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Tradition and romanization in the monumental landscape of Athens*

IN THE HELLENISTIC PERIOD, Athens’ ancient gran-
deur lived on to a great degree through the admiration
of its benefactors and visitors. Heracleides Criticus, who
came to the city around the middle of the third century
B.C.," well after its embellishment by Lycurgus, made no
comment about its political situation, but was interested
exclusively in the intellectual cultivation which the city
was able to offer abundantly through the fruits of its Clas-
sical civilization.” The city’s theater and gymnasia con-
stituted, as it appears, poles of attraction par excellence
for people who arrived in Athens from all over the world.
These public buildings, in contrast to its modest private
residences, signally convinced them that this was “the city
called Athens” (Heraelid., Pol. 1.1)." But if the third-cen-
tury visitor admired the dazzling image which Lycurgus’
building projects in Athens projected, he would have been
impressed still more a century later by the monumental
form that the city had acquired with the lavish building
programs endowed by Hellenistic rulers. Not only the
enormous stoas of the Attalids (and likely of other kings)’
and the gigantic temple of Olympian Zeus, which Antio-
chus IV undertook to complete and which had already
reached the uppermost level of the colonnade,” but also
opulent dedications such as the four-horse chariot monu-
ments of benefactors in prime locations on the Acropolis
and in the Agora® and the smaller Artalid dedication near
the Parthenon commemorating victory over the Gauls’
,bear witness that Athens had acquired the look of a Hel-
lenistic metropolis that could compere with the great
capitals of the Fast.

Within its lavish Hellenistic urban setting, Athens
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cultivated close relationships with the magnates of the
East on the one hand and the rising power of the West
on the other.” Its relations with Rome, which as we know
began with the mediation of Attalus I in 200 B.C.,” were
maintained virtually untroubled for more than a century
until the war with Michridates was declared in 88 B.C.
The Athenians had shown themselves until this moment
among the most trusted allies of Rome in Greece, a fact
which the Roman Senate recognized in practice by re-
storing the city’s traditional possessions, among them
Delos. The decades after the battle of Pydna (168 B.C.)
were indeed a period of increased prosperity, since both
Athens itself and Delos became important stops on the
way between Italy and the new Roman province of Asia.
Taking into consideration the progressive Romanization
of Athens (and Delos) in vital sectors such as the economy
on the one hand" and the presence generally of a number
of Romans and ltalians, mainly during the first century
B.C. on the other," we are justified in asking the questions
whether and to what extent the city’s art and monumental
environment changed on the whole or at least adapted as
new elements were being incorporated and to which indi-
viduals the initiative for this was owed."

For many decades, the products of classicism, that s, of
the so-called neo-Attic workshops, were at the forefront
of the study of Athenian art in the later Hellenistic and
Roman periods. Interest focused mainly on those prod-
ucts which Athens — by reason of the authority which it
possessed as the preeminent city of art and culture — had
to offer its patrons and admirers. Scholars thus became
aware that the persistently classicizing and eclectic char-
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1. Columns of the SE corner of the Olympicion, from the

period of Antiochus I'V Epiphanes. (]. Travlos, Pictorial
Dictionary of Ancient Athens [1971] 408 fig.527).

acter of Athens’ artistic creations, from the second half of
the second centuty B.C. and onward, was owed to a great
degree to demand from the actual end users of the works,
namely the wealthy Roman aristocracy. The finds from
the Antikythera, Mahdia, and Piraecus wrecks, which
comprise cargoes of ships coming from Delos and Ath-
ens, in all likelihood, with Italy as their destination, have
encouraged discussion about these classicizing creations
from many perspectives.” They have enabled scholars to
profoundly investigate issues relating not only to proto-
types, centers of production, and the artists, prominent
among them Athenians, who created works in the neo-At-
tic style, but also to the customers and their priorities.

If, however, we wish to pose questions relating to
Romanization' or, better, to the processes through which
Athens adapted to Roman models in the context of its
incorporation into the Roman imperial system, it is sel-
evident that the works just mentioned can be taken into
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consideration only to the degree that they are seen to re-
flect the classicizing preferences of their purchasers.” We
should, therefore, turn to other monumental remains in
order to trace changes in the urban form and artistic ex-
pression of Athens relative to its new patrons’ wishes and
preferences as well as to the ways in which the Athenians
themselves adapted to the new realities. It is worth men-
tioning that already back in 1953, in her publication of
the portrait sculpture from the Athenian Agora,” Evelyn
Harrison directed researchers’ attention to provincial por-
traiture in the Empire and of the influence which Rome
exercised on the art of Athens. Moreover, archaeological
research — originating to a great degree in the excavations
in the Agora — has shown increasing interest in Roman
Athens which has intensified in the last twenty years,
particularly in combination with concurrent historical
research.”” It can be said that interest had focused mainly
on two periods during which large-scale building pro-
grams radically changed the face of the city: the age of
Augustus and the age of Hadrian. Within the bounds
of this paper, the Romanization of Athens’ monumental
landscape cannot possibly be investigated completely. Ac-
cordingly, I shall not expand beyond the city of Athens or
the age of Augustus. I shall content myself, perforce, with
signposts that point to certain significant monuments in
the political and religious center of the city which, in my
opinion offer reliable information about the manner in
which Athens’ form changed during the long period when
it went along with Rome and about the forces which set
this process in motion.

Despite Athens’ close relationship with Rome after
200 B.C., Romans appear as benefactors only in the 60s
B.C.," well after the city’s destruction by Sulla, so that no
building until this decade can be connected with Roman
patrons. In view of this situation, the presence of a Roman
architect already in the first half of the second century
B.C. would seem quite unlikely if it were not attested.
Although, as we know, the temple of Olympian Zeus was
funded by king Antiochus I'V Epiphanes (175-164 B.C.),”
it was the creation of the Roman architect Cossutius.*
Antiochus’ approximately ten years in Rome as a hostage™
and the familiarity he gained with the Roman world ex-
plain this choice, which is most probably owed to Cossu-
tius’ particular abilities as an engineer, among other fac-
tors.” This individual, who is praised by Vitruvius (7.15)
for his achievement,” proved himself in fact capable of

MOYXETO MTTENAKTH
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2. Fagade of the Olympieion. (R. Télle-Kastenbein, Das Olympieion in Athen [1994] Plan 14).

creating a building remarkable for the Hellenistic world**
and paradigmatic for later architecture overall — the first
Corinthian peripteral temple, with a unique double colon-
nade.” This gigantic edifice combines magnificence with
an ornamentality™ that derives from the use of Corinthian
capirtals(fig.1-2). From this standpoint, what we have is a
form that foreshadows the development of Roman archi-
tecture.” Despite these factors, the temple is from every
viewpoint an example of Hellenistic architecture® that
assimilates the forms of Classical Greek architecture with-
out a trace of [ralian influence, if we exclude the fact that
the architect, following the Roman system, used a propor-
tion equivalent to 7/12 of a foot (a seprunx).”” An inscribed
base from the grounds of the Olympicion (/G II* 4099)
informs us that Cossutius was honoured at Athens with
a statue.” At the same time, Greek artists, some of them
Athenian, were being called to Rome to carry out the Ro-
man aristocracy’s ambitious artistic programs.”

While a Roman architect was putting up the Olymp-
ieion’s Corinthian columns, however, Rome was invading

40 TTAPAPTHMA. A©OHNA, 2008

Athens on the political and ideological plane. After the
battle of Pydna (168 B.C.) at the latest — but perhaps even
well before it — the first statues of Roma must have made
their appearance, since the new goddess was received by
the Athenians with cult honors and a festival, the Rho-
maia.”” The cult of Roma was certainly established — the
exact date is unknown, perhaps in the mid-second centu-
ry B.C. — next to that of the Demos and the Grace(fig.3-
4).” The shrine of the Demos and the Graces had been
founded by Eurykleides immediately after 229 B.C. on
the north slope of the Kolonos Agoraios hill as a symbol
of the independence which Athens had just acquired.* A
bitter irony is inherent in the fact that the cult, originally
founded to commemorate the city’s liberation from the
Macedonians and the return of the democracy, was now
adapted to receive into its bosom the goddess who repre-
sented the new political and military power.”

We do not know what form the incarnation of the Ro-
man state first assumed in Athens. The famous statue of
the goddess from the later second century B.C. found in
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the House of the Poseidoniasts of Beirut on Delos cannot
be used to fill this gap because of its unusual iconographic
type,” which is probably due to the fact that the statue
originally depicted a different goddess.”” Nevertheless,
the Athenian New Style coinage, struck right before the
troubles with Mithridates when the pro-Roman party
needed to reinforce its position,” may perhaps convey
something of the appearance of the statues of Roma at
Athens. On the silver tetradrachms of Xenokles and Ar-
moxenos (90/89 B.C.)(fig.5), Roma is depicted next to the
owl, seated on a shields and wearing a long garment, with
a scepter and sword on her knees; on the coins of Kointos
and Kleas minted immediately after (89/88 B.C.)(fig.6),
the same figure is crowned by Nike.” Here, we have to do
with an iconographic type which, with cerrain variations,
appears at the same time also in the coinage of Rome it
self.*" The view that Athenian coinage reproduces some
statue of Roma that had been set up at Athens seems quite
plausible. The form that it adopted was not unknown to
the Hellenistic world, since Athena herself appears with
comparable iconographic traits on the coins of Lysima-
chus (297-281 B.C.). Similarly, the statue of Aetolia seated
on arms that the Aetolians had dedicated at Delphi after
their successful campaign against the Gauls, is echoed on
the coins of the Aetolian League minted after the event
(279-168 B.C.)."

A monument which is directly connected not only with
the strength butalso the physical presence of the Romans
themselves at Athens has been very little commented
upon despite its great symbolic significance. From a pas-
sage of Poseidonius transmitted by Athenaeus (5.212f),
we know that in the Agora in front of the Stoa of Attalus
before 88 B.C. was “the Bema ... built by (or for) the Ro-
man generals” (to frjua ... okodopnpévov toic Popalov
otpawmyoic). * This feature has been identified by the
excavators with the foundation of a large structure (5.6 m
by 8.35 m) located right on the axis of the Stoa(fig.7-8).*
The Bema, whether free-standing in an open space or in-
corporated into the steps of a temple, is closely connected
with the functioning of the Roman forum. The Bema par
excellence, the 7ostra in the Forum Romanum,” became
the archetype of analogous structures in other Roman cit-
ies. In Greek cities, the presence of this type of construc-
tion has rarely been confirmed by excavations,” with the
exception of Roman colonies. Thus, at Corinth it was one
of the first structures built in the new forum of the colony
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3. Sanctuary of Demos and the Graces north of Kolonos
Agoraios. (C. Monaco, Contributi allo studio di alcuni
santuari ateniesi I, ASAzene79, 2001, 111 fig.6).

4. Alar of Aphrodite Hegemone, Demos and the Graces.
Athens, National Museum 1495. (]. Travlos, Pictorial
Dictionary of Ancient Athens [1971] 81 fig.103).
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and occupying a central location in front of the South
Stoa,* while at Philippi its presence was ascertained in the
first building phase of the forum.” In the agora of a “free”
Greek city such as Athens, however, it was an unheard-of
element. I think it undoubtedly acquired a particular sym-
bolism independent of whether it was used constantly or
only occasionally.” Hence, the fact that on the eve of the
rupture with Rome in 88 B.C. it constituted a focal point
for the events that occurred is not at all fortuitous. To it
ascended the philosopher Athenion who, a little while car-
lier, had led a delegation to Mithridates. After he reported
on the king's successes against the Romans, advising the
Athenians no longer to endure the anarchiawhich the Ro-
man Senate had provoked in the city,” the crowd rushed
to the principal meeting place for the citizens of Athens
in that period, the Theater of Dionysus, and elected him
hoplite general. It was perhaps one of the last times when
the people of Athens assembled in the open square of the
Agora before it was taken over by the massive Odeion of
Agrippa a few decades later.

From one viewpoint, we can regard Athens’ Roman
period in its fullest sense as beginning after the descruc-
tion caused by Sulla. This is not only because the Atheni-
ans had tasted the negative side of Roman power for the
first time, but also because after the period of economic
depression following the destruction,” it was principally
Roman generals who undertook the new major building
projects in Athens, if we except certain rulers of lesser
kingdoms. The Romans presented themselves as its ben-
efactors, offering the city great gifts in the fashion of Hel-
lenistic monarchs. Pompey was the first. In 62 B.C., hav-
ing already won the affection of the Athenians and been
honored by them, he gave the city the sum of 50 talents
for restoration work (Plut. Pomp. 42.5-6).” We are better
informed about the gift of equal value Julius Caesar made
to the Athenians on the eve of his clash with Pompey at
Pharsalus.

Before I turn to the new market, however, the build-
ing complex that began with Caesar’s gift,” T think it is
appropriate to make a brief mention of one of the few
examples of building programs in this period,” namely
the rebuilding of the Odeion of Pericles on the south-
eastern slope of the Acropolis(fig.14). The building had
been burned down as ordered by the tyrant Aristion when
Sulla’s troops were overrunning the city (App. Mith. 38).
King Ariobarzanes II of Cappadocia (65-52 B.C.), who

40 TTAPAPTHMA. AOHNA, 2008

5. Silver tetradrachm of Xenokles and Harmoxenaos with
Roma, 90/89 B.C. (M. Thompson, The new Style Silver
Coinage of Athens [1961] pl. 123 [1120]).

6. Silver terradrachm of Kointos and Kleas with Roma and
Nike, 89/88 B.C. (M. Thompson, The new Style Silver
Coinage of Athens [1961] pl. 124 [1125]).

had been a student at Athens, saw to the restoration of
this ancient edifice and was honored by the demos with
a portrait statue in the Theater of Dionysus adjacent to
the Odeion (/G 1I° 3427).” Three architects undertook
the work — two Roman brothers, Gaius and Marius Stal-
lius by name, and Melanippus, a Greek.” The informa-
tion, supplied by Vitruvius, that the architects rebuilt the
Odeion in accordance with its ancient plan, as a hypostyle
hall, is especially significant since it is also corroborated by
what remains of the building.™ This is remarkable, given
that in Iraly the architectural form of the Roman concert
hall with inscribed cavea had already been devised, as we
will mention later on in connection with the Odeion of
Agrippa.” It is obvious that the Periclean edifice was per-
ceived as a venerable monument of Athens’ ancient civi-
lization™ that did not admit of innovative interventions;
the patron was obliged to preserve its form and with it the
symbolism which the building exuded. The same thing
happened a few decades later with the restoration of the
Erechcheion on the Acropolis, as well as with other monu-
ments of Athens.” We can thus affirm that at least as far
as the restoration of old buildings was concerned, the pri-
macy of tradition was absolute and conscious not only on
the Athenians’ part but also on their patrons.

"T'he Market of Caesar and Augustus™(fig.9-10) consti-
tutes, in contrast to the aforementioned instance, a new
building program most likely intended to restore Athens’
commercial economy, which had been severely curtailed
by the Sullan destruction.” The complex was funded in
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two phases, according to the inscription on the propylon
of Athena Archegetis and the supplementary details we
can extract from Cicero’s writings. Herodes of Marathon,
who had served as Athens’ eponymous archon (60/59
B.C.), secured 50 talents from Caesar for the city’s ac-
count. The funds were given in 51 B.C.,” but we can
assume that the plan for the market had already been
8. Bema of the Roman generals in front of the Artralos Stoa. envisaged and even worked out by the Athenians at the

Author’s photograph. moment when their request for funding was submitted.**
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9. Market of Caesar and Augustus. (Pawpaixi Ayopd — Bifliodsixn Adpravov. Xvvropo 1010pixd xar mepiiynon [2004] 3 fig.1
with permission of the A' EPKA).

In any case, the complex, for which preliminary work had
likely began before the battle of Pharsalus,* constitutes
a made-in-Athens program and should be recognized as
such. A commercial market complex was signally lacking
at Athens, in contrast to what was happening in other
cities of the Greek East, including Piraeus and Delos,”
and the generally accepted commercial character of this
market is confirmed by epigraphical testimonia.* The no-
tion that the final destruction of Delos in 69 B.C., which
forced many merchants to take refuge in Athens, consti-
tuted valid grounds for undertaking the program under
discussion thus becomes very plausible.”

The plan for the complex is easily grasped: it follows
that of the completely enclosed peristyle marketplace,
which makes its first appearance at the beginning of the
Hellenistic age and subsequently becomes widespread,
particularly in the second century B.C.** It is worth not-
ing that this scheme is adopted very early on for agoras of

40 TTAPAPTHMA. A©GHNA, 2008

a specifically commercial nature as well.*” Accordingly,
there is no reason for us to trace the market form men-
tioned back to Roman models;" in contrast, it constitutes
another example within the series of comparable Hellen-
istic agoras.

Despite this, the idea that the plan for this agora is con-
nected with the Caesarea which appears in the East from
the first century B.C., as well as with the Forum of Caesar
(Forum Iulium) at Rome, has resonated strongly among
scholars.™ This theory originates in the fact that a few
months before his visit to Athens, as we know from liter-
ary sources, Julius Caesar” inaugurated one Caesareum at
Antioch and another at Alexandria, both appointed for his
cult,” while in 46 B.C. he inaugurated the Forum Iulium
at Rome, the great colonnaded complex that encloses the
temple of Venus Genetrix.™ If;, however, we take into ac-
count the fact that, besides appearing in marketplaces, the
closed peristyle complex plan was also employed very wide-

11
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10. View of the Agora of Caesar and Augustus from the east. Author's photograph.

ly in the sanctuaries of the Hellenistic world, indeed with
the temple frequently incorporated into its interior,” then
mentioning the Caesarea seems completely superfluous,
all the more since the complex in Athens lacks a temple.”
Finally, since the idea for the market’s plan originated in
the period before the battle of Pharsalus, historical reasons
make it impossible to link it with the Caesarea.
Connected with the theory mentioned above is the view
that the Market of Caesar and Augustus, while function-
ing as a commercial facility, became the foremost center
of the Imperial cult in the time of Augustus, given that
several small monolithic altars dedicated to Augustus
this interpretation as a “magnificent forecourt” to the
temple of the emperors, which has been identified with
the long arcuated building at its east end, the so-called
Agoranomeion(fig.9no.12;fig.13).” Nevertheless, no ele-
ment — not even the inscription on the epistyle that bears
a dedication to the theoi sebastoi (and to Athena Arche-

18

11. Gate of Athena Archegetis, engraving J. Stuart— N,
Revett. (M.C. Hoff, An Equestrian Statue of Lucius Caesar in
Arthens Reconsidered, AA 2001), 585 fig. 3).
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getis) — offers evidence to support such a proposition, still
less the fact that this building, whose function remains
problematic, belongs to the period of Claudius or Nero
precisely because of the inscription.” Consequently, we
should recognize that the plan and the Roman Agora—to
put it more correctly, the commercial Agora of Athens —
was a program of the Athenian demos that can reliably be
situated within Hellenistic tradition, whereas nothing in
the form or function of this complex constitutes evidence
for the introduction of innovative elements.*

At this point, I think it is relevant to cite the findings of
Christian Habicht. After examining the presence of Ro-
mans at Athens down to the battle of Actium, he reached
the conclusion that “there was very little ‘Romanization’
of Athens. The city was and basically remained Greek.™'
Despite this, it would not be correct to assert that down
to the end of the first century B.C., having restored its
ancient monuments, Athens succeeded in maintaining its
character as a Hellenistic city, and that before the age of
Augustus there was practically nothing in its public spaces
to remind anyone of Rome. The opposite view is support-
ed, in the first place, by the presence of those same Ro-
mans, who were in the city either as part of state missions
or in search of intellectual cultivation in the philosophical
schools there or, again, because they had chosen Athens
as their permanent residence, such as Cicero’s friend T.
Pomponius Atticus.”

As well, the first statues of Roman officials had already
made their appearance on the Acropolis probably from the
late second/early first:century, when Sextus and Gnaeus
Pompeius were honored (120 and 92 B.C.), the grandfa-
ther and father of Pompey the Great.” Such statues cer-
tainly proliferated in the interval from Sulla to Antony.*
We should imagine these honorific statues were for the
most part cuirassed, a type that was familiar in the Hel-
lenistic world; we have examples of it from Delos for this
period.” For certain of the honorands to be depicted wear-
ing rogas seems rather incredible, considering that togate
statues do not appear among the types current in Greece
before the age of Augustus, while at Eleusis the type is

#6 In

scarcely attested in the age of Caligula or Claudius.
the treatment of the heads, elements of ‘realistic’ portrai-
ture would originally have been adopted in accordance
with the prevailing tendencies throughout the Hellenistic
world (including Rome), mainly in the late Hellenistic/

Republican period.”” Around the first half of the first cen-
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12. Recostruction drawing of the Gate of Athena Archegetis.
(M. C. Hoft, An Equestrian Statuc of Lucius Caesar in
Athens Reconsidered, 442001, 592 fig.13).

13. Elevation of the west facade of the so-called
Agoranomeion. (M. C. Hoff, The politics and architecture
of the Athenian imperial cult, in: Subject and Ruler. Papers

presented at a conference held in the University of Alberta on
April 13-15, 1994 [=[RA Suppl. 17, 1996] 199 fig.8).

tury B.C. at Rome, the large group of so-called realistic
Republican portraits appears, strikingly aloof from the
emotion-filled types traditional in Hellenistic sculpture,
and goes on to develop a considerable variety of forms.*
In what manner portraiture develops in Greek space
during the same period — should we accept the fact of
Roman influence and ask how it operated — is a question
that needs to be investigated even more systematically.
If we keep to Evelyn Harrison’s view, we would have
to agree that the first portraits of this group appear in
Athens under the influence of Rome immediately after

19
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14. Remains of the Odeion of Perikles. (]. Travlos, Pictorial
Dictionary of Ancient Athens [1971] 389 £ig.502).

the middle of the first century B.C.* One of the most
beautiful examples of this style is the head S 333 from the
Athenian Agora,!’ which does in fact seem to follow Ro-
man models’. Recently, an incompletely preserved head
in the Acropolis Museum has been dated earlier, to the
age of Sulla, and in fact suggested to be a portrait of Sulla
himself. Nevertheless, the Acropolis head’s relationship
to the portrait types of Julius Caesar should be examined.
At any rate, leading personalities who had pretensions to
prominence and made great artistic demands, such as Ju-
lius Caesar or the new tyrannicides Brutus and Cassius,
would adopt this manner of depiction for their statues at
Athens as well.”*

For the time being, it is unknown to what extent the
new style gained acceptance in Athens and whether it had
to do only with depictions of Romans or also affected the
portraits of members of the Athenian elite, who would
consciously have followed the new Roman models, as
would happen a little while later with Imperial portrai-

ture. Nevertheless, the grave stelai of the period,” whose

20

POEDQATEE

ANAKAAYWEIY, NEEL EFEYNEEL

STEFANIDOU-TIVERIOU

production increased during the first century B.C.” after
being absent or, let us say, sparsely represented for nearly
two centuries, preserved the old traditions to a high de-
gree.” The small size and mediocre artistic quality of these
works did not facilitate the successful adoption and repro-
duction of the new styles that had arrived from Rome.

In the age of Augustus, Athens experienced a new build-

Ut

ing boom” comparable to those of the age of Lycurgus and
the second century B.C. Despite Octavian’s displeasure at
the position taken by the Athenians in the war against An-
tony and despite the unfavorable atmosphere between the
emperor and the Athenians for a certain length of time,”
Athens found itself at the epicenter of Augustan politicy
by reason of its great cultural authority, which made it
a crucial instrument of the ruler’s propaganda vis-a-vis
the cities of the Greek East.” Augustus himself visited
the city three times and was initiated into the Eleusin-
ian Mysteries in 31 and in 19 B.C.” Understood to lie
beneath these circumstances, are the large-scale building
programs which the Imperial house undertook on its own
with Agrippa as the prime mover. Nevertheless, initiatives
also came from the Achenians, primarily from the demas,
even if, at least in certain cases, they were once again real-
ized with government funding. An embassy led by Eucles,
son of Herodes of Marathon, likely in 19 B.C., ensured
money for the continuation of work on the commercial
Agora that had been somewhat interrupted, perhaps im-
mediately after Pharsalus."™

Some scholars believe that the construction of the
complex belongs mainly to this second (Augustan)
period(fig.9-10);"" according to the inscription on its
Doric propylon(fig.9no.1;fig.11), it was inaugurated in
the archonship of Nikias, around 10 B.C." Even if the
separate phases of its construction — supposing they exist

103 ¢

— require further documentation," its classicizing charac-
teristics are readily apparent. For the Doric propylon, the
architect used the Propylaia of Mnesikles as his model;
for the elongated proportions of the columns, however,
he was influenced by contemporary buildings of the Au-
gustan age, as comparison with the Caesareum of Cyrene
shows."™ This Agora, with its traditional layout (as we
have already seen), the austere appearance of its architec-
tural style, and economical construction," is a work of the
Athenian demosboth in its conception and its execution;
itis Roman only as far as the source of the financial means

is concerned.'
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15. Reconstructed elevation of the Acropolis monopreros. (M.

Bruskari, 7a pvnpeia tng Axpdroing [1996] 160 fig.109).

16. Cistophorus, Pergamum, 19 B.C. (P. Zanker, Augustus
und die Macht der Bilder [1987] 190 fig.145a).

17. Denarius, Spain, 19/18 B.C. (P. Zanker, Augustus und die
Macht der Bilder [1987] 115 fig.89b).
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Alittle later, nevertheless, this Doric propylon acquired
the appearance of a Roman monument. On the initia-
tive of the demos, a statue, probably equestrian, of Lucius

AR

Caesar'"’ was installed as its central acroterion(fig.12), as
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we learn from its inscribed base, now lost.™ The gate of
Athena Archegetis was thus transformed into a monu-
ment in honor of the young grandson and heir of Au-
gustus; the honorific arch at Pisa, which was intended to
support posthumous statues of Gaius and Lucius Caesar,
offers a parallel."”” The present case is most probably not a
matter of posthumous honors;'"” for this reason, the most
likely date for the statue’s erection seems to be 1 B.C., the
date of Gaius Caesar’s visit to Athens, according to Half-
mann."" Gaius himself, who as we know was then called
the ‘New Ares,""” would at that time have been honored
with some monument in a location still more important
and conspicuous than his younger brother, most likely in
the Ancient Agora.'”?

Another initiative of the Athenian demos is represented
by the little monopteros on the Acropolis(fig.15),"* which
was dedicated to Augustus and Roma, most likely in 20/19
or 19/18 B.C.,"" at a very important moment for Athens’
relations with Imperial Rome."® Here we are dealing with
the earliest temple of the Imperial cult in Athens and one
of the earliest in the East."” The efforts of contemporary
scholarship, which with a certain overstated insistence
looks everywhere for evidence of Romanization search-
ing for elements that reflect Roman forms and models at
Athens," have led them to propose interpretations that
lack adequate proof. In this context, the monopteros has
recently been hypothesized to have housed the cult of
Hestia, which is epigraphically attested on the Acropolis,
together with the cult of Augustus and Roma. This would
mean we have an edifice corresponding to the circular
temple of Vesta in the Forum Romanum," despite the
fact that the latter is a temple with a closed cella, essential
for keeping a fire alight."”

For the most part, however, scholarship has been domi-
nated by the view that the prototype for the building in
Athens was the almost contemporary temple of Mars Ul-
tor on the Capitolium in Rome which, according to Cas-
sius Dio (54.8.2-3), was intended to house the standards
(signa) which Crassus had lost in 53 B.C. and which the
Parthians returned to the Romans after succesfull dip-
lomatic maneuvering by Augustus (20 B.C.)."” In other
words, the monopteros at Athens was a twin of the Ro-
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18. Monopteros in the Agora of Argos. (P. Marchetti, K.
Kolokotsas, C. Abadie-Reynal, Le nymphée de | Agora
dArgos. Fouille, étude architecturale et historique, (= Erudes
péloponnésiennes, XI, 1995] Plan 9).

man edifice, which during Augustus’ stay in Athens in 19
B.C. would have housed the signa. Accordingly, it was in
essence a vicrory monument through which Rome’s suc-
cess against the Parthians was paralleled by the victories
of the Greeks against the Persians.'* The actual dedica-
tory inscription, however, is by no means conducive to
such beliefs.

As I see it, the very architecture of the Athens monop-
teros constitutes the key issue as far as understanding this
edifice is concerned. Not one of its elements supports,
even in a indirect manner, the notion that it alludes to
the Temple of Mars in Rome."”” The existence of that
edifice — which according to the most recent scholarly
opinions was designed but never built, since it was fi-
nally decided to build the temple of Mars Ultor in the
Forum of Augustus™** — is known to us only from coins
of cities in Asia Minor and Spain that were issued in the
year 19/18 B.C.(fig.16-17)." What these coins show is a
circular construction on an elevated crepis with a domed
or conical roof and a Corinthian tetrastyle pteron whose
lateral intercolumniations in certain depictions appear to
be closed. The restoration of its form is disputed; in any
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case bears only a very general resemblance to the monop-
teros of the Acropolis.”® Besides, the Athenian edifice
can be simply interpreted in the context of the Greek ar-
chitectural tradition. The monopteros type, as currently
understood by scholars, is a Greek architectural creation
that continues into the Roman imperial period as well in
Greece."”” The monopteros is a member of the large class
of circular buildings (#holoi) and, according to Florian
Seiler, it can be claimed that, after a fashion, it represents
a continuation of the circular peripteral edifices that be-
come exceptionally rare in the Hellenistic period.'*

Furthermore, the edifice on the Acropolis, with an
open pteron rising above a simple crepis and most likely
with some sort of conical roof,'”” retains the character of
a work of Classical Greek architecture, in contrast to
other monopteroi of the period even on Greek soil, which
usually rest on a high podium with steps leading up to
the cella, according to Vitruvius’ precepts (4.8.1)(fig,18),
or even crown some other more complex construction.'”
Besides, the dependence of its architectural members on
fifth-century models is indisputable, despite the fact that
their proportions underwent further development.'* |
find extreme the recently expressed view that Athens’
classicizing preferences are due to the influence exerted
by Rome — which, as we know, used Classical models very
widely during the age of Augustus, especially the Erech-
theion — and that Classicism consequently constitutes an
indication of Romanization."” In the case at hand, ir is
evident that the Erechtheion’s extensive restoration pro-
gram,"* which was carried out at the same time thar the
small monopteros was built, and perhaps even by the same
architect, influenced more than just this little Ionic build-
ing’s architectural style.” The monopteros’ close relation-
ship with the Erechtheion also determined its symbolism
through the connections to which it laid claim visually.
The new edifice, even if it was much smaller than and
inferior in quality to the Erechtheion,* alluded to that
venerable fifth-century monument and appropriated
something of its sacredness.

Accordingly, there is no reason that leads us to associate
this building with Roman models as regards architecrural
form. In addition, as far as its function is concerned, the
monopteros stands in the tradition of circular buildings
(tholoi and monopteroi) in Greek areas, which are con-
nected in a fair number of cases with cults, usually hero-
cults;"”” in certain cases, however, it scems they housed
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19. Elevation of the Temple of Roma and Augustus and the Parthenon. (M. C. Hoff, The politics and architecture of the
Athenian imperial cult, in: Subject and Ruler. Papers presented at a conference held in the University of Alberta on April 13-15,
1994 [=JRA Suppl. 17,1996] 187 fig.3).

the emperor cult as well. Thus, for example, in the Agora
of Elis there was, according to Pausanias (6.24.10),” “an
old temple surrounded by columns; ... it is dedicated to
the Roman emperors” (vaoc dpyaiog otoaic £v kbkio
neploTuAog ... faotietot 0 avertal Popalovg).” Keep-
ing the building’s actual dedicatory inscription in mind,
I think we need not doubt about the fact that the monop-
teros on the Acropolis was intended to welcome the cult
and, in consequence, the statues of Augustus and Roma."*’
Despite its diminutive dimensions (diameter of stylobate
7.354 m), it could have accommodated two larger than
life-size statues with great ease.”

In the end, however, the fact that the monopteros was
intended for the cult of the emperor at the municipal
(not provincial) level is also important for understand-
ing the structure. This means that the initiative for the
temple’s location, size, and form would most likely have
been within the exclusive jurisdiction of the demos, which
would have had the freedom to make decisions based on
its own criteria, as happened in such cases."* Thus, it is not
so strange that itadopted a Greek style of architecture and
that the new divinities were placed on a level clearly inferi-
or to that of the city’s ancient gods; on the other hand, the
choice of a monopteros enabled the work to be contracted
out in a cost-effective way, which moreover affirms the
Athenians’ intention not to overstep the bounds in grant-
ing honors to the Emperor, and at the same time afforded
the potential for immediate viewing of the statues. It is
nevertheless important to state that the monopteros was
the only new building added to the rock of the Acropolis
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since the time of the great construction projects,"* and
that according to the opinio communis it was placed in a
key location in front of the eastern fagade of the Parthe-
non, directly aligned with that edifice(fig.19)."**

While the image of the Acropolis remained virtually
unchanged, evidently as a mark of respect for the sacred-
ness of the place, the opposite happened in the ancient
Agora(fig.7), the political center of Athens. At this loca-
tion, a highly ambitious building program was imple-
mented that was due to the initiative not of the demos
but obviously of the central authority itself. From the ex-
tensive discussions in reference to the edifices of this era,
which radically changed the face of the Agora, I would
like to extract certain conclusions that would serve my
purposes here.

There should be no doubt that the centerpiece of the
wider remodeling of the monumental landscape of the
Agora is the Odeion of Agrippa(fig.7,20), the mag-
nificent roofed theater that was probably inaugurated
between 16 and 14 B.C."* This building, with its covered
auditorium, adopted the type of the Hellenistic boulete-
rion (¢heatrum tectum) in its most highly developed form,
without internal supports and with the lateral sections of
the cavea trimmed away.'” The erection of a stage trans-
formed it into an odeion (concert hall)."*® These attributes,
however, already appear in the small roofed thearer of
Pompeii, which was built a short time after the founda-
tion of the colony in 80 B.C. and acquired a stage when it
was renovated in the time of Augustus.” The similarities
between the Pompeii building and the one in Athens, as it
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20. The Odeion of Agrippa, restored longitudinal section. (J.
Travlos, Pictorial Dictionary of Ancient Athens [1971] 369
fig.473).

has frequently been noted, are very close conserning their
plans. It hast been therefore assumed that the architect
who worked at Athens knew the theater at Pompeii and
perhaps even used its design.” Besides, its simultaneous
incorporation of not only contemporary Roman archi-
tectural forms but also those of the East and of Athens
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itself,”" its lavish construction™ and, on a technical level,
the exceptionally daring solution it offers to the roofing of
the large interior space (25 m wide)"™ render this building
an outstanding example of Augustan architecture.™

To these features we should also add the Odeion’s care-
fully considered setting in the landscape: it is aligned with
the north-south axis of the Agora and occupies a central
position, in front of the fagade of the pre-existing Middle
Stoa(fig.21-22), creating a strikingly theatrical setting,
Indeed, if we bear in mind that during the same period
the last opening onto the north side of the square was
closed by the erection of a stoa-type construction in the
lonic order, likewise lavish,” we can regard the Odeion
as the central edifice in a closed square.”® We can thus
appreciate the immense significance the new building
acquired, and the symbolism it would have broadcast to
the contemporary viewer.”” In its bulk and consequence,
the gift of Agrippa had outclassed all of the previous
gifts to Athens.” It is moreover virtually self-evident
that the contemporary viewer would have compared it
with the ancient Odeion. The Odeion of Pericles, as we
have mentioned, had been restored some decades before,

which made the luxury of erecting a new building for
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the same purpose unnecessary.” The ways in which the
new Odeion paralleled the fifth-century building would
thus have been quite inescapable at that period; still more
perhaps the parallel between the modern general and the
fifth-century one.

It is thus a fact, that with the Odeion Athens acquired
its first structure built ‘to modern specifications,’ in-
deed the first Roman building in its history, which was
moreover planned on the basis of prevailing Roman
architectural conceptions regarding the organization of
monumental space. This modern construction never-
theless rose in the heart of the Agora together with an
ancient and venerable building, a Classical temple in the
Doric order(fig.7,22,24)" that had been moved from
some Attic sanctuary and been installed there. 1 wish
to indicate that I side with those scholars who agree that
this represents a unified program of the age of Augus-
tus, primarily since the Odeion and the temple are on
the same axis,"” even if the projects were not executed
at absolutely the same time."” We now know that the
temple was moved from Pallene. The foundations of the
peripteral building that were discovered recently at Stav-
ros in Agia Paraskevi(fig.23),"™ in an area which belonged
to the ancient deme of Pallene, have been identified as the
temple of Athena Pallenis,** while studying them has led
Manolis Korres"* to argue that we are dealing with the
temple which was moved to the Agora and which, relying
on the well known reference in Pausanias (1.8.4), we agree
housed the cult of Ares.

The questions which we are now called upon to answer
are two. (1) Why was the temple in question moved to the
Athenian Agora, since in the context of Agrippa’s sump-
tuous building program a new one could have been built,
indeed one designed in accordance with Roman models,
Le. as a podium temple? (2) Did its transplantation have
any correlation with the goddess worshipped in it (Athena
Pallenis) or was this old temple regarded as suitable to be
moved only by virtue of its architectural style and form in
order to receive a new cult (that of Ares) without regard to
its original occupant? These two questions are not com-
pletely independent of each other and will thus need to be
answered concurrently.

In the first place, it is important to emphasize some-
thing that has often been said, that the establishment of
the cult of Ares in the center of Athens is due to the impor-
tance which this god had acquired in the age of Augustus

MOYEZETO MITENAKH



H ABHNA KATA TH POMATKH EINOXH: NPOZPATEE ANAKAAYWVEIEZ, NEEE EPEYNEX

Tradition and romanization in the monumental landscape of Athens®

RN v e b, ] s

21. North fagade of the Odeion of Agrippa and Middle Stoa, restored. (J. Travlos, Pictorial Dictionary of Ancient Athens [1971]
366 fig.469).

22. Model of the Agora from NW (H. A. Thompson - R. E.
Wycherley, The Agora of Athens [=Agora 14, 1972] pl.11).

by virtue of his correlation with the Roman Mars. Mars
is the god who ensures Ares a place in the city’s central
square.' As it now appears in the light of new informa-
tion, however, the cult of Ares should not be unequivo-
cally construed as a direct equivalent of the cult of Mars
Ultor in the Forum of Augustus at Rome,' but its estab-
lishment did occur under particular conditions — to be
specific, accompanied by the cult of other gods, but pri-
marily of Athena. The presence of a statue of the goddess
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Athena next to that of Ares, following what Pausanias says
(1.8.4), which agrees with our newly-acquired knowledge
that the temple in the Agora is identical with that of Ath-
ena at Pallene, enables us to formulate a firmly founded
opinion in favor of a joint cult of Ares and Athena, second-
ing Evelyn Harrison’s view."*® It is relevant to recall that
this has to do with a temple associated with an important
state cult which goes back at least as far as the seventh
century B.C.'” and in which the Archon Basileus him-
self participated.” In the first place, the transplantation
of this venerable edifice would have conferred authority
on the building program, contributing to the creation of
a monumental space with allusions to the city’s Classical
past.”" It would thus have offered the new culta potential-
ly smoother reception than the erection of a new temple
could have. However, the transplantation of the Classical
temple should in all probability be mainly regarded as
signifying that the old cult that it had housed until then
was now transplanted to the Agora. This interpretation
is consonant with the prevailing mood of the age of Au-
gustus regarding the restoration of ancient temples. More
particularly, it is probably connected with the care for the
shrines of Attica attested in the famous decree refering to

25



H A8HNA KATA TH PTOMATKH ENOXH

MPOEZPATEE ANAKAAYWETE

HEEL EIMEYNEE

TH. STEFANIDOU-TIVERIOU

the restoration of the Attic shrines (/G'II* 1035)"2, which
according to the established view can be dated to the age
of Augustus (10/9-3/2 B.C.)."” With its move, the old culc
acquired new importance due to from its new location.
Besides, the cult of Athena at Pallene was anything but
irrelevant to the worship of Ares and Athena Areia, whose
premier shrine in Attica — all the more without a temple
—was known to be located in Acharnai.™ The epigraphi-
cally attested culric relationship of Athena Pallenis with
the deme of Acharnai, which is known to have belonged to
the cultic community centered on the temple of Athena at
Pallene'™ shows that the temple of this goddess had been
chosen intentionally to welcome the cult of Ares together
with that of its old occupant.

On the basis of the foregoing considerations, the very
widespread view that the temple in the Agora was trans-
planted there to house the Imperial cult, actually mori-
vated by Gaius Caesar’s visit to Athens (1 B.C.),” has been
shown to be unsubstantiated. Even before the discovery at
Pallene became common knowledge, Antony Spawforth
regarded this view as altogether speculative.” There is no
indication that the honors granted by the Athenians to
Augustus’ adopted son and heir, who was called the “new
Ares,” were connected with the temple in the Agora. Be-
sides, the aforementioned hypothesis entails so late a date
for the moving of the temple that it would mean that it
was a program independent from the Odeion, which is
not at all plausible.” Finally, we have no indication that
statues of the Imperial family were present in this tem-
ple.”” On the contrary, we may conclude that statues of
the Imperial family which were clearly cultic in nature
were most probable housed in the double cella at the rear
of the stoa of Zeus Eleutherios(fig.7),™" since the existence
of a base has been confirmed in the south room (cella)
whose inscription, fragmentarily preserved, indicates that
the demoswas the dedicant.”” Homer Thompson regard-
ed this double cella, forming an annex thart he darted ro
the end of the first century B.C. or the beginning of the
first century A.D.," as the main center of the Imperial
cult in the Agora, where it was linked to the old cult of
Zeus Eleutherios, which also had a political meaning."™
There is no unanimity concerning the form of the Impe-
rial cult housed here, a situation due largely to the lack of
a precise date for the annex’s construction; nonetheless,
a fair number of scholars link it to the adopted sons of
Augustus.* What I would like to emphasize here is that,
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23. Recostruction drawing of the temple of Athena in
Pallene. (M. Korres, in: C. Bouras et al. (eds), Adwvar. And
tnv Kiaoixi enoxit éwg oripepa (5 ar. m.X. — 2000 u. X.)

[2000] 21 fig.20).
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24. Temple of Ares and Altar. (H. A. Thompson - R. E.
Wycherley, The Agora of Athens [=Agora 14,1972] 102
fig.39).

as also on the Acropolis, the cultic space which the demos
decided to allocate for the cult of the emperors,™ albeit
after informing the central authority, was carefully chosen
to maintain a fitting proportion in relation to the temples
of the gods.

Accordingly, all of the present arguments converge in
the view that the great temple in the square was dedicated
to Ares. The appearance of his cult was nevertheless ac-
companied by a corresponding increase in the importance
of Athena in the area of the Agora. In this context, the
fact that two other structures of the early Imperial period
were connected with Athena should not pass without
comment. The propylon of Athena Archegetis already
mentioned(fig.11), as well as the still-unexplained struc-
ture built a few decades later at the east of the Market of
Caesar and Augustus(fig.9no0.12:figl3), which was also
dedicated to Athena Archegetis and the theoi sebastoi; it
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is worth mentioning that the dedicants were from Garget-
tos, a deme confirmed to have participated in the cultic
community of Athena Pallenis.”™ Finally, Michael Hoff’s
observation deserves notice, that the goddess shared this
hitherto rare epithet of hers with Augustus himself, ac-
cording to a now-lost inscription from the area of the
Market of Caesar and Augustus.”

This brief survey of the monuments of Athens from the
mid-Hellenistic period to the early Roman Empire, with
the endeavor to integrate them into Hellenistic tradition
on one hand and to understand them in the light of the
new Roman perspective on the other has, I hope, certain
conclusions to offer. For a long interval until the end of the
Hellenistic age and the battle of Actium, Roman penetra-
tion seems to have proceeded with timid, cautious steps
in terms of visual impressiveness.”™* The goddess Roma,
who was moreover a Greek-inspired goddess, appeared
in a form familiar to Greeks and was established next to
preexisting divinities. As well, in the building programs
undertaken as gifts either by rulers of the East or by Ro-
man generals, the preservation of tradition was the pre-
dominant element, even when Roman architects were in-
volved in their execution. Athens conserved and presented
its ancient heritage, for it was the means by which the city
attracted the attention of the powerful of the age, while
its new patrons, for their part, revered Athenian tradition
and responded to this stimulus by using the city’s prestige
in pursuit of their own ends. The Bema in front of the
Stoa of Attalus represent the clearest expression of Roman
presence and Roman might.

Beyond any doubt, the age of Augustus began a new
chapter in the city’s Romanization in terms of urban
planning and architecture, since Athens received special
treatment from the Imperial house despite the fact that
the policies the city had repeatedly pursued in the past did
not justify anything of the sort. The building programs
that were undertaken should be divided into two catego-
ries: those planned and carried out by the city (even if in
certain cases they had Roman funding) or by members of
the Athenian elite,™ and those owed to the involvement
of the central authority.

The first category should include, for example, the
commercial agora (Market of Caesar and Augustus),
the monopteros on the Acropolis, probably in combina-
tion with the repairs to the Erechtheion, and the double
cella at the rear of the Stoa of Zeus Eleutherios, as well as
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other edifices such as the elongated stoas along the Pana-
thenaic Way in the northwest part of the Agora (which
reused building material from structures that had been
destroyed),"” as well as building work on the Tholos in

12 These constructions,

the Agora”' and the Asklepieion.
though relatively low-cost and of limited opulence, are
distinguished by the clear, direct allusions they make to
the Classical architectural tradition. The new culr of the
emperors quickly gained acceptance on the Acropolis and
in the Agora, but was established in small edifices that did
not compete with the temples of the gods in any event.
Athens’ relatively peaceful adjustment to the new reality
accords with the conclusion at which Spawforth arrived,
based on the epigraphical evidence, namely that during
these years the Athenians were reluctant to “create con-
spicuous architecture” for the Imperial cule.” Only in the
age of Claudius and Nero would this cult be reorganized
and, with its integration into the city’s great religious fes-
tivals, gain particular prominence in Athens, signaling a
great divide in the process of its Romanization."

The second category of building programs — those
undertaken by the Imperial house, and specifically by
Agrippa — is the one that put its stamp on the urban land-
scape, especially on its political center. In this instance,
the scale, the opulence, and the prominent location of the
buildings corresponded to the central authority’s capacity
for expenditures, which far surpassed the city’s own, be it
for new constructions such as the Odeion and the Tonic
stoa on the Agora’s northeast side, or for the transport of
entire buildings stone by stone like the temple and altar
of Ares. Tn addition, the occupation of the central square
of the Agora, in the first place by the bulk of the Odeion
and secondarily by that of the Doric temple, was indica-
tive of the role of the central authority even with regard
to a “free” Greek city, since this space had for centuries
remained free of structures. Through their form and their
function, these very buildings alluded more or less directly

" Nonetheless, by virtue of their

to Athens’ Classical past.
deliberately planned arrangement, they introduced pre-
vailing Roman conceptions of spatial organization and
with extreme clarity proclaimed the power of the city’s
donor and new benefactor. Within the Classical temple,
Ares-Mars was now worshipped as a god who represented
Roman fmperium (perhaps together with Aphrodite-Ve-
nus, the goddess of the gens Julia), but in all probability

also with Athena, the city’s own great goddess.
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In conclusion, we should acknowledge that in the early
Roman imperial period Romanization actually became
perceptible in the political heart of Athens, both from the
perspective of visual impressiveness as well as more gen-
erally from the perspective of accommodating elements
of Roman culture. It nonetheless appeared in a relatively
mild fashion or, to put it another way, was concealed to a
certain degree by the use of Classical features for, [ believe,
two reasons. Allusions to the Classical past were, on one
hand, consonant with the pursuits of the Athenians, who
had for centuries drawn upon it and continued, even at
this point with the new state of affairs, to persevere vig-
orously in preserving and promoting it.” On the other
hand, however, Athens’ ancient traditions and preference
for the Classical models associated with them were inte-
grated into the program of the central authority itself. In
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Augustus’ policy relative to the Greek East, Athens oc-
cupied, as it has been said, a prominent position; in con-
sequence, the ruler was very careful in his dealings with
ir."”” To what degree, indeed, this city functioned as his
model by virtue of its ancient authority and worth, the
classicizing and in many respects Athenocentric art of Au-
gustan Rome makes evident, for it was the art of Athens
that Augustus drew upon in order to project his political
program authoritatively onto the state monuments of his
own capital.”
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22) 4, attributes the participation of Roman architects to the

40 ITAPAPTHMA. AGHNA, 2008

amicable relations of the Cappadocian royal family with Rome
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68.

065. See C. De Ruyt, Macellum, Marché alimentaire des Ro-
mains (1983) 278-280.
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69. De Ruyt (n. 65) 275-280 and for Athens’ commercial
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81. Habicht, in: Romanization 1997 (n. 11) 15; as well, cf.
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und Typus, A4 1995, 473 n. 3 (with bibliography). The most
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88. See Megow (op. cit. ) esp. 150-152.
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92. Bronze statues of Brutus and Cassius: R. E. Wycherley,
Literary and Epigraphical Testimonia, Agora 3 (1957) 208
no.262; Schiifer 1998, 94 n. 198; Torelli (n. 77) 19 and nn.
62-63; Croz (n. 90) 132 and n. 27. Statues of Julius Caesar: /G
112 3222; cf. A. E. Raubitschek, Epigraphical Notes on Julius
Caesar, JRS 44, 1954, 68-69. (P) pl. 3; Hoff 1989, 2 n. 10.

93. See the recent monograph by D. W. von Moock, Die
figiirlichen Grabstelen Attikas in der Kaiserzeit (1998).

94. For the reappearance of Attic stelai in the late Hellenistic
period, see L. Spiliopoulou-Donderer, Das Grabrelief der Apol-
lonia im J. Paul Getty Museum, in: Roman Funerary Monu-
ments in the ]. Paul Getty Museum 1, OPAG (1990) 5-14 (end
of the second or first half of the first century B.C.); von Moock
(0p.cit.) 52 (beginning of the first century), 86 and n. 1015 (first
examples from the end of the second century); cf. ]. B. Gross-
mann, Hellenistic Funerary Monuments from the Athenian
Agora, in: O. Palagia, W. Coulson (eds.), Regional Schools in
Hellenistic Sculpture. Proceedings of an International Confer-
ence held at Athens, March 15-17, 1996 (1998) 75-82, esp. 80,
who nevertheless thinks that the production of small reliefs
continued throughout the Hellenistic period.

95. For the classicizing appearance of these grave stelai, see
J. Bergemann, Klassizismus im kaiserzeitlichen Griechenland,
in: P. Noelke (ed.), Romanisation und Resistenz, Akten des
VIL Internationalen Colloquiums iiber Probleme des provin-
zialromischen Kunstschaffens Koln 2. bis 6. Mai 2001 (2003)
559-562. We don't find figures wearing a toga on these stelai:
Havé-Nikolaus (n. 86) 36; cf. ]. Bergemann, review of Havé-
Nikolaus (n. 86), Gunomon 74,2002, 375 and n. 4.

96. See, for example, Marchetti (n. 4) 148-153, who also dis-
cusses Agrippa’s role in reorganizing the province of Achaea.

97. On the debated subject of Augustus’ relations with Ath-
ens, see recently, G. C. R. Schmalz, Athens, Augustus and the
Settlement of 21 B.C., GRAS 37, 1996, 381-398 and n.2 (with
bibliography). See also Bshme (n. 51) 42-54; Schiifer 1998, 48
and n. 11-12,

98. See, for example, Bhme (n. 51)
99. See, for example, Bshme (n. 51) 49-52.
100. Hoff 1989, 2-3; cf. Burden 1999, 174.
101. Hoff (n. 60) 229; Hoft 1989, 8.

102. Hoff (n. 60) 109-110 and n. 60 (11/10 or 10/9 B.C.);
Hoft 1989, 6, 8.

103. According to Burden 1999, 169-277, esp. 193-196,
204-209, the Augustan phase of the complex began to be con-
structed in the form of a Doric peristyle of Pentelic marble with
its main entrance on the west, where the Doric propylon was
erected; the lonic peristyle of Hymettan marble, into which
the Doric stoa on the south side was incorporated as an inter-
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nal colonnade, as well as the eastern propylon belong to a more
recent phase, along with the so-called Agoranomeion to the
east of the Market, with a plausible dating in the time of Clau-
dius. An older view held that the lonic peristyle and the Tonic
propylon, along with the paving, belong to the second century
A.D., probably after 126/127: M. T. Boatwright, Hadrian
and the cities of the Roman Empire (2000) 170. As Demetrios
Sourlas has informed me (pers. comm. Nov. 2006), the recent
investigations of the A" EPKA in the Market do not support the
attribution of the lonic peristyle to a phase subsequent to that
of the Doric propylon.

104. Burden 1999, 200-201 figs 99-100.

105. For the low quality of the construction and the wide-
spread reuse of building materials, see Hoff (n. 60) 228-229.

106. Cf. Burden 1999, 28.

107. M. C. Hoff, An Equestrian Statue of Lucius Caesar in
Athens Reconsidered, 442001, 583-599.

108. I think that the way in which the statue was installed,
atop an added plinth that was secured on a base integrated with
the geison of the acroterion, (Hoff [0p.cir.] 587-589 figs 8-12)
indicates thar the installation of a statue had not originally been
foreseen. Hoff (op.cit.) 587 also accepts that the statue of Lu-
cius was not originally installed on the propylon bur curiously
hypothesizes that the apex block of the geison bearing the inte-
grated base of the statue may belong to a later period.

109. SeeS. De Maria, Gli archi onorari di Roma e dell Ttalia
Romana (1988) 250-251 no.32; see also M. Rochmer, Der Bo-
gen als Staatsmonument. Zur politischen Bedeurung der ri-
mischen Ehrenbiagen des 1. Jhs.n.Chr. (1997) 109-110; cf. Hoft
(op. cit) 595.

110. Hoff (n. 107) 595 thinks that the inscription provides
no indication that the statue was set up after Lucius’ death.

111. H. Halfmann, Itinera principum. Geschichte und
Typologie der Kaiserreisen im Rémischen Reich (1986) 166.
Following the older daring of the visit to 2 B.C., Hoff (n. 107)
links the honors to Gaius with the dedication of the temple of
Mars Ultor at Rome and points out that in that year Lucius,
who reached his fifteenth birthday, received the toga virilisand
was named princeps iuventutis.

112. For the inscribed base of unknown provenance /G 11 2
3250, which constituted the pretext for associating the epither
Néoc Apne with the temple of Ares in the Agora, see Hoff (n.
107) 596 and n. 48. See infra, 113.

113. According to one point of view, we should suppose that
the statue of Gaius Caesar would have been installed on the
castern propylon of the Market of Caesar and Augustus, scc
Baldassarri 1998, 257 and n. 12; P. Baldassarri, Lo specchio
del potere: programmi edilizi ad Atene in etd augustea, in: Col-
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logue 2001, 410. This is however unlikely, since the western
propylon is undoubtedly the most important of the two.

114, W. Binder, Der Roma-Augustus Monopteros auf der
Akropolis in Athen und sein typologischer Ort (1969); Travlos
(n. 55) 494-497; H. Hinlein-Schifer, Veneratio Augusti. Eine
Studie zu den Tempeln des ersten rimischen Kaisers (1985)
57, 96-97, 156-159 (A 20); Schmalz 1994, 12-42; Hoff, The
politics (n. 78) 185-194; Baldassarri 1998, 45-63; Schiifer 1998,
46-48 and n. 3; Burden 1999, 62-75 (cat.10); Baldassarri, Lo
specchio (op.cir.) 405-407 and n. 11, 418.

115. The inscription (/G112 3173) and the date of the build-
ing: Hinlein-Schiifer (op.cit.) 157, 159; Schifer 1998, 47. For
further details, some concerning the historical conjunction of

events that led to the building’s foundation, see Schmalz 1994,
19-25, 32-35; see also Burden 1999, 62-69 (cat.10).

116. Schmalz 1994, 26, 41,
117. Hinlein-Schiifer (n, 114) 6, 17.

118. See the comments by Schérner (n. 17) 624 relating to
the book by Baldassari 1988; cf. Baldassarri, Lo specchio (n.
113) esp. 418-419 which returns emphatically to this subject.

119. This view was prompted by the inscription /G112 5096
on a seat in the Theater of Dionysus, according to which this
goddess was worshipped on the Acropolis of Athens together
with Livia and Julia, see Schmalz 1994, 68 and esp. M. Kajava,
Vesta and Athens, in: O. Salomies (ed.), The Greek East in the
Roman Context. Proceedings of a Colloquium organized by the
Finnish Institute at Athens, May 21 and 22, 1999 (2001) 71-
94, who thinks that the monopteros in front of the Parthenon
housed the cult of Hestia together with that of Augustus and
Roma, but only after March of 12 B.C., 0p.csz. 83-85.

120. See S. Rambaldi, Monopreros. Le edicole circolari nell’

architettura dell Italia romana (2002) 33, Nevertheless, Ka-
java (gp.cit.) 85 agrees that there would have been a movable
lamp, as in the Erechrtheion.

121. For this view, see Schmalz 1994, 32-35, who accepts
the relationship with the temple at Rome for other reason and
because the temple and the monopteros of the Acropolis are
nearly contemporary, 0p.cit. 33; sec also P. Baldassarri, Augusto
Soter. Ipotesi sul monopteros dell’Acropoli ateniese, Ostraka4,
1995, 69-84, esp. 80-83; Baldassarri 1998, 58-61; Baldassarri,
Lo specchio (n. 113) 405-407; Monaco (n. 32) 130. Kajava (n.
119) 81-83 also accepts the monopteros’ relationship with the
temple of Mars Ultor and the standards recovered from the
Parthians. Criticism of this view: Schérner (n. 17) 622; Berge-
mann (n. 95) 562.

122. Schifer 1998, 48, 56-59, 63-67. For a similar interpreta-
tion, see also Hoff, The politics (n. 78) 193-194.

123. Burden 1999, 62, although admitting Roman influence
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on the structure’s architecture, questions whether the Atheni-
anssaw the ﬂlUnOprl'OS as a monument Of Roman \«’iCt{)l.'y.

124. See Kajava (n. 119) 83 n. 56 for the literature on this
subject.

125. See Baldassarri, Lo specchio (n. 113) 407 n. 14; see also
Steinby, Lexicon (n. 44) H-O (1996) 230-231 s.v. Mars Ulror
(Capitolium) (Ch. Reusser); Schifer 1998, 49-55. For the tem-
ple, comments on the coins that depict it, and the controversies
about the temple, see the recent exhaustive treatment in M.
Spannagel, Exemplaria Principis. Untersuchungen zu Entste-
hung und Ausstattung des Augustusforums (1999) 60-78.

126. See H. von Hesberg, Ein Rundbau fiir Herakles am
Tiber, in: X. Lafon, G. Sauron (eds.), Théorie et pratique de
Larchitecture romaine. Etudes offertes a Pierre Gros(2005) 105
and n. 33. Also, Schifer 1998, 52 fig.7, commenting on the ap-
pearance of the temple on the cistophori coinage of Pergamon,
observes that it looks like a cella is being rendered and asks if
the coins on he whole render the building’s actual form. He
nevertheless thinks it likely that it was a monopteros, against F.
Cassola, who assumes that it would have had a cella to hold the
signa, op.cit. 52 esp. 54-55.

127. On the monopteros type, see Binder (n. 114) 89-123;
W. Koenigs, W. Radt, Ein kaiserzeitlicher Rundbau (Monop-
teros) in Pergamon, lseMirr 29, 1979, 348-352; I, Seiler, Die
griechische Tholos. Untersuchungen zur Fntwicklung, Typol-
ogie und Funktion kunstmdifSiger Rundbauten (1986) 135-
147, M, Weber, Baldachine und Statuenschreine (1990) 105,
123, 127; Rambaldi (n. 120) 15-36. This architectural type
continues to appear in the Greek world, even in Athens; for
the monopreros of the second century A.D. in the Agora, see
W. B. Dinsmoor, Jr., The monopreros in the Athenian Agora,
Hesperia 43, 1974, 412-427; cf. Thompson, Wycherley (n.
43) 203. The Athenian Agora. A guide to the excavation and
Museum (1990") 124.

128. Seiler (n. 127) 135-138,

129. Binder (n. 114) 91-92, 100-101; Baldassarri 1998, 46
andn. 7.

130. Cf. Binder (n. 114) 101; Rambaldi (n. 120) 33, 101 n.2,
who also emphasizes the edifice’s autonomy in accord with
Greek architectural tradition, in contrast to what happens in
the Roman period, when the monopteros is incorporated into

larger architectural compositions, see von Hesberg (n. 126)
104-107.

131. For these distinct types of monopteros, see Binder (n.
114) 115. The type as described by Vitruvius was used for the
Nymphaeum at Argos(fig.18): P. Marchetri, K. Kolokotsas,
C. Abadie-Reynal, Le nymphée de [ Agora d'Argos. Fouille,
étude architecturale et historique, Erudes péloponnésiennes,
XT(1995) esp. 182-185. The monopteros and its function (also
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in Iralian territory): Rambaldi (n. 120) 37-48; von Hesberg
(n. 126).

132. For the proportion of the building’s diameter to its
height (1:1), see Binder (n. 114) 74, and for the changes in the
proportions of the different elements (columns and entabla-
ture) in relarion to the Erechctheum in order to fit them into
general proportions, see Burden 1999, 65-67. Nevertheless,
Burden’s view, op.cit. 1999, esp. 67-68, that the monopteros
was “a hybrid piece of architecture” which combined a Roman
type of structure with elements of Greek architecture, fails to
persuade.

133. Bergemann, Klassizismus (n. 95) 562.

134. |. M. Paton (ed.), The Erechteum (1927) 66-76, 223-
224; Burden 1999, 32-62 (cat.7).

135. Binder (n. 114) 43-44, 76-77. Regarding the view that
all the building projects on the Acropolis in this period are at-
tributable to a single architect, see Hiinlein-Schiifer (n. 114) 96-
97, who also reviews the earlier scholarship; ¢f. Schmalz 1994,
16 and n. 36.

136. The quality of its components is inferior, compared to
that of the Roman repairs to the Erechtheion: Burden 1999, 66,
69 ka1 217 discusses its hurried construction in view of Augus-
tus’ impending visit. The architectural elements were produced
in haste: Schifer 1998, 59 and n. 57.

137. Circular buildings in Greece and various interpretations
of their function: Kajava (n. 119) 78 n. 38. Tholoi: Seiler (n.
127) 152, who also discusses monopteroi, op.cit. 146-147 and
thinks that they are not connected purely to cultic functions
but also include dedications of private individuals and asso-
ciations. The small four-columned monopteros in the Agora
of the Competialists w;is previously known as a dedication to
Hermes and Maia, but see now C. Hasenohr, Les sanctuaires
italiens sur l'agora des compétaliastes a Délos, R4 2000, 198-
202, who asserts that it was set up by the Competialists to the
Lares Compitales and housed the statues of these divinities.
Monopteral edifices were nonetheless connected with hero
cults: P. Marchetti, Le nymphée d’Argos, le Palémonion de
["Isthme et I'Agora de Corinthe, in: A. Pariente, G. Touchais
(eds.), Apyoc xar Apyoiida. Tomoypapia xar moieodopia,
Ipaxrixd bredvovc Zvvedpiov, Adriva-Apyog 28/4-1/5/1990
(1998) 357-372.

138. Pausanias (10.8.6) refers to statues of emperors in the
third temple of Pronaia that he saw on his visit to Delphi, but it
is not certain whether he is referring to the Tholos or not.

139. Both this Pausanias reference and the cultic tradition
of circular buildings contradict the view that the monopteros
on the Acropolis was the only instance of that type being used
to house the Imperial cult: Schiifer 1998, 48 and n. 14. Thus,
for example, Weber (n. 127) 113 thinks that the monopteros of
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Augustus and Roma allows connections to be made with the
Philippeion at Olympia as regards its function.

140. Weber (n. 127) 114; Kajava (n. 119) 85 accepts thatafter
12 B.C. the statue of Hestia was placed with the statues of Livia
and Julia. It is moreover certain that this type of building was

very frequently used ro accommodate statues: Koenigs, Radt
(n. 127) 351-352: Seiler (n. 127) 146-147.

141. In contrast, Burden 1999, 69 expresses doubts about
its capacity for this very reason; cf. Spawforth’s view that the
monopteros accommodated an altar, A. J. S. Spawforth, The
Early Reception of the Imperial Cult in Athens: Problems and
Ambiguities, in: Romanization 1997, 184 and n. 11.

142. Regarding the process of establishing the Imperial cule
on the civic level, see C. Habicht, Die augusteische Zeit und das
erste Jahrhundert nach Christi Geburt, in: W. den Boer (ed.),
Le culte des souverains dans 'empire Romain. Entretiens sur
[ antiquité classique, Vandeevre-Geneve 28 Aoiit - 2 Septembre
1972 (1973), 45-50, who points out that the varied forms of
the cult in cities exist precisely by reason of the cities” freedom
of choice. See also R. F. Price, Rituals and Power. The Roman
imperial cult in Asia Minor (1984) 66. For the emperor-cult
on the civic level, see recently I. Gradel, in: ThesCRA [7(2004)
192-193 s.v. Heroisierung und Apotheose. The fact that it was a
cult of the ciry does not rule our the possibility that the Acropo-
lis monopteros was funded by Augustus himself, but even in
this case it is not obligatory for us to assume that Augustus
would have dictated the choice of plan, which furthermore did
not happen in the case of the Market of Caesar and Augustus.
Schifer 1998, 58 and n. 55 takes a different view of the matter;
cf. Kajava (n. 119) 81 and n. 49.

143. The remaining interventions on the rock of the Acropo-
lis were concerned with the restoration of ancient monuments
like the Erechtheion and the statue of Athena Promachos, Trav-
los (n. 55) 55; Burden 1999, 32-62 (cat.7), 69-76 (car.6).

144. Schmalz 1994, 17-19. Scholars up to now have almost
unanimously held to the view that the monopteros rose above
the foundation which is found east of and on an axis with the
Parthenon, Baldassarri 1998, 48-50; Schifer 1998, 46 and n,
4-5; Weber (n. 127) 113 and n. 602; Rambaldi (n. 127) 33 and
n. 113. On the other hand, Binder (n. 114) 45-47, 125 alone
proposes that its location was in front of the eastern porch of

the Erechrheion; cf. Hinlein-Schiifer (n. 114) 157-158.

145. H. A. Thompson, The Odeion in the Athenian Agora,
Hesperia 19, 1950, 31-141; Meinel (n. 56) 44 -59 and for the
architectural type, op.ciz. 204-207; Schmalz 1994, 86-91; Bal-
dassarri 1998, 115-141; Schiifer 1998, 98 n. 215 (with bibliog-
raphy); Burden 1999, 76-115 (cat.2); Baldassarri, Lo specchio
(n. 113) 412-416 and n.39 (with bibliography).

146. Thompson (gp.cit.) 89 and n. 1; Thompson (n. 22) 6-9;
Meinel (n. 56) 58; Baldassarri, Lo specchio (n. 113) 411, 412.
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For Agrippa’s relations with the Greek world, see J.-M. Rod-
daz, Marcus Agrippa, BEFAR 263 (1984) 421-450 and for the
Odeion, op.cit. 435-439. A visit by Agrippa to Athens is not
explicitly attested, in contrast to what happens in Corinth and
Sparta, where he probably passed the spring/summer of 16 B.C.
on his way to the East, see Halfmann (n. 111) 163-166.

147. Thompson (n. 145) 90; Meinel (n. 56) 340; Burden
1999, 77-79.

148. Meinel (n. 56) 35, 339. The open-air Roman theater
and the roofed theater/odeion were derived from the Hellen-
istic bouleuterion (theatrum tectum): Meinel (n. 56) 188-192;
Baldassarri, Lo specchio (n. 113) 412-413 and n. 41.

149. Meinel (n. 56) 36-44, 180-183, 339.

150. Thompson (n. 145) 90-94. Similarities berween the two
buildings: Meinel (n. 56) 35, 340. Baldassarri 1998, 133-134,
267-268, although not excluding the possibility that the archi-
tect may be an Athenian familiar with architectural develop-
ments in Italy, thinks it equally likely that he had come from
Italy (Campania) in Agrippa’s entourage; cf. Baldassarri, Lo
specchio (n. 113) 413 n. 41; Burden 1999, 79, 113 holds similar

views.

151. Classicizing features of the building’s architectural ele-
ments: Thompson (n. 145) 84-89; cf. Meinel (n. 56) 58; see
also Shear 1981, 361, who thinks that this is a Roman type of
building bur thar the architectural details are classicizing in
nature; cf. Burden 1999, 112-115.

152. As regards lavishness and particularly the use of multi-
colored marbles, (Thompson [n. 145] 60, 64-68, 140; Thomp-
son [n. 22] 7) another building of the Augustan period that
can be compared to the Odeion is the lonic Stoa (the so-called
Northeast Complex) of the Agora, see infra n.155.

153. According to Thompson (n. 145) 93-94, the technical
skill of Romans in the engineering, as in roofing of great spans,
led to their selection for significant architectural programs in
the East. For the technical achievement of the roofing of the
Odeion, see G. C. Izenour, Roafed Theaters of Classical Antig-
uity (1992), 84; Burden 1999, 102-106.

154. Burden 1999, 114-115.

155. For the Ionic stoa (Northeast Complex), which was in-
corporated into a basilica in the second century A.D., see T. L.
Shear, Jr., The Athenian Agora. Excavations of 1970, Hesperia
40,1971, 261-265; as well, see Schmalz 1994, 73-79, 198 no. 7,
who thinks that the edifice was either an Imperial gift or a gift
by some other foreign leader, probably Herod, king of Judaea.
Burden 1999, 137-142 (cat.8) esp. 140-142 asserts that the stoa,
“along with the pre-existing Odeion framed the sancruary of
Ares scenographically as one stood in the center of the Agora’,
forming part of an architectural plan comparable to that of the
Forum Augusteum at Rome.
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156. Cf. Thompson (n. 145) 96-97, who sces parallels
between the spatial organization here and in Roman fora;
Thompson (n. 22) 7-9; cf. Burden 1999, 80, 141 n. 355. For sce-
nografic planning in the Forum Iulium and other architectural
complexes, see V. M. Strocka, Das Fassaden-Motiv des Venus
Genetrix-Tempels in Rom: Bedeutung und Nachwirkung, in:
S. T. A. M. Mols, E. M. Moormann (eds.), Omni pede stare.
Saggi architertonici e circumvesuviani in memoriam Jos de
Waele (2005) 153-167, esp. 155.

157. Regarding the debate over whether the Odeion or the
‘Temple of Ares formed the focus of the Augustan-period Agora,
see Torelli (n. 77) 26; Burden 1999, 141-142. T think that the
two edifices should be regarded as a unity, but that the im-
position of the Odeion (see below) must have been a catalyst;
cf. Shear 1981, 361-362, who characterizes the Odeion as “the
centerpiece of the Agora.”

158. The building’s dominating bulk vis-a-vis the Stoa of
Attalos, the next largest structure in the Agora: Burden 1999,
80.

159. See Baldassarri 1998, 258 and n. 19; Baldassarri, Lo
specchio (n. 113) 413 hypothesizes, since the Odeion of Pericles
had recently been restored, that the new building would also be
used for political gatherings (cf. ]. Tobin, review of Baldassarri
1998, in: AJA 105, 2001, 132). Burden 1999, 77 also points
out that there would not have been a great need for yet another
theater in the city, while a lecture hall was desirable.

160. For the literature on this Doric temple, see Schifer
1998, 93 n. 194.

161. See Shear 1981, 362; cf. recently, S. E. Alcock, Ar-
chaeologies of the Greek Past. Landscape, Monuments and
Memories (2003) 55; E. B. Harrison, Athena ar Pallene and in
the Agora of Athens, in: ]. M. Barringer, ]. M. Hurwit (eds.),
Periklean Athens and its Legacy (2005) 119 and n. 3.

162. Torelli (n. 77) 1995, 26-27 sees the two buildings as
products of two different construction programs that were
initiated by Agrippa and the Athenian demos respectively; cf.
Baldassari 1998, 170-171, 260-261; Baldassari, Lo specchio (n.
113) 411, 417 who assigns the Odeion of Agrippaand the Tem-
ple of Arcs to two different building phases, with the temple
linked to Gaius Caesar’s presence in Athens in 2 B.C. See also
Burden 1999, 115, 120,

163. The excavations at Stavros: Platonos-Giota, ArchDelt
49, 1994, Chron. Bl1, 71-73; ead., ArchDelr 52, 1997 Chron.
BL, 90-91; ead., To 1ep6 tng ABnvdc Ialinvidog, Apxarodo-
yia 65,1997, 92-97. For the excavations in the deme of Pallene,
including a plan with the location of the temple, see G. Stein-
haver, Megoyaia. loropia xar modiriouds rwy Meaoyeiwy tng
Arzixsic (2001) 83-84, plan on p. 84.

164. See the preceding note; see also H. R, Goette, O Avjuoc
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e [TaAnvng, Hores 10-12, 1992-98, 105-118, esp. 111-115;
id., Athena Pallenis und ihre Beziehungen zur Akropolis von
Athen, in: W. Hoepfner (ed.), Kult und Kultbauten auf der
Akropolis. Internationales Symposion vom 7. bis 9. Juli 1995
in Berlin (1997) 123-124.

165. M. Korres, Ané tov Ztavpd oty apyata Ayopd,
Hopog 10-12, 1992/98, 83-104.

166. W. Burkert, Greek Religion (1985) 121; cf. Spawtforth
(n. 141) 187 and n. 25. See also G. Bowersock, Augustus and
the Greek World (1965) 95.

167. See Thompson (n. 22) 9; cf. Schifer 1998, 94 and n.
200.

168. Harrison (n. 161) 119-131 understands the principal
deities worshipped in this temple to have been Ares and Ach-
ena, while the statues of Aphrodite and Enyo perhaps simply
echo the relationship of Mars and Venus.

169. R. Schlaifer, The cult of Athena Pallenis, HSPh 54,
1943, 35-67, esp. 46 and 60.

170. S. Solders, Die Ausserstidtischen Kulte und die Eini-
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OEOAOZIA ETEDPANIAOY-TIBEPIOY
[Tapddoon kat expapaiopde ot pvipetaky popei} e Abrjvag

Ot oyéoeig e ABvjvag pe ™) Popm mou ypovoroyotviat,
omeg efval yvoo16, and to 200 n.X., kariepyidnkay
kat dratnpriBniav oxedév avépereg yia tdve and évav
atdva. O pbpdatikol nélepol kat 1) katactpoPy| g
Abvjvag amé tov Zoiia to 86 .X. pévo mpoomptvd avé-
Kopav Tig o€oelg g pe ) Podun, ot omoleg owyd oyd
dpytoav va anokabiotavtat. H napakpr] tov epnopiov
ot Ajio npokdieoe 1) peteykatdotaon ltaiov oty
Abrjva kar ané ) dexaetia tov 60 dpytoe va elopéel po-
HalKO yprjpa oty ATtk yia v anokatdotaot tov in-
podv e kabog kat yia véa otkodopikd npoypdpparta.
Me dedopévn v mpdodo tov ekpopaiopot e Aby-
vag og MOALTLKS Kat O1KOVOpLKS entinedo elvat avamdgev-
Kto va avapotnBolpe av kat katd méoo 1 pvnpelar
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pop@1| TE TOANG Kkat 1] téyvy e petaPfanbnkay kdto
and mv entopaom véwv otoryeiny. O éviova kiaotkiot-
KOG YAPAKTHPAg 0TV KAAALTEYVIKY] Onpovpyia e katd
tov I at. .X. kat ta avtokpatopikd ypovia, kai tdraite-
pa ota mpotdvTa ¢ and pdppapo, cuvdéetat agevog He
1) Hakpoy povh mapddoan) e mOANG OTOV KAAATEYVIKG
TOUEQ KAl AQETEPOL HE TG TPOTIUNOELS TIOL £5eryvay ot
{0101 01 aMOdEKTEC TV £pyOV ALTGY, TToL HjTav Katd Kki-
plo A6yo mhototot Popaiot apiotokpdres. Ta épya avtd,
TIoL evidooovTal 0T Aeyépevy) veoattiky mapaywy,
anotéAeoay, pe KAMoleg eGatpéoeic Kat yla moliéc de-
Kagtleg My ayypui] oy €peuva g attikig tEYVIS TV
xpdvev avtov. To evdiagépov emkevipabnke kuplog oe
autd nov 1) Abrjva — Ay tou kipoug ov aokoloe @G )

MOYXEIO MIIENAKH
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Tradition and romanization in the monumental landscape of Athens”

kateoy1jv TOAN TOL TVELHATOC KAl TOL TIoALTLopot — &f-
¥E Va poo@épel Tovg TATtpmveG kat Bavpaotég tg. Av
wotdéoo Berjoouvpe va Béoovpe epotipata oyetikd pe
1OV «EKPOUATOPO», 1, TILO 0o Td, pe T dtadikacia ntpo-
oappoyrg me Abrjvac oe popaikd tpdruna oto maaioto
NG EVOORATOOYG THE 0TO oo THa T¢ avtokpatoplac,
Ba npénel va otpagotpe o AAda pvnpuetakd katdAoua
TIPOKEPEVOL va aviyveloovpe aihayég oty popgy Kat
NV T3V TS oL oyetiCovtal pe Ty moltikt) fotinon
TOV VEOV TTATPOVEV THE AAAd KAl PE THY TIPOCAPHOYY
oV By tov ABnyvaiey ota véa dedopéva.

Q¢ 1o téhog NG EAAVIOTIKG ETOYNG, 1] POUATKY]
dreiobuon oy Abva yivetar pe detdd Pripata. H Bed
Pépn, mov eivat eEdAAov Bed eAAnvikiic emvénong, ep-
paviCetal og okela yia tovg 'EAAnvec poper} kat eyka-
Olotatar dimha oe poimdpyovoeg Bedtnrec. AAAAQ kat
ota otkodopikd poypdppata ov avaiapfdvoviat g
dwpeéc efte and povdapyeg mg Avatoriic (Qdeio Apto-
Baplavn B' te Kanmadoxiag) efte and Popaiovg otpa-
myouc (epmopiki] Ayopd tov Kaloapa kat tov Avyou-
otou), 1 dlatpnom e Tapddoong elval to kuplapyo
otoiyefo. H Abjva ouvinpel kat mpoPdiiel tnv apyaia
KANpovoptd g, agot péoa and aviiy eAktel v npo-
00%(1] TOV 10 LPOV TG ETMOYIC, KAl Ol VEOL TN TATPWVEC
and v mievpd touvg oéfovrat v tapddoon kat avta-
nokpivovial otV TPOKANGY QuTi YPNCIHOTIOLOVTAS TO
KUpOg TG éANE yla Tig dikeg Toug eudidiers. H popa-
K1) mapovoia kat wyig exgppdlovial ®oTéoo dpeca pe
o «Pripa» tov Peopatov otpatnyody epnpdc and 1) otod
tov Attdiov. EEdALou, vy epgpdviot] tovg kdvouy Kat
avdpdviec Popaiov otpatnydy mov mbavév eworjyayav
oy Abijva 1o véo otk Tov moptpétmv g Poung pe
TOV €VTOVO PEAALOTIKG Yapaktripa.

H enoy tov Avyototouv avoiyet yopic appiforia
pa véa oeiida yia tov ToA£0dOMIKG Kal apylteKTOVIKO
eEwpaiopd e oG, agot 1 Abvjva anoiapPdvet pag
1otaitepng peTayelplong £k HEPOLE TOL AUTOKPATOPIKOT
oikov. Ta otkoSopikd mpoypdppata ta Slakpivovpe oe
dv0 kuplog peydiec katnyoplies: or avtd mov oyeotdlo-
viat kat ekteiotvrat and ty oAy (0plopéves (popég pe
pPOUATKT] ¥pNHatodd o) kat oe eketva ov ogeiiovrat
oty napéuPaon g kevipikijc e€ovofac. Zra npdra
ovykataiéyovrat Ay 1) epmoptky) Ayopd, 0 HovOTTTEpPOC
g Akpdmoing o ouvdvaopd pe Ty emokeni] Tov Epe-
yBeiov, o didupoc onkée miow and ) otod tov EAevbe-
ptov Aéc kat moArd dAra. Ot kataokeveg elvat oyett-
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KA yapnAot KOOTOUE Kal TTEPLOPLOREVIIG TTOALTEAELAL,
otakpivovtal OpeGC yta tg dpeoeg kat oageic avapopés
ToUg 0TIV KAaowky] mapddoon. H véa, avtokpatopiky
harpeiayiverat ypriyopa anodekty oty Akpomoin kat
v Ayopd, aArd eykaBiotatal oe ktiopata pkpd kat
oe kaptd mepnteon aviayovioTikd Tpog Toug vaouqg
tov Bedv. 2e 6,11 agopd Tov povontepo e AKPOTIOANS
Bewpd 611 0ev oLVIpEyel kKavévag AAYog 1) apylteKToVI-
K1] TOL pop@1] va cvoyettotel pe mpdtuna the Popne.
Emnfong o éu apopd t Aetrovpyla tov evrdooetal
oty apddoan v KukAikdy ktipliov (Béhev kat po-
vémtepmv) tov eAANVIKOUY ydpou, Ta onola auvdéovat
0€ APKETEC TIEPUTTHOELS HE Aatpeieg, ovviBog npoiké
OPLOPEVEG PopEg oTéyaoay OUmG, OTmg patvetat, kat )
Aatpela oV autokpatépav, OTMC TAPOPOPOLRACTE
and tov [Mavoavia yia tyv nepintmon tg Hudog.

H 6ebtepn katnyopia otkodopikdv mpoypappudrey,
OnAadn avtdv ov avarapfdvovat and tov avtokpa-
TopIKG oiko kat e10IkGTEpa amd tov Aypinma, elvar avtr
nov Ja ogpayioet 1) guotoyvepia tov taiatol oAt
KOU T1¢ KévTpou. Znv nepintoon avty 1 kA{paka, v
noAvtéAeta kat 1) mpoPePAnpévn Béon tov kuplov avu-
otorolv 0TIC SuvatdTNTES THE KEVTPIKYC e&ovoiac yia
damdveg mov Eemepvoty Katd ToAL avtéc g moANG efte
npdkettat yla véa ktiopata, éneg to Qoeio kai 1 Popet-
0aVATOAIKY] LOVIKT] 0104, elte pdKeltal ya petapopd
oAéibov kTipiov, 6Tog 0 vadc kat o popds tov Apn. H
katdinym, eEdilov, g kevipiknc mhatelag g Ayo-
pdg mou enti aidveg eiye mapapeivel eAetBepr, and tov
Syko tou Qoglov kat Tov dwPIKOU vaot, TPOKEIREVOL va
eummnpetnei To popaikd npdypappa, eivat evOEIKTIKY
yta 1o péio e Kevipikng eCovoiag akoun kat og pla
«ehet0epr, eAinvicn oA Ta (da ta ktipia, péoe g
HOP@PYC KAl TG AELTOUPYLAC TOVg avapépovTal mepLo-
061epo Y Atydiepo dpeoa oto krhaoikd mapehBov ng.
Eiodyouvv @otéoo pe ) peretnpévn) yopobéton toug
1] POUAIKY YOPOo-0pyavo Tkt aviiAnyn kat diaknpio-
oouv pe oagpivela Tt Otvapn Tov d@p Ty Kat véou gv-
epyéun g éAne. Méoa otov kAaoikd vad Aatpedetal
wHpa o Apng-Mars, og Bedg mov exnpooanel o popaikd
Imperium, katd ndoa mbavétnra dpwg pali xazpe vy
ABnvd, ) peydin Bed tg moAng.

2y emoy1] tov Avyototou o ekpopaiopsg yiverat
npaypatt atefntéc oto moAttikd kévrpo e ABfvac.
EpgaviCetat @otéo0o pe oye tikds fjmo tpédmo 1, Stago-
PETIKA, OUYKAAUTITETAL YE T1] YPOIHOTIONOT] KAQOIKGOY
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KAPAKTNPLOTIKAV, yia 660 -Tiotede- Adyove. Ot avagpo-
PEG 010 KAaoiké tapeABov elvar apevic obppoves pe
g emotwers tov Abnvaiov, o yla aidveg avtiotoav
amné avtd kat eéakoiotnoav akdun kat tdpa pe to véo
kabeotdc va eppévouv oblevapd ot ovveipnon ka
npofolr| Tov. Amé tyv dAln bpwc 1 apyafa mapddoon
¢ ABvjvac kat ) mpotipno yla ta kiaoikd npdtuna
mov ouvdéovtal pe avtijy evidooovial 0to Tpdypappa
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g fotag ¢ kevipiinc eovofag. Ztnv molitikij tov
Auvyototov anévavtt oty eAAnviKY Avatoir] n ABrva
Katelye, o¢ yvootov, e&éyovoa Béon. Ze oo Pabud
pdiiota n éAn avty e€artiag tov apyaiov kipoug kat
¢ a&lag e Agertodpynoe o¢ tpdTuTd Tov yivetat po-
@avég and v KAAoIKIoTiky kat ev toAiofc aBnvoke-
VIpIK?) téyvn ¢ avyototelag Poung, émwg defyvouy ta

Kpatikd pvnpeia e mpatetouoac.
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