in Greece and Europos. in Macedonia, ceiebrated
his conquest over invading barbarian tribes. The Delphi inscription (List
lil.3a.b) is bilingual: *"..having conquered the Gauls. Scordisti, the Bessi and
the remaining Thracians In war..." The Europos inscription (List 1l1.4) is in
Greek only. but its wording is almost exactly the same as the Greek
version in Delphi, (same translation but compare the Greek given in List
I.3a and 1ll.4). These similarities suggest that Minucius may have had a
hand in dictating what was inscribed. The Latin inscription on Minucius’
base at Delphi plus a Latin dedication to Apollo by his brother, Quintus, at
the same sanctuary88 are strong indications that the two men were in

Delphi when the decision to honor M. Minucius was made. Perhaps the
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people of Europos sent envoys to Minucius at Delphi. Upon learning that
Minucius' statue was to be erected there. they may have decided to award
him a similar honor in Europos. even copying the Greek inscription either
on their own initiative or at Minucius’ suggestion. Minucius would not have
considered it necessary to have a bilingual inscription at Europos because
not many Romans would come to that Macedonian town. Delphi. however,.
was an internationally renowned sanctuary. long known to Romans.89

Minucius could have requested that the inscription on his statue base be

in both Latin and Greek to prevent Roman visitors from missing the

memorial to his achievements.

4. Dedications to Gods

Statues of humans erected in sanctuaries were often dedicated to the
presiding delty.go As noted above.?! the practice of erecting statues of
living men developed siowly because statues had been used only for gods
and heroized dead. Fears of divine retribution from offending the divine
and semi-divine by erecting statues and thus commiting acts of hybris
must not have existed in every instance. however, since not all statues of
living persons had dedications to a god.

Seventy-nine out of 246 statues of Romans. roughly 32%. had
dedications to one or more gods. As one would expect. the statues were
dedicated to the deities Indigenous to particular sanctuaries. The statues

92 or Pythian Apollo.93 Those at Olympia were to

96

at Delphi were to Apollo

Zeus?? or Olympian Zeus.%% At Delos the dedications were to Apolio or

to Apolio. Artemis and Leto??. At the Amphiaraion at Oropos they were to

98

Amphiaraius or Amphiaraius and Hygei&t.99 The dedications in the



39

Heraion at Samos were to Hera.‘00

101

At the Museion at Thespiae. the
dedications were to the Muses. At various sanctuaries the dedications
were °"to the gods" (tois M).mz There were aiso dedications to

various other deities corresponding to the seamctuary.103 Thus it Is clear

that dedicating an honorific statue to a god was still a popular practice,

even in the late Hellenistic period.

5. Artist Signatures (List IV)

In antiquity it was a common practice for the artist who scuipted a
statue to record his name on the statues base. Twenty—-three inscriptions
for Romans have this notation. These artist signatures are of three types:
signature of the original artist for the statue of a Roman, signature of the
original artist for the statue of a Roman plus the signature of an artist
who restored the statue., and signature of an artist from an earlier period
whose base and possibly statue had been reused for a Roman.

Of the 24 artist signatures recorded 17 are those of sculptors who
made statues intended for the Romans honored in the dedicatory
inscriptions, (List IV.1-14, 18, 19, 22). Few of these sculptors were men
of any known importance: only three artists seem to have enjoyed a
certain amount of fame: Philotechnos Heroidou, Dionysios and Timarchides.
Agasias Menophilou., an Ephesian. Philotechnos Heroidou (List IV.4), who
sculpted a statue of a Roman on Samos., was ailso a sculptor of statues
on Delos. One of his works was of Antiochos Philopator prior to his
ascension to the Seleucid throne. 104 Dionysios and Timarchides. (List
IV.9), uncle and nephew. came from a family of established Athenian artists

whose works were known in both Greece and Rome. 105 Agasias
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Menophilou, an Ephesian., was a very active sculptor on Delos. Not only
was he the sculptor of six statues of prominent Romans and Italians (List
Iv.7. 8, 11, 12, 13, 14), but many of his works were also set up in the

ltalian Agora. 106

Patently, he was a favorite with the Iitallan and Roman
community of Delos.

Two of the known works of Agasias were destroyed in the sack of
Delos in 88 but were later restored (List V.7, 14). The restorer was
Aristandros., son of Scopas. a Parian who may have been a descendant of
the famous Scopas. Evidently, the inhabitants of Delos sufficiently
respected the men they had originally honored to have their damaged
statues repaired.

Several artist signatures testify to a practice common in the first
century B.C. - that of reusing the base of an older statue for a new
statue or re-dedicating (perhaps even reworking) an older statue for a
current honoree. Many of the statues to Romans at Oropos bear the
signatures of artists of the fourth to third centuries B.C. (List V.15, 16. 17,
21, 23, 24) as does a statue base for Pompey the Great at Mytilene (List
IvV.20).

Artist signatures are not the only evidence of this practice., however.
Erasures or earlier inscriptions on the same base also testify to reuse. At
Oropos. several statue bases of Romans also bear proxeny decrees dating
from the third century (List 1.99. 116, 213, 214). Statues at Olympia (List
1.117). Tenos (List 1.130), Mytilene (List 1.150) and Kea (List 1.197) show
evidence that the name of the orignal honoree was erased and that of the
current honoree inscribed in its place. Traces of an older statue on the

base of Cn. Pompeius Strabo in Athens (List 1.51) show that this base was
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reused. Another statue in Athens (List 1.216) and one In Chalkis (List
1.112) bear the unaltered inscriptions to the first honorees as well as the
inscriptions to the most recent ones. One sees a similar practice on a
base for Caesar at Demetrias (List 1.202) which also bears a dedication to
another Roman. C. Caelius Rufus (List 1.160). While an honoree would
certainly notice that his statue was not an original. perhaps having a
reused statue did not disturb him and he was content just to have been
honored at all.

Reusing oider statues or statue bases was a practical measure for
saving money. which was important because Greece was economically
strained in the first century B.C. Reuse of an older statue was also a

7 Since statue bases

quick way to honor a visiting Roman dignitary.]0
were often reused after the original statue had been destroyed or
damaged. those men whose statues were restored were doubly honored.
We do not know what distinguished the two men, C. Billienus (List 1.57;
IV.7) and L. Munatius Plancus (List 1.91; IV.14), who were so honored.
Billienus had two. other statues erected to him on Delos (List 1.49, 56),
and Plancus’ statue had duplicate dedicatory inscriptions on the same base.

These facts suggest that both men were sufficiently influential in the Dellan

community that restoring their statues was deemed necessary.

C. Geographic Location (Fig. 2. Map)

Statues were erected to Romans throughout Greece and the islands in
areas where particular Romans had been active (cf. the History Sections).
At most sites there were only one or two statues. but in some areas - in

particular the sanctuaries - there were sufficient concentrations to merit
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examining the quantity of statues in relation to the times the statues were

erected. These areas are: Athens, Eleusis, Delos, Delphi. Olympia. Oropos.

Thesplae. and Samos. cf. Table 2.

TABLE 2: GEOGRAPHIC LOCATIONS OF STATUES FOR ROMANS/ITALIANS

(The date IlI-1 B.C. indicates the date cannot be determined more precisely):
Date Place Quantity List | Number
200-140 Athens 1 1.14.
Delos 3 .23, 35, 36.
Delphi 7 .9, 10, 11, 22, 31, 32, 33.
Olympia 4 .17, 20, 28, 34.
Samos 1 1.38.
Oropos 0
Thespiae 0
Other 12
Total 28
140-100 Athens 2 .41, 51. :
Delos 18 .37, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45,
48, 49, 52, 53, 56. 57,
58, 59. 61, 66. 67. 69.
Delphi 3 .39, 47, 65.
Olympia 2 1.54, 56.
Samos 0
Oropos 0
Thespiae 0
Other 4
Total 29
-1 c. Athens 0
Delos 3 .67, 72, 73.
Delphi 0
Olympia 3 .62, 63, 68.
Samos 0
Oropos 0
Thesplae 0
Other 2
Total 8
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Date Place Quantity List | Number

I c. Athens 24 1.102, 108. 113, 118.
120, 121, 128, 159,
169. 177. 181, 182,
193, 200, 211, 216,
217, 218, 219, 221,
222, 225, 233. 244.
Eleusis 6 L1687, 174, 220, 229, 234, 235.
Deilos 33 .74, 75, 76, 77. 79. 82,
85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 91,
103, 104, 105, 106, 107,
111, 122, 123. 124, 125,
126. 133. 171, 180, 183,
185. 190, 201. 215. 242,

243, 246..
Delphi 4 .95, 158, 172, 173
Olympia 5 .80, 117, 199, 207, 237.
Samos 18 1.134, 135. 153, 161,

162, 163. 164, 165,
166. 175, 176. 178,
194, 205, 206, 210,

230, 231.

Oropos 10 1.98. 99, 100. 101, 116.
170, 198, 212, 213,
214,

Thespiae 8 1.93, 96, 168, 204, 226.
227, 236, 245.

Other 53

Total 161

One notes from the figures a dramatic increase in the number of
statues erected in the first century over the number erected in the second.
The iIncrease reflects the increase of Roman involvement in Greece during
the first century. but something else is apparent. In the early second
century several statues were erected at the old Internationally famous
sanctuaries at Delphl and Olympia, which were natural tourist attractions for
phithellenic Romans like Flamininus and Aemilius Paullus as well as other
Romans. The mid to end of the second century begins to show some
interesting changes: Deiphi and Olympia have fewer statues than before,

but Delos’ statues increase from three to sixteen. The first century shows
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startling changes: Athens now has twenty-four statues. Delos, thirty—three:
Samos. eighteen. Three sanctuaries which never had statues of Romans
now boast significant quantities: Eleusis, six; Oropos. ten: Thespiae. eight.
But Olympia has five and Delphi only four.

The iIncrease of Roman statues at Delos is the most readily explained:
it is attributable to Delos’ exceptional connections with Rome. As
discussed in the History Sections (Chapter IV, "Private Grants”). through
Rome's intervention, Delos became the commercial center of the Aegean
and was settied by many lItalians and Romans. The statues dedicated on
Delos were both to the islands Italian and Roman settiers (List 1.48, 58,
59. 61, 72-77. cf. supra "Reciplents” B.2) and to Roman military officials
(remaining statues on Delos from List ). Some officials may have used
the island as a supply depot during the wars In the East, and may have
had a special interest in Delos because of the large lItalian population.
Hence they visited the island more frequently than they visited other areas
of Greece. Because commerce made Delos’ residents on the average
wealthier than those of the rest of Greece., a large number of statues of
Roman visitors could be erected.

One notes that the flurry of Delian statues drops off after the island
was raided by pirates in 88, and from 65-27 B.C. only ten statues to
Romans are known (1.133, 171, 180. 183, 185, 201, 215, 242, 243, 246. cf.
Chapter V). For Delos this was a period when both population and wealth
declined rapidly and so significantly that she never recovered her former
status. Given Delos’ weakened economic condition it is surprising that any
statues at all were erected in the later period. The presence of these

later statues suggests that Delos retained greater importance and prosperity
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than has usually been thought..

Why the statue density in other areas changed is not so readily
apparent. However, it Is noteworthy that the increases of Roman statues
at Athens., Oropos and Thespiae all began around the time Sulla was In
the East.

During the second century, Athens had supported Rome and had
showed her loyalty and respect for the new power by constructing a
~speakers’ platform for Romans in the Agora.108 But she honored individual
Romans only occasionally with proxeny (List V.24) or statues (List 1.14, 41,
51. In the war with Mithridates. however, having overthrown the forces
loyal to Rome. Athens joined sides with the Pontic king. and for that
disloyalty she was severely punished. The victorious Sulla damaged much
of the city and destroyed Iits walls. However, he reorganized the citys
constitution along the oligarchic lines which assured a pro—Roman
government. But Sulla aided Athens by restoring Athenian control of
Lemnos., Imbros, and Delos (cf. Chapter V.A.1D.109  Athens thanked Sulla
for the islands by Instituting games and erecting statues in his honor, and
later Romans also profitted from the city's new submissive pro-Roman
attitude. From the Sullan period on many Roman visitors were awarded
statues In Athens or Eleusis. Sulla's punishment of the city had taught
her not only that Rome was the new master of the Aegean whose dictates
were to be obeyed. but also that the favor of individual Romans was to be
cultivated.' 10

Oropos and Thesplae were in close proximity to Athens: and while it
is possible that Athenian influence prompted the erection of statues to

Romans in those sanctuaries. there is also another possibility. Sulla
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visited the Amphiaraion at Oropos and gave the sanctuary a grant of land.
the revenues of which were to go toward games celebrating Roma. The
statues to Sulla, his wife and followers may have set the precedent for
erecting statues to later Roman visitors. 111 Although Sulla’'s gift gave the
sanctuary a financial boost. the Amphiaraion was still too poor to erect
new statues to her benefactors and had to reuse older statues and bases
(cf. List V.15, 16, 17, 21, 23, 24).

Another sanctuary which drew Sulla’s attention was Thespiae.
Thespiae was the traditional home of the Muses and as Sulla fancied
himself a writer, he made a dedication there, for which he received an
honorific statue (List 1.96). Caninius Gallus. a follower of Caesar, was the
next Roman visitor who received a statue (List 1.168), and there was also
a statue of the dictator (List 1.204). The supporter of M. Antony, M.
Junius Silanus and his wife (List 1.226, 227) visited Thespiae., as did
Octavian (List 1.236) and M. Licinius Crassus (List 1.245). It is possible
that these people visited the sanctuary in part because they knew that an
earlier, famous Roman had been there.

The Increase In the number of statues at Samos may be in part due
to the increased number of Romans in Asia, which became a Roman
province In 129 B.C. Samos iIs near Asia, and Roman governors of Asia
or Cilicia may have passed through the Heraion at Samos on the way to
or from Italy (cf. Chapter V., commentary to List 1.161-166).

Sulla and those after him may have wished to signal a break with
the old Greek order and the onset of a new one. Delphi and Olympia.
with their statues of famed Greek leaders, symbolized the glory of Greece.

Sulla patronized old sanctuaries with lesser reputations and in a small way
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made them sanctuaries for Romans. One notes especially Oropos whose
games honoring Roma may have attracted Roman visitors. Romans
continued to vist the more famous sanctuaries (cf. supra for statues., List V
for proxenies at Delphi) but apparently not as frequently as they once had.
Greeces glory and way of life were past. A new Roman order was coming.
symbolized by the re-establishment by Romans of older sanctuaries as

gathering places for Romans in Greece.

Summary

Greeks readily honored prominent Romans with statues., a practice
which developed from the practice of honoring the gods. Since few
statues of Romans now exist, the Inscriptions from the statue bases or the
decrees granting the statues supply us with the information concerning
their existence. Roman influence on the inscriptions is evident when statue
base inscriptions are in Latin or when the inscriptions are bilingual.
Bilingual or Latin Inscriptions were often erected by ltalians living in
Greece and these Inscriptions Indicate that those Itallans had adopted the
Greek custom of erecting statues. Roman Iinfiuence is subtier when
aspects of Roman customs appear. Such is the case when title of duties
carried out in Rome. or religious titles appeared in the inscriptions.
These tities could have had no meaning for the Greeks and normalily
would not have been included. In these instances undoubtedly the Roman
honoree had requested the inclusion of the titles. While Greeks
infrequently recorded these tities, they often noted a Roman as their
patron, Intending this to be an honorific title. Because the custom of

patronage was one similar to the Greek custom of proxeny., as will be
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shown in the discussion of Proxeny (Chapter I, the titie patron may have
had some meaning for the Greeks. The joining of these Roman elements
with the Greek practice of erecting public statues for important men was
one step toward the merging of Greek and Roman cultures which began
during the Republic and continued during the Roman Empire.

The change in the geographic locations where statues of Romans
were erected may have signalled a shift of power in the worid. Athens,
after its destruction by Sulla, erected many statues to Romans, and in
doing so she acknowledged Rome’s supremacy. Sulla patronized
sanctuaries other than the famous sanctuaries of Delphi and Olympia. By
patronizing less important sanctuaries and making them Iimportant for
Romans visiting Greece. Sulla showed the break with the old Greek past

and the onset of the new Roman order.
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Notes - Chapter |

1 Romans competed in athletic contests in Greece as Is seen from a
victory list from Chalkis dating to the end of the second century B.C.. IG
Xl 9 952. Inciuded in the list are five Roman victors. To date no
Inscriptions from victory statues to Romans have been found.
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Vandenhoeck and Rupprecht, 1966)., p. 65

3 E.g.. the kouros from Sounion - ¢. 615-590 B.C. G.M.A. Richter,
Kouroi: Archaic _Greek Youths. 3rd ed. (London: Phaidon, 1970), p. 30, figs.
40-41.

4 E.g.. Kroisos of Anavysos - 540-520 B.C.. Richter. Kourol. pp.
118f., figs. 395-398.

5 E.g.. the korai from the Athenian Acropolis. G.M.A. Richter., Korai:
Archalc_Greek Maidens (London: Phaidon, 1968), pp. 5f.

6 Richter. Kourol. pp. 33. 49f., figs. 78-83. Herodotus I.31.

7 G.M.A. Richter, The Portraits of the Greeks. vol. | (London: Phaidon,
1965), p. 4.

8 M.K. Welsh. "Honorary Statues in Ancient Greece.” BSA 11 (1904-
1905) 33f.

9 RE. Wycherly, The Stones of Athens. pp. 73-75.

10 ¢. Habicht In Gottmenschentum und griechische Stddte. 2te
Aufiage. Zetemata, Heft 14 (Minchen: C.H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandiung.
1970). p. 207, interprets Demosthenes 20 (Leptines) 70 as an indication
that, among profane honors. receipt of a statue was the highest.

1 RE. Wycherly, The Athenian Agora Iil Literary and Epigraphicai
Testimonia. (Princeton, New Jersey: The American School of Classical
Studies at Athens, 1957), p. 94, no. 261.

12 M.K. Welsh. BSA 11 (1904-1905) 39f. Cf. Wycherly. Agora lil, p.
67.

13 Richter. Portralits. p. 5. Cf. J. Breckenridge. Likeness: A
Conceptual History of Ancient Portraiture (Evanston. lllinois: Northwestern
University Press, 1968), p. 111.

14 For evidence of bronze statues cf. List 1.18 = Ch. Avezou. Ch.
Picard, BCH 37 (1913) 125f.. no.3. .16

15 Both In Delos: C. Billienus - List 1.49. cf. J. Marcadé, Au Musée
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de Délos: Etude sur la sculpture heliénistique en ronde basse decouverte
dans |lle, BEFAR fasc. 215 (Paris: de Boccard., 1969), pp. 134, 329, p.
LXXV. C. Ofellius Ferus - List 1.59. cf. T. Homolle BCH 5 (1881) 39, pi.
12.

16 |ist 1.23, 37, 40, 44, 47, 49, 52, 53, 57, 58. 59, 61, 72, 73, 74,
75, 76, 79, 86, 88, 91, 103, 106, 107, 111, 123, 124, 125, 180, from
Delos. List 1.4 from Corinth. List 1.L109 - Rhodes: 129, 131 - Argos.. As
most private inscriptions are found on Delos. it Is natural that there are
many examples from that isiand in this category

17 Name of the grantor first: List 1.12 - Scotussa: 34 - Damon from
Thessalonike, inscription at Olympia: 36, 42, 45, 77, 87, 104, 105 - Delos;
115 - Aigios: 157 - Athens: 39, 173 - Delphi.

18 ¢t G. Gerlach. Griechische Ehreninschriften (Halle. a.S.: Veriag
von Max Niemeyer. 1908), p. 1. Cf. CIL | 533 to L. Cornelius Scipio. |
538 to L. Manlius Acidinus - in the nominative: ILS | 870-874, passim -
all in the dative.

19 james Egbert., introduction to the Study of Latin Inscriptions,
revised ed. (Chicago: American Book Co.. 1923), pp. 243, 245. The
inscription of List 1.228 is in Latin. Set up by Roman citizens in Mytilene,
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20 Franz G. Maler, Griechische Mauerbauinschriften, Band I, Texte
und Kommentare (Heidelberg: Quelie und Meyer, 1959), p. 170. Triarius’
name in List 1.126 is in the accusative.

21 cf. List LA.2-7; B.12-15; C. D; E.14.
22 1. Chapter V. "Period IV."

23 Only one inscription records an abbreviated praenomen - List 1.25.
A dedication from L. Julius Caesar (G Xil 8 232) uses an abbreviation, but
in both this Inscription and in List 1.25, the praenominal abbreviations are
restored. Cf. List 1.48, 107, 111, 131, 201 = bilingual inscriptions where
the Latin abbreviates the praenomina but the Greek does not.

24 The Patronymic is not given In the following Greek inscriptions:
List 1.20, 31, 41, 79, 83, 84, 127, 134, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144,
145, 146, 147, 148, 156, 157, 173. 179, 184, 195, 196. 200, 202, 204,
207, 216. 217, 218, 226, 231, 232, 244. Most of the Mytilene inscriptions
to Pompey and Caesar with the names in the dative case are without the
patronymic - List 1.138-148. 195, 196.

25 |ist 1.1, 2. 3. 4, 5, 14, 17. 18, 19. 20, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29,
30, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 42. On List | and In the History chapters | have
place parentheses around "f." and cognomina when they are not recorded

in the inscriptions but are necessary for clarity: T{tog tl{tou kolyktLOC
- T. T.4) Quinctius (Flamininus).
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26 |ist 1.9. 10. 11. 13. 15, 16. 20, 22, 27, 32, 33, 43, 44, 45, 46,
47, 48, 49, 50, passim.

27 Proxeny. List V.21, demonstrates that Greeks were not entirely
comfortable with the Romans practice. Of the four Roman names listed
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28 Cf. W. Schulze. Zur Geschichte lateinischer Eigennamen, 2te
Auflage (Berlin: Weidman. 1966). p. 506.
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30 (27, 9. [11]. 13. 15, 19, [20]. 24. 28, 31, 46-7. 50, [54-5].
[65]. 70. [71]. [97]. 179. 187. 223, 224.

31 pu. Geagan, The Athenlan Constitution After Sulla, Hesperia Suppl.
12 (1967) 32f.

32 G.W. Bowersock. Augustus and the Greek World (Oxford: Clarendon
Press. 1965), pp. 91 & 93, notes that once Greece became a Roman
province, Emperors favored Greek leagues. Augustus revitalized the League
of the Lacedaemonians as the League of Free Laconians. and under
Caligula the League of Boeotians. Euboeans. Locrians. Phocians and
Dorians formed a new group with the Achaean League becoming the
League of Achaeans and Panhellenes.

33 . Bousquet. “Inscriptions grecques concernant des Romains.,” BCH
88 (1964) 609.

34 E. Mastrokostas. "Inscriptions de Locride et Thessalie.” REA 66
(1964) 309.
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38 AE. Raubitschek. "Phaidrus and his Roman Pupils.” Hesperia 18
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American Studies in Papyrology vol. 13 (Toronto: Hakkert, 1974), pp. 2,
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vol. | (New York: American Philological Assn. 1951). pp. 568, 572, 576.
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1958), p. 216. Eckstein maintains that the Greeks would not have put two
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V.
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