
 

 

Dedication  and  Display  of  Portrait  Statues  in  Hellenistic  Greece:    

Spatial  Practices  and  Identity  Politics  

by  

Elizabeth  P.  Baltes  

Department  of  Art,  Art  History  &  Visual  Studies  
Duke  University  

 

Date:_______________________ 
Approved: 

 
___________________________ 

Sheila Dillon, Supervisor 
 

___________________________ 
Annabel Wharton 

 
___________________________ 

Carla Antonaccio 
 

___________________________ 
Mary Sturgeon 

 
 

 

A  dissertation  submitted  in  partial  fulfillment  of  
the  requirements  for  the  degree  of  Doctor  

of  Philosophy  in  the  Department  of  
Art,  Art  History  &  Visual  Studies  in  the  Graduate  School  

of  Duke  University  
  

2016  
 

 



 

  

ABSTRACT  

Dedication  and  Display  of  Portrait  Statues  in  Hellenistic  Greece:    

Spatial  Practices  and  Identity  Politics    

by  

Elizabeth  P.  Baltes  

Department  of  Art,  Art  History  &  Visual  Studies  
Duke  University  

 

Date:_______________________ 
Approved: 

 
___________________________ 

Sheila Dillon, Supervisor 
 

___________________________ 
Annabel Wharton 

 
___________________________ 

Carla Antonaccio 
 

___________________________ 
Mary Sturgeon 

 
 

 

An  abstract  of  a  dissertation  submitted  in  partial  
fulfillment  of  the  requirements  for  the  degree  
of  Doctor  of  Philosophy  in  the  Department  of  

Art,  Art  History  &  Visual  Studies  in  the  Graduate  School  of  
Duke  University  

  
2016  
     



 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Copyright  by  
Elizabeth  P.  Baltes  

2016  
  



 

 iv 

Abstract 

 This dissertation models a new approach to the study of ancient portrait 

statues—one that situates them in their historical, political, and spatial contexts. 

By bringing into conversation bodies of evidence that have traditionally been 

studied in discrete categories, I investigate how statue landscapes articulated and 

reinforced a complex set of political and social identities, how space was utilized 

and manipulated on a local and a regional level, and how patrons responded to 

the spatial pressures and visual politics of statue dedication within a constantly 

changing landscape.  

 Instead of treating sites independently, I have found it to be more 

productive—and, indeed, necessary—to examine broader patterns of statue 

dedication. I demonstrate that a regional perspective, that is, one that takes into 

account the role of choice and spatial preference in setting up a statue within a 

regional network of available display locations, can illuminate how space shaped 

the ancient practice of portrait dedication. This level of analysis is a new 

approach to the study of portrait statues and it has proved to be a productive 

way of thinking about how statues and context were used together to articulate 

identity. Understanding how individual monuments worked within these 

broader landscapes of portrait dedications, how statue monuments functioned 

within federal systems, and how monuments set up by individuals and social 

groups operated along side those set up by political bodies clarifies the 

important place of honorific statues as an expression of power and identity 

within the history of the site, the region, and Hellenistic Greece. 
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Introduction: Approaching the Portrait Statue 

And if ever, god of Kynthos, far-shooting son of Leto, 
you loved Poseidippos, [. . .] a shaft [. . .  . . .  . . .] 

. . . 
an oracle, to the snow-white house of the Parian— 

proclaim and cry aloud from your sanctuary, O Lord, 
a like immortal directive in my behalf, 

that the Macedonians—those on [the islands] and those 
along the coast of Asia, end to end—may honor me. 

I hail from Pella. There, in the busy market place, 
let there be a statue of me, a book in both [hands], reading.1 

 

 The honor of a portrait statue has become something of a cliché, but in 

these lines Posidippos, the famous third-century poet of the Ptolemaic court, 

expresses a hope probably shared by many in the Hellenistic period—that his 

portrait statue would one day stand in the agora of his home city, portraying him 

as a worthy intellectual and a great poet. Portrait statues were a common feature 

of life in the Hellenistic world, and, indeed, Demosthenes famously counts the 

honor of a portrait statue among those things that make life worth living.2 

During the Hellenistic period the portrait statue became a standard way for cities 

to confer honors on living men and women, a practice that quickly gave rise to 

private (non-state-sponsored) honorific portraits. In short order, portraits begin 

to accumulate in astonishing numbers in the sanctuaries and cities of Greece and 

Asia Minor. But why was so much money, time, and effort invested in setting up 

portrait statues? To my mind, there seems to be much more at stake in this 

                                                
1 Poseidippos AB 118.17-18 = SH 705.16-17. Translation after Nisetich 2005. 
2 Against Aristokrates 23.136. 
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transaction than simply saying “thank you” with a statue.3 The portrait craze of 

the Hellenistic period must have resulted, at least in part, from the portrait statue 

being an effective way of expressing and visualizing in a relatively permanent 

way all sorts of relationships between states, cities, groups, and individuals. As 

the following chapters will demonstrate, portraits were a common diplomatic 

tool of both poleis and polities, which could use them as a formal means of 

signaling alliance or even deference to an external authority. Individuals and 

non-governmental groups could set up a portrait to signal their personal 

relationship with powerful individuals (usually kings or patrons), indicating 

their own political and/or economic status by association.4 Portrait statues were 

also used to articulate more modest social relationships and family bonds, or 

even to express a relationship between individuals, groups, or cities when there 

may have been no formal political ties. The growing portrait landscapes of the 

Hellenistic period thus reflect not only the increasing complexity of political and 

social networks, but also the importance of expressing these associations 

formally. Relationships were literally embodied in the physical representation of 

one or more of the parties involved. Political and social identities were put on 

display: the base, inscription, statue, and display context could be carefully 

curated to communicate certain aspects of identity. And even “private” statues, it 

must be remembered, were often meant for public consumption.  

                                                
3 A phrase coined by Ma (2012). See also Ma 2007, 2013. 
4 Smaller groups of individuals who set up portrait statues may have collaborated in order to 
share the substantial financial burden. 
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 In the Greek world setting up a portrait was never an anonymous act. On 

the contrary, dedicating a statue was a complex—and innately public—political, 

social, and often religious undertaking. These facets of the dedication could be 

stated explicitly in the inscription or suggested more subtly through some 

combination of the inscription, the statue itself (using style, subject, iconography, 

etc.), and the location of the statue monument. Thus the expression of identity 

cannot be separated out from the study of statue dedication. Political, cultural, 

and social identities in the ancient world were often interrelated and quite 

nuanced, just as they are today. A single individual can belong to, identify 

herself, or be identified by others, with layers of communities, including family 

or kinship units, a city, a state, a region, a country, a religion, a class, a political 

ideology, and so on. Likewise, a citizen of Athens or Kalydon in the Hellenistic 

period was also a member of various political and social groups within and 

beyond the city, which could include family and kinship groups, cults, political 

sub-units (such as demes and tribes in the case of Athens), regional political units 

(such as the Aitolian League in the case of Kalydon), political factions, etc. 

Portrait monuments, I shall argue, were a means of publicly and permanently 

articulating facets of personal identity to various audiences, and the landscape of 

statues likewise worked to construct and express the normative values of various 

communities and associations. 

 These statue landscapes have now all but vanished—the statues melted 

down long ago into something more “useful”—often leaving behind only their 

empty footprints on inscribed bases. Thousands of such inscribed statue bases 



 

 4 

are preserved, but for those of us interested in reconstructing the statue 

landscape of ancient cities and sanctuaries, this evidence is difficult to pin down. 

That is because most ancient statue bases were itinerant; whether by design or by 

chance, they are seldom found in the exact spot where they were originally 

displayed. Much can still be gained from a study of these itinerant monuments; 

while we may not be able to locate the precise spot in which a statue stood, 

knowing the broader context within which a statue monument was viewed—say, 

within a particular sanctuary or agora—is to know a great deal, as this macro-

context can tell us something about the aims, motivations, and even the spatial 

considerations that went into setting up a portrait statue. If we add to this picture 

the statue monuments in the form of freestanding exedrai, we have more 

concrete evidence with which to anchor our reconstructions of the ancient statue 

landscape, as these monuments tend not to move from their original display 

locations.  

 The freestanding exedra is a monumental statue base with space for 

multiple people to sit—much like a park bench—and room for a row of statues 

on top of the backrest.5 Exedrai are usually semi-circular6 (figs. 1, 2), rectangular 

(figs. 3, 4), or π-shaped7 (fig. 5). The backrest, which usually supported multiple 

bronze portrait statues, could be constructed in a number of different ways: it 

                                                
5 Most exedrai could easily accommodate a small group of people. There are, however, a few 
rectangular examples at Kassopi and Priene that are not large enough to accommodate more than 
one or two individuals. 
6 A few of the exedrai I term semi-circular are, in fact, not true semi-circles; they may be arcs or 
even horseshoe shaped. Nevertheless, for ease of reference, I classify all rounded exedrai as semi-
circular. 
7 Rectangular exedrai, as I define them, have a single bench across the back wall of the 
monument, while π-shaped exedrai have benches along the sides as well. 
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can be a separate block that rests upon the bench or against which the bench is 

placed; it can be integrated into the backrest; or it can be carved as a unit with the 

bench, creating a contoured seat.8 Most exedrai measure between three and six 

meters across the front, although there are a few particularly large examples at 

Thermon (9.21 m), Kos (10 m), and Memphis (14.7 m). These structures would 

have been massive: the semi-circular exedra at Kos could have seated 

approximately 15 people and could have supported as many portrait statues. 

Although this type of statue monument emerged at the end of the fourth century, 

it was most popular in the third through first centuries. Exedrai continued to be 

set up, albeit in fewer numbers, well into the Roman period. While the form of 

the exedra stays fairly consistent throughout the Hellenistic period, it is in the 

Roman period that the rather simple bench-statue base format occasionally gives 

way to more elaborate designs. On Thasos, for example, a semi-circular exedra 

was designed as the focus of a peristyle court.9 At Balboura the impressive 

Exedra of Meleager included a Doric entablature and columned façade 

interspersed with statue bases, and at Oinoanda the exedra of one Demosthenes 

                                                
8 In this last type of exedra, the backrest is shallow and not intended to support statues. Examples 
at Epidauros (Exedrai 2, 3, and 14 = von Thüngen 1994, cats. 112-14) and Lindos (Exedra of 
Pasiphon = von Thüngen 1994, cat. 120), however, demonstrate that statue bases could be carved 
to fit against the backrest of the exedra, or could be used as antae pillars. The construction 
technique of the exedra at Kaunos is different: the contoured seat is not always carved as one 
block. The radiating statue bases are actually carved as part of the backrest and divided into two 
blocks (upper and lower). As a result, the visual effect would be one of separate statue bases 
carved to fit against the backrest. The seats in between the bases are regular contoured seats, 
carved from a single block. While von Thüngen (1994, 16) uses the contoured seat design to argue 
against the exedra’s essential function as statue base because the base was not an integral part of 
the exedra itself, it is clear that in these cases the exedra and statue base(s) were intended to form 
a cohesive whole. The exedra would have looked like—and, indeed, the overall structure would 
have functioned as—a monumental statue base. For a detailed discussion of construction 
techniques, see von Thüngen 1994. For a brief discussion of the exedra as a statue base, see 
Schmidt 1995, 111-31. See also Jacob-Felsch 1969, 80-1, 96. 
9 Von Thüngen 1994, cat. 150; Grandjean and Salviat 2000, no. 6, with bibliography. 
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and his family not only employed a columned façade, but also used the entire 

structure as a monumental statue base.10 A rock-cut exedra and magnificent ship 

relief found at the foot of the acropolis on Lindos created a marvelous and 

unusual display for the bronze portrait statue of one Hagesandros (fig. 6).11 It 

was positioned not on the exedra, but rather in a niche carved out just above the 

relief, as if the figure were standing aboard the ship.   

 I have recorded approximately 200 examples of freestanding exedrai 

(preserved at least in foundation) from 52 contexts (45 sites) throughout Greece 

and Asia Minor (fig. 7, Appendix I)—and this assemblage is certainly not 

exhaustive.12 Most of the known examples, however, are found at just a handful 

of sites. The highest concentrations occur at Delos (49), Epidauros (19), Kassopi 

(17), Delphi (11), Thermon (10), and Priene (8). Many sites have only one or two 

exedrai, and we must take care to remember that this was probably the norm. 

Such an elaborate monument must have been a great expense—an option 

available to only the wealthiest patrons.13 The sites where we find even five or six 

exedrai are exceptional, and these—Dodona, Lindos, Messene, Olympia, Tenos, 

                                                
10 On the Exedra of Meleager at Balboura, see Coulton et al. 1989. On the exedra of Demosthenes 
at Oinoanda, see Milner and Mitchell 1995, 94. See also here Appendix I. 
11 Von Thüngen 1994, cat. 116. The inscription on the relief tells us that Hagesandros was 
awarded a golden crown, a statue, and a prohedria at the games. 
12 Although I have made every effort to include in Appendix I all the freestanding exedrai that 
have been excavated to date, more examples are sure to come to light. 
13 In the late fourth century, a single bronze portrait statue cost 3000 drachmas. See Diog. Laert. 
6.35; IG II2 555. Stewart (1979, 120 n. 37) estimates this cost to be roughly equivalent to ten years 
of average wages, though it my have been closer to only five or six years (see Ma 2013, 246 n. 
25)—still an extravagant sum. Ma (2013, 245-6) notes that a lower price of 2000 drachmas for a 
statue is attested in the second century, and suggests that the 2000-3000-drachma figure does not 
necessarily reflect the cost of a statue as much as it reflects what communities or individuals are 
willing to pay for a statue (complete with base and inscription)—an important distinction. See 
also Stewart forthcoming. 
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and Thasos—were sites of regional importance with the prestige and prosperity 

necessary to attract numerous portrait monuments, exedrai among them.14  

 Exedrai were set up in both sanctuary and civic contexts, usually along a 

processional way or against the façade of a stoa—precisely where one might 

expect to find an accumulation of portrait monuments.15 Exedrai are found in 

sanctuaries of Apollo, Artemis, Asklepios, Athena, Dionysos, Hera, Leto, 

Poseidon, Serapis, Zeus, and the imperial cult of Trajan (see Appendix I). Nearly 

half of the exedrai set up in sanctuary contexts come from sanctuaries of Apollo. 

The overall diversity of contexts, however, argues against any special connection 

to the god (see fig. 8);16 the distribution of exedrai probably had more to do with 

the prestige and prosperity of the sanctuary in which they are found. Exedrai are 

found in the civic spaces or agorai of Athens, Balboura, Dodona, Delos, Isauria, 

Kassopi, Kaunos, Kelainai, Kleonai, Kyrene, Kyzikos, Magnesia, Megalopolis, 

Oiniadai, Oinoanda, Palairos, Pella, Pleuron, Priene, Stratos, Thasos, Thera 

(Karia), and Thera (Santorini) (see Appendix I). The agora of a city was often the 

setting for a growing statue landscape, and so the exedra-as-portrait-monument 

was a natural fit for this kind of space, particularly because they could serve as 

valuable seating in the bustling civic spaces of the Hellenistic city. 

 The exedra is an incredibly versatile monument, as will be demonstrated 

in chapter one, but its importance to this study lies in its persistence in the 

landscape. Its architectural character, generally considered the monument type’s 
                                                
14 Thermon, for example, was the meeting place of the Aitolian League. After 362/1, Tenos 
functioned as the political and religious center of the League of Nesiotai, as well as a popular 
festival location. 
15 On this topic, see Ma 2013, 75-98. 
16 Cf. von Thüngen 1994, 30. 
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defining feature, has resulted in a kind of permanence denied to so many other 

statue monuments. That is, as a kind of small architectural structure, the exedra 

was much less itinerant than a typical statue base. Even when the exedra itself 

has been moved or destroyed, the foundation usually remains. The size and 

recognizable shapes of exedrai foundations mark their positions in the statue 

landscape. Because we often know for certain where these monuments stood, 

they can be a point of entry into a discussion of how ancient statue monuments 

worked in dialogue with each other and with their spatial setting.  

 Yet despite the ubiquity of exedrai in Hellenistic Greece and Asia Minor, 

the prominence of this monument type—and its function as a uniquely 

Hellenistic form of statue base—has been examined only in a cursory way.17 

Because of their architectural nature, exedrai have been studied primarily as 

individual monuments18 or as a genre of Hellenistic “Kleinarchitektur.”19 

Susanne von Thüngen’s 1994 study, Frei Stehende Griechische Exedren, is so far the 

only attempt to come to terms with exedrai as a group, and its detailed catalogue 

served as an invaluable body of evidence for the current study. Von Thüngen, 

however, treats exedrai typologically rather than contextually.20 While she 

acknowledges and briefly discusses the exedra’s function as a statue base, for 

her, these monuments are primarily architectural. The bench is, indeed, the sine 

                                                
17 Jacob-Felsch 1969, 80-1, 96; Schmidt 1995, 111-31. 
18 See, for example, Coulton et al. 1989; Milner and Mitchell 1995; Işık and Marek 1997. 
19 See Lauter 1986, 209-10; von Thüngen 1994. 
20 The majority of von Thüngen’s (1994) work is a detailed and very useful catalog of 163 exedrai, 
a catalog which is neither exhaustive nor organized by site. It notably includes, however, the 
inscriptions and archaeological evidence for statues, when available. Analysis, discussion, and 
images comprise the remainder of the work. The author does not include site plans, nor does she 
make any attempt to explore how these monuments worked in the broader statue landscape. 
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qua non of this monument type, but I would argue that the exedra’s relationship 

to the display of portrait statues—and to the statue monuments around them—is 

fundamental to understanding its design, function, and sudden appearance in 

the Hellenistic period.21 The character of this monument type was physically and 

conceptually linked to the award or dedication of portrait statues.  

 Although bronze portrait statues lie at the heart of this project, they are 

often only specters in the discussion of more material remains. Nevertheless, we 

can recover their appearance from the information provided on statue bases, 

from representations in other media, from marble copies, from fragments, and 

from those precious few originals that have been recovered from the ground and 

the sea. Thus, some general observations can be made at the outset regarding the 

kinds of statues exedrai and other Hellenistic statue bases would have 

supported.  

 Portraits of men can be divided into a few broad categories: royal, athlete, 

military, and civic. Royal portraits often depicted their subjects nude or partially 

draped, but military garb and equestrian portraits were other acceptable options, 

depending on context.22 Royal portraits were also frequently over life-size, as 

suggested by their relatively large “footprints” and oversized bases. Statues of 

athletes, while less common in the Hellenistic period than they had been in the 

                                                
21 While there are a handful of exedrai that were not associated with specific portrait statues, they 
are the exceptions that prove the rule. There are two examples of exedrai, at Phlius and 
Hierapolis, that were set up in the theater to function as prohedria. There are also examples at 
Hierapolis and Demetrias (von Thüngen 1994, cat. 118) of monumental benches set up in a 
funerary context. The exedra at Ikarion was a choregic monument, but did not support any 
statues. The exedrai at Kameiros and Thasos displayed other kinds of objects: a large sundial and 
a ship’s prow (presumably with a statue of Nike), respectively. 
22 Smith 1988, 32-3; Ma 2013, 267-73. 
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Classical, continued to depict their subjects nude, emphasizing the display of the 

body. Military men—primarily generals (strategoi) and high-ranking officers, 

such as hipparchs—had an array of costume options.23 To judge from 

representations in funerary and document reliefs, as well as from marble statues 

and bronze fragments (see fig. 9), some combination of cuirass, helmet, and 

weapon was the most popular.24 By far the most versatile, and therefore the most 

common, type of male portrait statue was civic, in which the subject wore the 

himation (fig. 10).25 Marble statues and grave reliefs give us some idea of the 

variety that could be achived within this broad category. Politicians, orators, 

priests, and poets were all commonly represented wearing some configuration of 

the himation, as were the countless fathers, brothers, husbands, and sons 

represented on family portrait monuments throughout the Hellenistic period.26  

 The categories of female portraits were not as visually distinctive—at least 

not in the same way—as those for men. The priestess, the benefactress, the wife, 

and the daughter would all be depicted as heavily draped figures, usually 

wearing some combination of chiton and artfully draped himation (fig. 11).27 

Differentiation was achived through variation in hairstyle, pose, texture, and 

color.  

                                                
23 See Laube (2014, esp. 137-39) who remarks that equestrian statues of soldiers are rare. I would 
argue, however, that given the relative frequency of equestrian statues at federal sanctuaries, the 
format may have been used for portrait statues of hipparchs. On equestrian statues: Siedentopf 
1968. On the military format: Dillon forthcoming a. 
24 A number of bronze sword hilts have been found at Dodona and Thermon, but spears were 
also an option. For significant bronze finds in central Greece, see Katsikoudis 2006; Papapostolou 
2014. 
25 Ma 2013, 267. 
26 Dillon forthcoming a. 
27 Dillon 2007, 2010, forthcoming a. 
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 The identity and social roles expressed through the statues themselves 

would have been enhanced and articulated through varied groupings, 

inscriptions, and display location, and I have attempted to take each of these 

pieces of evidence into account. Although we may never know for sure what 

many of these portrait statues and group monuments looked like, there is usually 

enough evidence to make an educated guess. 

 This project, then, aims to model a new approach to the study of portrait 

statues, one that situates them in their historical, political, and spatial contexts. It 

brings into conversation bodies of evidence that have traditionally been studied 

in discrete categories. Archaeologists tend to study the remains of sites, 

epigraphists study inscriptions and bases, classicists and philologists study 

literature and history, and art historians study “art,” such as sculpture. As each 

of these categories of evidence contributes to our understanding of the roles and 

functions statues played in the Hellenistic world, the following chapters explore 

the full range of evidence (as much as is available) in specific contexts in order to 

understand how bases, inscriptions, statues, and locations of monuments work 

together to construct meaning and identity. Rather than trying to understand the 

phenomenon of honorific portrait statues in isolation, I present here a series of 

case studies that elucidate how portrait monuments responded to each other and 

to their built environment as it changed over time, and, ultimately, what portrait 

monuments did for those who set them up. Site specificity is key to 

understanding why certain types of statue monuments were favored at 

particular times and in particular places, but this narrow focus presents only part 
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of the picture. Instead of treating sites independently, I have found it to be more 

productive—and, indeed, necessary—to examine the relationships among them. 

By investigating patterns of dedication at pairs of sites, I can examine the role of 

choice and spatial preference in setting up a statue on a regional level. I can also 

look beyond the Hellenistic polis to consider how portrait statues worked within 

Greek federal states, or those states in which citizens fell under the political 

jurisdiction of both federal and local authorities—an area of research that has not 

yet been explored.28 This regional level of analysis is a new approach to the study 

of portrait statues and it helps shed light on how statues and context were used 

together to articulate identity.  

 There is, of course, one major caveat to this approach. Most sites do not 

provide complete information: where bases are plentiful, inscriptions may be 

few; where inscriptions are abundant, bases may not be in situ; in many cases 

(notably at both Thermon and Dodona), the statue bases and inscriptions await 

full publication. It should be noted that because much of the evidence is 

fragmentary, any attempt to come to terms with statue landscapes as a whole 

necessarily involves some guesswork—educated guesswork. The sites I have 

chosen to include in this study are those where evidence is relatively abundant, 

and those where we find concentrations of exedrai, with the expectation that 

these contexts will help reveal how exedrai fit into the larger practice of portrait 

dedication. In addition to allowing some degree of regional analysis, these sites 

also provide an array of contexts—sanctuary, civic, semi-public, private—and 

                                                
28 On the definition of Greek federal states, see Larsen 1968, xv-xxviii. See also “An Introduction 
to Federalism in Greek Antiquity” in Beck and Funke 2015. 
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dedicants—states, cities, groups, families, and individuals—through which I can 

examine how space and location shaped the practice of portrait display. 

Understanding how exedrai worked within these broader landscapes of portrait 

dedications, how statue monuments functioned within the various federal 

systems, and how monuments set up by individuals operated along side those 

set up by political bodies helps define the important place of honorific statues as 

an expression of power and identity within the history of the site, the region, and 

Hellenistic Greece.  

 My approach has benefitted greatly from recent work by John Ma and 

Michael Scott, who have championed a contextual approach to the study of 

ancient monuments. Their focus, however, has been largely epigraphic and 

historical, often ignoring the statues themselves.29 These biases are 

understandable since we lack so many of the ancient statues that would have 

stood upon the jumble of inscribed bases seen today at many archaeological sites. 

Much more, however, can be gleaned from the evidence than has yet been 

attempted, and the statues themselves can be brought to bear as evidence. Recent 

work by Sheila Dillon, among others, has demonstrated how much can be 

learned from the precious surviving examples of freestanding sculpture, as well 

as from reliefs.30 We are fortunate that excavations at Thermon and Dodona have 

brought to light fragments of the bronze statues that once stood there. A number 

of statues have been uncovered at Delphi, and a truly impressive array of 

                                                
29 Ma (2013) does directly address the process of making and setting up portrait statues. 
30 Dillon 2006, 2010. 
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portrait statues are preserved on Delos, though sadly almost all of the bronzes 

have been lost.  

 Many pieces of evidence brought to bear here—statues, inscribed bases, 

and honorific decrees, for example—were intended to be formal, permanent, and 

public records. They do not tell the whole story; their perspective is skewed. 

Portrait monuments have their own agendas. Inscriptions do not always make 

explicit the motives and generative forces behind the dedication of a portrait 

statue. Political aims, social strategies, and funding sources are not written in 

stone, so to speak. Nevertheless, understanding what an individual, family, or 

group wanted to convey through a portrait statue monument, how they presented 

themselves to their audiences, is key to more fully understanding the portrait 

habit in Hellenistic Greece. 

 The first chapter locates the exedra in the broader context of portrait 

dedication in the Hellenistic period, exploring through archaeological, literary, 

and epigraphic evidence why it emerged at this historical moment. The larger 

aim of this chapter is to elucidate why this monument type became a defining 

feature of the statue landscapes of the period. 

 The second chapter explores the use of exedrai on the island of Delos. I 

survey the various contexts in which they were set up, discussing how they 

functioned there spatially and socially. I also briefly consider the other statue 

monuments against which they would have been read. In order to better 

understand why certain types of portrait monuments were favored at particular 
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times and in particular places, I contrast the popularity of exedrai on Delos with 

the surprising dearth of examples from Athens. 

 The third chapter broadens the scope slightly, using the exedra as a point 

of departure to explore how portrait dedications could be used to shape space 

and identity. Building on the kind of regional analysis employed in Chapter 2, it 

examines patterns of private and public statue dedications in the Aitolian 

League, both at the primary federal sanctuary at Thermon, and at the major 

Panhellenic sanctuary at Delphi. 

 The final chapter broadens the scope again, drawing on the evidence laid 

out in the preceding chapters to consider the role of private portrait statues in 

Hellenistic society. This chapter asks what individuals, families, and small 

associations got out of setting up portrait statues. My aim here is to construct a 

kind of sociology of private portrait dedication. 
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Ch. 1: Strategies of Distinction: The Hellenistic Exedra as 
Portrait Monument 

A chair's function is not just to provide a place to sit; it is to provide a 
medium for self-expression. Chairs are about status, for example. Or 
signalling something about oneself. That's why the words chair, seat and 
bench have found themselves used to describe high status professions 
from academia to Parliament to the law.1 

 

 My study begins with an examination of a single monument type, perhaps 

the most characteristic portrait statue monument of the Hellenistic period: the 

freestanding exedra. These monumental statue bases with seating are found in 

cities and sanctuaries across Greece and Asia Minor, strategically located along 

processional routes or areas of ritual or civic activity. Because of their 

monumentality and functionality, exedrai tend to be relatively stable points 

within the statue landscape, unlike more traditional statue bases that were often 

moved or reused. The exedra, therefore, offers an opportunity to think about 

ancient statue monuments in their spatial contexts.  

 This chapter focuses on the freestanding exedra as a portrait monument, 

and, more specifically, on how its form and function were influenced by the 

broader context of the Hellenistic period. I argue that the exedra was a product 

of its physical and social environments—that is, the peculiar combination of 

statue base and bench was a direct response both to the physical spaces in which 

they were constructed and to the culture of public display the Hellenistic period. 

The exedra was a strategic choice that served a variety of functions within the 

statue landscape: it offered a front-row seat at festivals, like prohedria (seats of 
                                                
1 Davis 2009.  
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honor); it could accommodate multiple statues for a family monument; and 

because it had a function beyond supporting statues, it acted as an epiphanestatos 

topos, a most visible and prominent place, in the built landscape. Through its 

shape, size, and functionality, the exedra served as a strategy of distinction, 

ensuring the continued visibility and prominence of the portrait statues it 

carried. Its widespread popularity from the third to the first century BCE attest to 

its remarkable success.2 

 Like all portrait bases, the exedra communicated with viewers in multiple 

ways. The base, the inscription(s), and the statue(s) worked together to express 

carefully crafted messages about the political and social identity of the person or 

persons it honored. No single component carried the entire burden of meaning. 

Rather each part articulated different aspects of identity, often highlighting, 

expanding, or shading information presented by other means.3 The portrait 

statue, for example, might present the individual as a familiar social type: the 

civic man wearing a himation, the virile nude athlete or ruler, the self-controlled 

matron wrapped in a mantle, the modest young woman.4 The inscription would 

elaborate these generic social roles, locating the individual depicted in the 

portrait statue within specific social or political contexts. The inscription could, 

for example, make reference to family networks, citizenship, membership in civic 

groups, benefactions to the city, or religious service. Thus, for example, a modest 

young woman depicted in a portrait statue becomes Demetria, daughter of 
                                                
2 All dates are BCE unless otherwise noted. 
3 While the inscription does not mention military service in connection with his public awards, 
the display of Hagesandros’ portrait statue effectively as part of the ship relief suggests that he 
had distinguished himself as a naval officer. 
4 On Greek portrait statue types, see Dillon 2006, 2010. 
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Konon of Athens, granddaughter of Epinikos, and priestess of Artemis. When 

viewed as a part of a group of statues displayed together on an exedra on Delos, 

as her portrait statue would have been, Demetria is seen also as the daughter of 

Onasion, grand-daughter of Aristandros, sister of Menodoros (I) and Epinikos 

(II), and aunt of Sosos and Menodoros (II).5 Viewed together on a single 

monument, the portrait statues of Demetria, Onasion, Sosos, and Menodoros (II) 

would have made visible at least part of the family group that unfolds in the 

associated inscriptions.6 The mention of Demetria’s—and her family’s—Athenian 

citizenship added an important political dimension to the identity expressed 

through the statue monument, since Athens controlled Delos at the time the 

exedra was set up. Her identity is thus understood individually on multiple 

levels (as a proper young woman, as a priestess of Artemis, as an Athenian) and 

as a member of various political and social groups. Moreover, this impressive 

family exedra with at least five (and perhaps as many as ten) bronze statues 

would have immediately identified her as a member of a certain social class, well 

represented on Delos by hundreds of bronze portrait statues—a considerable 

number of which were displayed on exedrai. 

 In the following chapter, I will first locate the emergence of the exedra 

within the broader context of portrait dedication in the Hellenistic period. Then, 

drawing on its sociohistorical and spatial contexts, I will discuss the three facets 

of the exedra that are essential for understanding its unusual form and its 

remarkable popularity: its visual and physical connection to the award of seats of 

                                                
5 See von Thüngen 1994, cat. 69. 
6 It is likely that the exedra supported a portrait statue of Demetria’s father, Konon, as well. 



 

19 

honor (prohedria) in the theater, its use as a multi-statue family monument, and 

its effectiveness at creating a functional focal point (epiphanestatos topos) in the 

built landscape. 

I. The Practice of Portrait Dedication and the Emergence of the 
Exedra 
 The questions of who set up exedrai and why they did so are bound so 

closely together that it is difficult to untangle them. The exedra as portrait 

monument appears to have emerged in part as a response to the social and 

spatial pressures resulting from the rise of public honorific monuments in the 

Hellenistic period. That is, as display spaces became more crowded with portrait 

monuments, an exedra became a strategy to ensure that your monument did not 

get lost in the crowd. In order to better understand how and why this monument 

became such a popular choice, it may be helpful first to situate the emergence of 

the exedra within the development of statue dedication and portrait honors. For 

this, our best evidence comes from the city of Athens. 

 While portraits of athletes, poets, generals, and statesmen are well attested 

in Athens in the fifth century, they are, with the notable exception of the 

Athenian Tyrannicides, private monuments set up by individuals (or groups of 

individuals) for individuals.7 Even when acting on private initiative and using 

personal funds, setting up a statue was a complicated undertaking, not least 

because most statues—even “private” ones—were set up in communal spaces. 

                                                
7 The term private is not used here to indicate that the statue would have been set up in a private 
or domestic context, for many “private” statues were set up in “public” spaces. The modern 
distinction between public and private complicates the use of these terms, but I have retained 
them here for ease of communication. 
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While consent from the controlling authority may have been required to set up a 

statue in a particular space, the scant evidence suggests that the statues 

themselves were not usually publicly granted or funded.8 The earliest evidence 

for the public award of portrait statues—that is, monuments set up by a 

community in response to some civic benefaction or service—comes from late 

sixth-century Athens: the people honored Harmodios and Aristogeiton, the 

famous Tyrannicides, with posthumous bronze portraits for their role (real or 

imagined) in restoring Athenian democracy.9 These public honorific portraits, 

awarded posthumously, stood for over a century in splendid isolation in the 

Athenian Agora, while privately dedicated portraits, which could honor either 

the living or the dead, were set up elsewhere in the city in ever greater 

numbers.10 The Agora, it seems, was much more tightly controlled when it came 

to private statue dedications than other spaces in Athens.11 Moreover, the 

language of the inscriptions on private honorific statues often, but not always, 

frames them as votive dedications—gifts to the gods—rather than as honorific 
                                                
8 Statues of victorious athletes were occasionally public awards, granted by and set up in the 
hometown of the athlete, but this award was relatively rare in the fifth century. Far more 
frequently the athlete himself (or a family member) privately dedicated a statue at the site 
associated with the victory, such as Olympia. On this practice, see Smith 2007, esp. 95-7, with 
additional bibliography. 
9 The first portrait group, made by Antenor in the late sixth century, was stolen in the Persian 
sack of Athens. The replacement group, made by Kritios and Nesiotes, was set up in 477/6. The 
bibliography on the Tyrannicides is extensive. See, among others, Thompson and Wycherley 
1972, 155-60; Taylor 1991; Shear 2007, 152, 252-53; Neer 2010, 78-85; Geagan 2011, A1, 4-5; Ma 
2013, 113-14; Azoulay 2014. 
10 The earliest private honorific portraits, often posthumous, tend to be set up in sacred contexts 
around the city. The famous (private) portraits of Perikles and Themistokles, for example, were 
set up on the Acropolis, as were private portraits of Konon and Timotheos (discussed below). 
Many of the statue bases excavated in the Agora had been set up in the nearby Eleusinion and 
would have supported privately dedicated portrait statues. See Geagan 2011, especially sections 
III and IV. Even so, private portraits are not all that common in the fifth century. 
11 While there are private, often self-commemorative, monuments set up in the Agora, 
particularly during the fourth century BCE and the Roman period, these tend to take the form of 
herms, stelae, and plaques. See Geagan 2011, especially 17, 26-7, 36-7. 
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portraits per se.12 The bases of privately dedicated statues do not usually include 

the specific motivations for setting up the statue (and there was, of course, no 

private parallel for the public award decree), but the inscriptions often state that 

that private portraits were set up “to the gods” or to a specific deity. The explicit 

declaration of the statue as a votive offering perhaps made them more 

appropriate to a shrine context than to the Agora, or perhaps this was simply the 

kind of context accessible to those private parties setting up portrait statues, at 

least at Athens.13  

 After the Tyrannicides, Athens did not award portrait statues again for 

more than a century, but it could and did bestow other public honors during that 

time. Among the most prestigious were crowns, sitesis (meals and entertainment 

at public expense at the Prytaneion), and a prohedria (a seat of honor at the 

theater, at festivals, or at games).14 At Athens the latter two awards were almost 

always granted together and were hereditary, transferring to the oldest male 

heir.15 Similar awards are recorded outside of Athens in the fourth century, as 

well. For example, in 394 the city of Erythrae in Asia Minor awarded to Konon, 

                                                
12 Ma 2013, 17-30; see also Krumeich 2007, esp. 166. 
13 Private honorific monuments are found in the agorai of other cities, as mentioned above. On 
the votive nature of private honorific statues, see Ma 2013, 82, 157. 
14 Kleon was awarded both sitesis and a prohedria in 424. See Dem. 20.69-70; Isok. 9.57. On public 
honors, see, in addition to Henry 1983 and Gauthier 1985, Kralli 1999-2000; Dillon 2006, 101-2; 
Oliver 2007. 
15 On the award of prohedriai, see Maaß 1972. Although both Shear (1978, 56) and Gauthier (1985, 
81) argue against the hereditary nature of the prohedria, Maaß (1972, 86 n. 57) presents compelling 
literary and epigraphic evidence that prohedriai could be a hereditary award. Since titles and 
awards, with the exception of portrait statues, tended to be hereditary, it would follow that the 
award of prohedria would be transferred to the honorand’s descendants, as it was for the 
descendants of Aristogeiton, one of the Athenian Tyrannicides and for those of Demosthenes. See 
Is. 5.47; Plut. Dem. 30.5. The Athenian decree honoring Menelaus the Pelagonian (IG II2; SIG3 174; 
Rhodes and Osborne 2003, no. 38) suggests that these hereditary honors must be claimed by the 
descendants and were not automatically bestowed. 
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the Athenian general, a prohedria along with citizenship (as was usual for a 

foreigner), as well as exemption from taxes. These awards, the decree stipulates, 

are both for Konon and for his descendants. Konon was also awarded a gilded 

bronze statue, to be set up in a location of his choosing.16 Likewise, when the 

same polis honored Mausolos of Karia in the middle of the fourth century, it 

extended all honors except portrait statues—proxeny, citizenship, inviolability, 

immunity from taxation, and a prohedria—to his descendants, as well.17 The same 

public honors are found elsewhere in the second century and later. In the second 

century Pisidian Angeira, for example, honored two Xanthians with crowns, 

prohedriai, and painted portraits;18 and, after 119/120, Klaros and Boubon both 

awarded a combination of sitesis, a prohedria, a bronze statue, and a gold crown 

to individuals.19 On several occasions in the late second century, Kyme granted 

extraordinary honors to a woman named Archippe: not only did she receive a 

prohedria, a gold crown, and a bronze statue, but later she was also awarded a 

gilded statue!20 

 In Athens, it was not until the early fourth century that civic benefactors 

were again awarded bronze portraits in the Agora, and these new statues 

honored living men. This change marks a pivotal moment in the history of 

honorific portraiture. By around 370, bronze portrait statues of the victorious 

generals Konon, Evagoras, Chabrias, Timotheos (Konon’s son), and Iphikrates, 

                                                
16 Paus. 6.3.16; SIG3 126; Rhodes and Osborne 2003, no. 8, with translation and commentary. See 
also Dillon 2010, 13; forthcoming a; Ma 2006. 
17 SIG3 168; Rhodes and Osborne 2003, no. 56. 
18 SEG 43.986. 
19 SEG 39.1244. 
20 SEG 33.1035-1041. 
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stood in front of the Stoa of Zeus Eleutherios.21 The location of this group of 

statues, and their consequent association with Zeus Eleutherios, framed these 

men as saviors of Athens. The location enhanced the already great honor of a 

portrait statue in the Athenian Agora.  

 The honor bestowed upon Iphikrites, however, was not limited to a 

bronze portrait statue. He is the earliest known recipient of what came to be 

called the megistai timai, or highest honors, comprised of the grant of sitesis, a 

prohedria, and a portrait statue.22 These honors were public in every sense: 

granted and (usually) funded by the community, and highly visible to the 

community. Portrait statues—and the decrees that awarded them—stood in the 

Agora serving as models of good citizenship and manly behavior. The 

individuals themselves were put on display by the award of a prohedria—they 

were literally put out front at civic events. But honoring living men by setting up 

their life-size images on a pedestal was a tricky business in Athens.23  

 John Ma has recently demonstrated that the honorific statue, as least as an 

award for living men, was not an Athenian invention.24 Communities in Asia 

Minor set up portrait statues of Lysandros after the Spartan victory in 404: the 

                                                
21 Pausanias (1.3.2) mentions specifically the statues of Konon, Timotheos, and Evagoras, and it is 
likely that the statues of Chabrias and Iphikrates stood in this same area. On the awards to these 
generals, except Evagoras, see Gauthier 1985, 96-103. 
22 According to preserved decrees from Athens, from the late fourth century until the beginning 
of the second, sitesis was always awarded with a prohedria and a portrait statue. On this 
relationship, see Osborne 1981, 167. On megistai timai, see Henry 1983; Gauthier 1985, particularly 
95-104; Kralli 1999-2000; Oliver 2007. 
23 The unease surrounding the award of a portrait statue to living individuals is attested even 
today by the restrictions placed on portraits sent to the National Statuary Hall Collection in 
Washington, D.C.: it will not accept or display a statue of a living person. The recent proposal by 
the North Carolina House of Representatives to replace one of the state’s two statues in Statuary 
Hall with a portrait of Rev. Billy Graham, 96, has been met with strong objections, including the 
“troubling” act of honoring a living person in this way. See Campbell 2015. 
24 Ma 2012, 167. 
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Samians set up a statue at Olympia and the Ephesians at the shrine of Artemis. 

Konon was honored with portrait statues by the local communities at Erythrai 

(as mentioned above), Kaunos, Ephesos, and Samos. Ma makes a compelling 

argument that these statue honors were a way of mediating a relationship with a 

powerful external political figure. As “homages to authority” they expressed not 

only the new power dynamic, but also its acceptance by the local community.25 

Although these earlier examples may have influenced the practice of awarding 

honorific portraits in early fourth-century Athens, the portrait statues of the 

victorious generals in the Athenian Agora were products of different political 

and social contexts. Rather than mediating a relationship with external figures, 

with the exception of Evagoras, these first honorific statues at Athens negotiated 

relationships with powerful local figures at the height of their military careers. 

These statues were certainly not meant to function as “homages to authority” in 

the same way. The restoration of the Athenian democracy was relatively new, 

and the memory of tyranny was kept fresh through the portraits of the 

Tyrannicides. In the wake of the Macedonian victory at Chaeronea in 338, fear of 

renewed tyranny had reached a fevered pitch. A sculpted stele depicting 

Demokratia crowning Demos records the prescribed penalties for any attempt to 

overthrow the Athenian democracy.26 So why set up statues of powerful generals 

at home, where it would seem most dangerous to do so?27 Why not honor these 

                                                
25 Ma 2012, 168. 
26 Meritt 1952, 355. The growing extravagance of awards, and particularly the award of a portrait 
statue, seems to have met with some resistance. See Dillon 2006, 102. 
27 This apparent danger is noted also by Gauthier (1985, 112). 
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men with statues at Olympia, as the Samians had done for Lysandros? Why 

make the honors so visible to the community? 

 While the honors enjoyed by powerful men like Iphikrates would have 

enhanced their political prestige and personal fame, the mechanism of public 

award actually served to check the power of the individual. The practice of 

honoring powerful living men was a means of asserting state control over an 

individual and, thus, democratic authority over popular political figures. State 

authority was amplified by the “claim culture” surrounding many public awards 

in Athens.28 Aitesis, or the application by an individual for public honors, framed 

the individual as a supplicant of the people: 

                        …αἰτεῖ  
 [ται νῦν δοῦν]αι ἑαυτοῦ τὸν δῆµον εἰκόνα χαλκῆν ἐν ἀγορᾶι καὶ  
 [ἄλλην ἐµ Πειραιε]ῖ ἐν τῶι ἐµπορίωι καὶ σίτησιν ἑαυτῶι ἐν πρυ-  
 [τανείωι καὶ ἐγγόνων ἀ]εὶ τῶι πρεσβυτάτωι καὶ προεδρίαν ἐν πᾶσι  
 [τοῖς ἀγῶσιν οἷς ἡ πόλις τί]θησιν…  
 
 [Kephisodoros] claims as his legal right a bronze statue in the Agora and 

another in the Piraeus, sitesis in the Prytaneion for life, and the extension 
of this to his eldest descendant in perpetuity, and a prohedria at the 
games.29  

 

 Kephisodoros was an important and distinguished political figure by the 

end of the third century, but the award of public honors was not spontaneous.30 

Such awards usually had to be requested by or on behalf of the individual, and 

the worthiness of the candidate was open for debate.31 Should a requested award 

                                                
28 See Osborne 1981, 169; Oliver 2007. 
29 SEG 25.112. Translation after Osborne 1981, 160-61. 
30 On the request for honors, see Gauthier 1985, ch. 2. 
31 One Harmodios attempted to block the awards granted to Iphikrates, and it seems that 
Iphikrates himself may have had to bring action to actually receive them: Aesch., 3.243; Arist. Rh. 
1365a 28-9, 1397a 17-22; Dem., 23.130; Schol. Dem., 21.62; Gauthier 1985, 97-9, 177-80. See, as 
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be granted, the decree—carved on a stele and set up in a conspicuous spot, often 

near the statue, if one was awarded—highlighted the agency and power of the 

people, even over the great services performed by the honorand.32 The decree 

emphasized that the award was granted by the state and that even the worthiest 

individual was subsumed under the democratic authority of Athens. This text 

made clear the generative forces behind the statue, ensuring that viewers 

understood that portrait monuments did not “arise as if by natural law to 

celebrate the deserving,” that they did not spring from the very ground on which 

they stood.33 The presence of the nearby Tyrannicides would have also served to 

check the ambitions of those men honored with statues in the Agora by visually 

reenacting the fate of tyrants. 

 Still, the award of a prohedria or of a portrait statue was a great honor—an 

honor that made life worth living, if we are to believe Demosthenes.34 The 

prestige of public honors was certainly one factor that led to the dedication of 

private honorific statues,35 and the two genres of honorific portraiture developed 

in tandem.36 Both private and public portraits continue to be set up in Athens 

throughout the fourth and third centuries. By the second century the practice is 

evidenced across the Greek world, and, in many places, private and public 

honorific statues stand side-by-side (the Athenian Agora being a notable 

exception, at least until the later Hellenistic period).  Private portrait monuments, 
                                                
another famous example of debates surrounding the award of honors, Aesch., Against Ctesiphon; 
Dem. On the Crown. 
32 See Ma 2013, ch. 2; see also Oliver 2007. 
33 Savage 1994, 135-36. 
34 Against Aristokrates, 23.136. 
35 As suggested by Dillon (2006, 106). 
36 See Ma 2013, esp. chs. 5-6. 
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however, were not simply imitating public awards, though they often mention 

civic or religious service. Nor were they set up only by those unable to attain 

public honors. Privately dedicated statues of Konon and Timotheos, for example, 

were set up on the Acropolis, while their publicly awarded portraits stood below 

in the Agora. This situation suggests that private and public honorific portraits, 

while similar in form and function, were not identical, and the appeal of setting 

up a private monument—even for an individual who had been awarded a statue 

at public expense elsewhere—probably involved not only the power of repetition 

and the visual domination of space within the city, but also an emphasis on 

lineage and family.37 Private honorific monuments put the family or kinship unit 

on display through the statue group and/or the inscription.38 They imitated the 

visual form of publicly awarded portraits, but were usually set up by family 

members, or occasionally by friends. These statue monuments make manifest 

family or kinship networks in any number of combinations: one person can 

dedicate a statue, multiple people can dedicate a single statue, one person could 

dedicate multiple statues, or multiple people could dedicate multiple statues, all 

of which were represented on a single monument.39 In the same way that 

honorific decrees highlight the agency of the polis, the inscription on a private 

monument highlights those individuals who made the dedication and their 

                                                
37 Lineage and family could be emphasized not only through the bonds displayed in one family 
monument, but also through the accumulation of dedications from a single family. The private 
portraits of Konon and Timotheos on the Athenian Acropolis joined an earlier dedication by 
Timotheos, Konon’s father. See IG3 863; Löhr 2000, 159, with additional bibliography. On space 
and power in Athens, see Oliver 2007. 
38 For a detailed discussion of the development of this practice, see Ma 2013. 
39 Ma (2013, 155-239) discusses the familial nature of private monuments in detail. See also Löhr 
2000. 



 

28 

relationship to the person or persons represented in the statues. In contrast to the 

public honorific portrait that focused on the achievements and merit of the 

individual, the private portrait displayed familial piety and harmony, as well as 

hereditary excellence.40 

 Let us return to the importance of the exedra, which is primarily a multi-

statue base, as it emerges during the late fourth century, within this feverish 

milieu of public honors and private portrait dedications. Group portrait 

monuments were not a phenomenon limited to the Hellenistic period, as 

demonstrated by the Geneleos group on Samos.41 Nor was the traditional 

format—a rectangular base with the statues organized side-by-side—abandoned 

as the popularity of exedrai grew during the Hellenistic period.42 Why, then, did 

the exedra emerge at this moment? While it is certainly linked to the broader 

trends of portrait dedication discussed above, what particular needs or functions 

did the exedra fulfill that a more traditional statue base could not? 

 I argue that the exedra developed in response to changing cultural and 

spatial demands in the Hellenistic period. Not only did the new monument type 

visually connect a group of statues as a unit, it offered three distinct advantages 

over a traditional multi-figure statue base: its form connected those persons 

represented with the public award of a prohedria by imitating special seating and 

                                                
40 Löhr (2000, 187) suggests that the popularity of private family monuments in fourth-century 
Athens may be due, in part, to their ability to visually express legitimacy of succession, and thus 
proof of Athenian citizenship. Framing family groups as a response to the re-enactment of the 
Periklean citizenship law, however, does not explain their growing popularity outside of Athens. 
41 It should also be noted that collocations of individual statues of family members occurred 
frequently. The statue of the famous boxer Diagoras of Rhodes stood at Olympia near statues of 
his three sons and two grandsons (Paus. 6.7.1). On group monuments in general, see Schanz 1980; 
Löhr 2000. 
42 See Schanz 1980; Löhr 2000. 



 

29 

by calling to mind the space of the theater, where prohedriai often served as the 

first row of seats; the overall design lent flexibility in the number of statues 

displayed, often allowing for later statue additions; and its size and architectural 

character afforded both prominence and relative permanence in a changing 

statue landscape. Whereas single statue bases were frequently moved, reused, or 

obscured by later larger bases, the archaeological evidence makes clear that most 

exedrai were neither moved nor blocked or obscured by later statue monuments 

set up in front of them (a fate of many single statue bases)—an evident mark in 

their favor. The increased cost of an exedra paid off in the end.43  

II. The Exedra as Prohedria 

 Polybius’ account of Antiochos IV’s procession at Daphne is staggering: 

55,000 armed and/or decorated men, 240 pairs of gladiators, 3000 regular 

cavalry, 1500 special cavalry, 140 horse-drawn chariots, 2 elephant-drawn 

chariots, 36 elephants, 800 decorated youths, 1000 oxen, 300 men to coordinate 

the sacrifice, 800 elephant tusks, statues, gold and silver objects, 4600 slaves, 200 

women sprinkling perfume, and 580 women borne in litters.44 This was only the 

“most important portion” of the procession according to Polybius, and it paints a 

vivid picture of the elaborate and costly spectacle possible in the Hellenistic 

period. 

                                                
43 The Dromos on Delos is an ideal space to see this kind of statue accumulation unfold and to 
visualize why an exedra was such an effective and strategic statue monument. See Dillon and 
Baltes 2013, as well as Chapter 2, below. 
44 6.25; Ath. 5.194-5. 
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 While every festival procession may not have been as grand as the one 

described above, the sheer number of new festivals in the Hellenistic period, not 

to mention the festivals that were extended, renewed, or reorganized, speak to a 

popular demand for spectacle.45 As Angelos Chaniotis has demonstrated, 

inscriptions and sacred laws of the period place the emphasis not on the religious 

nature of the festival, but rather on the organization and staging of the 

spectacular elements, particularly the procession.46 He rightly asserts that 

festivals transformed the Hellenistic city into a stage, but it may be more helpful 

to say that these spectacles transformed the city or sanctuary space into a 

theater—a spatial analogy that takes into account both the spectacle and its 

audiences.47  

 The space of the Hellenistic theater articulated the ranks of Greek society, 

and privileged viewing of civic spectacles (by the award of a prohedria) was an 

important honor granted not only to meritorious individuals, including generals, 

foreign ambassadors, and proxenoi, but also to groups of religious and civic 

officials.48 Privileged viewing was thus tied to service to the polis. Viewing a 

spectacle outside the theater space was a different experience altogether, and 

likely varied widely from place to place. The physical topography of a site, the 

processional route, and the location of ritual activity shaped what, how, and how 

much the audience saw. Sloping sites, such as Delphi, may have afforded better 

                                                
45 On Hellenistic festivals, see Chaniotis 1995; 1997, 250-51. 
46 Chaniotis 1995, 154. Demosthenes (4.35-6) criticizes his fellow Athenians for taking more care in 
regulating and funding the Dionysia and Panathenaic festivals than military expeditions. 
47 Chaniotis 1995, 155. Chaniotis (1995, 160-61) also briefly discusses the idea of multiple 
audiences: gods, kings, foreigners, and citizens. 
48 See Maaß 1972, especially ch. 4; Roselli 2011, 78-81. 
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viewing of the procession for greater numbers of spectators, while flatter spaces, 

such as the Athenian Agora, may have created a viewing situation akin to that of 

the Macy’s Thanksgiving Day Parade in Manhattan. It is not difficult to imagine 

spectators squeezed in along the processional route, jostling for a better view. 

While ikria, or wooden scaffolding, could be set up as temporary seating, there 

could not have been enough room for everyone.49 Instead of standing or sitting 

with the crowd, the wealthy may have been able to purchase or construct the 

equivalent of a temporary prohedria or box seat. In the Hellenistic period, we hear 

of the construction of wooden seats for individuals at the festivals and 

processions at Athens and Eleusis.50 This would have been a great expense, as 

Athenaeus mentions it as an example of extravagant living. The author also notes 

that the seat Demetrius Scepsis had constructed for his mistress was taller than 

the nearby herms in the Agora, ensuring for her a good view of the Panathenaic 

procession near its starting point. This text suggests that certain locations along 

the processional route or within the space of ritual activity afforded particularly 

splendid views. In their function as prohedriai, exedrai likely mark such places in 

the landscape. 

 Given the prevalence of prohedriai in Hellenistic theaters throughout 

Greece and Asia Minor, the increase in number and grandeur of festivals, as well 

as the development of private honorific monuments, it should come as no 

surprise that in the course of the Hellenistic period wealthy individuals began 

                                                
49 There is evidence for ikria in the Athenian Agora during the fifth and fourth centuries. See 
Thompson and Wycherley 1972, 126-8; Camp 1986, 45-6. 
50 Ath. 4.167 
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constructing permanent “seats of honor” in both cities and sanctuaries.51 These 

seats take the form of exedrai, and, in function, they closely parallel the growing 

numbers of prohedria in Hellenistic theaters.52 As a result, the exedrai in the 

agorai and sanctuaries of Greece and Asia Minor expanded the architecture and 

social organization of the theater beyond the building itself, and visually 

articulated the understanding of public life as theater.53 Exedrai were places from 

which to view and be viewed. They acted both as a seat of privileged looking 

and as the elaborate backdrop against which the seated individual(s)—and the 

portrait statues—become the object of looking. It was not only the users of the 

exedrai who were granted a privileged view: portrait statues acted as a kind of 

permanent audience for the affairs of the city or cult. Civic and religious events 

took place under the constant gaze of generations of benefactors, foreign 

dignitaries, local personalities, and outstanding citizens—whether living or in 

statue form. This audience is, at the same time, also the object of a communal 

gaze. Those people represented in portrait statues and those entitled to sit in the 

exedrai enact a kind of civic drama in which all the players perform their 

appropriate roles in an exemplary fashion. They serve as prominently displayed 

models of civic and/or religious behavior. While the emergence of the exedra 

                                                
51 There is one unusual exedra at Epidauros (Exedra 4), dated to the late fourth or early third 
century, that appears exclusively public in origin. Three female statues—two of them 
representing sisters—were dedicated to Asklepios by the polis of Phlius. See von Thüngen 1994, 
cat. 7.  
52 This connection was previously noted by von Thüngen (1994, 37-8), although her discussion is 
cursory. The conceptual link between the exedra and the prohedria is strengthened by the later 
adoption of the semi-circular exedra form, minus the statues, as a prohedria in at least two 
theaters: Phlius (dated to the third or second century) and Hierapolis (dated to the second 
century CE). For brief discussions of the “theatricality” of semi-circular statue bases (though 
exedrai are not specifically mentioned), see Ajootian 2003, 157-59; Schultz 2009, 139-40, n. 52.  
53 On public life as theater, see Chaniotis 1997. 
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must be connected with the theatricalization of public life in the Hellenistic 

period, there are other facets of Hellenistic culture that contributed to the form 

and function of this unique monument. We must not overlook the exedra’s place 

in the development of both public and private honorific portraiture.  

 The widespread phenomenon of public honors—particularly the award of 

prohedriai and portrait statues—ties the emergence of this monument type to the 

broader trend of honorific portraiture in the Hellenistic period. Unfortunately, 

the preserved evidence does not reveal whether the exedra emerged first in the 

public or private sphere, and the chronology probably varied from site to site.54 

There is a cluster of seven exedrai at Epidauros, for example, whose statues are 

known to be awarded exclusively by a polis, but there are four entirely private 

exedra set up at this site, as well.55 At Delos the situation is very different. While 

there are five exedrai with statues exclusively awarded by a polis or other civic 

group, the majority of exedrai with preserved inscriptions (11 of 18) are 

                                                
54 Many exedrai do not preserve their original inscriptions. Based on the available evidence, only 
seven sites preserve evidence for exedrai with publicly awarded statues: Epidauros (seven), 
Delos (five, plus two hybrid exedrai—see below, n. 58), Olympia (one), Klaros (one), Priene (one, 
plus one hybrid exedra), Samos (one), Thasos (two). There are, admittedly, sites for which we 
have very little epigraphic evidence. 
55 Exedrai with privately awarded statues: Exedra 1, Exedra 6a, Exedra 10, the Exedra of 
Aristarchos. Exedrai with publicly awarded statues: Exedra 4, Exedra 5, Exedra 7, Exedra 8, 
Exedra 9, Exedra 11, Exedra 12. While all three original statues on Exedra 4 (von Thüngen 1994, 
cat. 7), two of which represented sisters, are dedicated at the end of the fourth/beginning of the 
third century by the demos of Phlius, the inscription is worded as a civic votive offering instead 
of as a public honor. In the first century, however, two statues awarded by the polis of Epidauros 
were added. Exedra 5 (von Thüngen 1994, cat. 30) would have supported numerous statues, but 
only two inscriptions are preserved. Both of these identify statues dedicated by the polis of 
Epidauros. Exedra 9 (von Thüngen 1994, cat. 32) supported statues of four members of a well-
known Epidaurian family dedicated by the polis of Epidauros in the first C. CE. Exedra 12 (von 
Thüngen 1994, cat. 35) represented five members of a well-known Epidaurian family awarded by 
the polis of Epidauros, though only three of the original inscriptions are preserved. One of the 
statues depicted Laphanta (III), daughter of Damophanes (II), who is also represented on a 
private exedra at the same site (Exedra 6a, von Thüngen 1994, cat. 31).  The surviving inscription 
indicates that statues representing members of a single family were added to this exedra over the 
course of more than two centuries (second century BCE-first century CE). 
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exclusively private.56 On Delos we also find hybrid exedrai, which combined a 

publicly awarded statue with privately dedicated portraits of family members.57  

 While the prestige and public visibility of both portrait statues and 

prohedriai certainly played a role in the emergence of the exedra in the late 

fourth/early third centuries—and its subsequent popularity and proliferation 

over the next three hundred years—this monument type went a step further than 

standard private portrait monuments in emulating public honors. I argue that 

the exedra simulated the most visible components of the megistai timai—that is, 

the portrait statue and the seat of honor. Three exedrai are known to have 

displayed honorary decrees awarding prohedriai and statues to a person 

associated with the monument.58 The Exedra of Thrasyboulos at Priene explicitly 

records his award of the megistai timai. What kind of monument could be more 

appropriate for his honorific statue than an exedra, which could be used as a 

prohedria in the agora? The conceptual link between portrait statues, the exedra 

and the prohedria is strengthened by the later adoption of the semi-circular exedra 

form, minus the statues, as a prohedria in at least two theaters: Phlius, dated to the 

third or second century and Hierapolis, dated to the second century CE. Ma has 

                                                
56 Exedrai with only publicly awarded statues: Exedra 27, Exedra 78, the Exedra behind the “L”-
shaped portico, the Exedra in the Lesche of the Poseidoniasts of Berytos, and the Exedra in the 
Delian Agora. It should be noted, however, that Exedra 27, and the Exedra behind the “L”-
shaped portico preserve only one of what would have been several inscriptions. These exedrai, 
therefore, could have displayed a mix of private and public portraits. Exedrai with only privately 
awarded statues: Exedra 3, Exedra 33, Exedra 44, Exedra 64, Exedra 76, Exedra 93, Exedra A, 
Exedra D, the Exedra at the Hypostyle Halle, the Exedra at the Hall of the Bulls, the Exedra of the 
Princes on Pontus. 
57 Exedra 54 (the Exedra of Soteles, von Thüngen 1994, cat. 124), the Exedra at the Prytaneion (von 
Thüngen 1994, cat. 127). Another example of a hybrid exedra is found at Lindos (Exedra 3, von 
Thüngen 1994, cat. 120). Ma (2013, 164) terms this kind of monument “portfolio.” 
58 The Exedra of Hagesandros at Lindos (von Thüngen 1994, cat. 116); Exedra V at Thasos (von 
Thüngen 1994, cats. 136-40); the Exedra of Thrasyboulos at Priene (von Thüngen 1994, cat. 86).  
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also recently suggested that the form of Philetairos’ seated portrait statue, set up 

in a theater, was meant to connote the award of an honorific seat.59 

 Although in general the preserved inscriptions indicate that exedrai were 

most often set up as private honorary monuments, the question remains: were 

these monuments private in terms of use? That is, were exedrai, like prohedriai, 

tied to a particular person or group?60 Before attempting to answer this question, 

it is necessary to discuss another important aspect of the exedra: its function as a 

family monument.  

III. The Exedra as Family Monument 

 While there are a few outliers, most exedrai—even those displaying 

publicly awarded statues—supported statues of the members of a single family 

or kinship group.61 Semi-circular Exedra 6a at Epidauros, for example, displayed 

at least eight portraits of a prominent Epidaurian family, whose members are 

attested in numerous inscriptions over the course of five centuries (third century 

BCE-second century CE).62 The anchor of this particular exedra is the couple 

Laphanta I (b) and Sodamos I (a), who set up portraits of each other. Together 

they set up portraits of their daughter, Chariko II (d), their son, Euklippos II (f), 

                                                
59 Ma 2013, 271-72. 
60 Cf. von Thüngen (1994, 37-8), who asserts that this is one of the primary distinctions between 
prohedriai and exedrai. In her view, the inscriptions on exedrai indicate only the identities of the 
persons represented in the portrait statues and do not act as the “assigned seating” inscriptions 
on prohedriai. 
61 One notable exception seems to be Exedra 4 at Epidauros, which supported the statues of three 
women, two of whom were sisters. Their relationship to the third woman is unclear from the 
inscription. This monument may have served to group the individuals as members of a polis 
rather than a family, as all three were awarded by the polis of Phlius. Likewise, Exedra 78 on 
Delos (von Thüngen 1994, cat. 64) was not a family monument; rather it marked the portrait 
subjects as members of a civic club.  
62 Von Thüngen 1994, cat. 31.  
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and their granddaughter, Laphanta II (c), the daughter of Euanthes (III). 

Laphanta I also set up portraits of her parents, Telemachos II and Chariko I (e). 

This group of statues was set up sometime in the second half of the second 

century. About 100 years later, Chariko III, the granddaughter of Laphanta I, set 

up a portrait of her own daughter, Laphanta III (g)—Laphanta I’s great-great-

granddaughter—on this family exedra.63 Six generations of a single family are 

represented on this one monument. Together with Exedra 12, which displayed 

the publicly awarded statues of Laphanta III, her granddaughter, Claudia 

Laphanta, and Claudia’s husband, Tiberius Iulius Sianthes, these two 

monuments made visible at least eight generations of a local family.64 It is a 

powerful visual statement celebrating a very long lineage at a time when most 

families did not survive beyond three generations.65 But beyond the celebration 

of familial longevity, why make such a statement with such a monument? 

 It is rare for the inscriptions on a family monument to indicate the reasons 

for setting it up, but numerous motivations can be deduced: it could 

commemorate the transmission of wealth (inheritance), express economic 

cooperation, display family solidarity and piety, validate claims of lineage, and 

                                                
63 A portrait of Laphanta III also stood on Exedra 12, along with two other portraits—her 
granddaughter, Claudia Laphanta, and Claudia’s husband, Tiberius Iulius Sianthes—all of whom 
were awarded by the polis of Epidauros for their arete and eunoia. See von Thüngen 1994, cats. 31, 
35. 
64 Two inscriptions from Exedra 12 are not preserved. 
65 Susan Guettel Cole (2004, 152 and n.48) lays out evidence for the brevity of family cycles, 
noting that nearly half of the Iron Age family tombs at Knossos served only two generations, and 
family burials at Metapontum, three. Funerary inscriptions and reliefs from Athens focus on the 
nuclear family of (generally no more than) three generations. Grainger’s (1999) study of Aitolian 
prosopography likewise reveals that most families are attested epigraphically for somewhere 
between two and four generations. Very few families can be reconstructed over five or more 
generations. See also Foxhall and Luraghi (2010, 11-12) on the instability of family networks after 
only a few generations. 
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indicate inherited excellence and social position.66 Whatever the specific 

motivations, the overarching goal was to present individuals as members of a 

social and political unit. Social groups like the family, however, “can only exist as 

such if they are capable of surviving beyond the lifespans of the individuals who 

constitute this group.”67 Group statue monuments like the exedra perpetuated 

the social unit of the family or group beyond the lifetimes of individual 

members, emphasizing lineage and continuity of the group within the larger 

community. To help maintain relevance as time passed, however, these statue 

groups needed a certain amount of flexibility. Like the relationships they made 

visible, these monuments could and did change. 

 Pausanias explains that the portrait of the famous athlete Diagoras of 

Rhodes stood near the portraits of his three sons and two grandsons at 

Olympia.68 This grouping was not planned; the statues were not set up 

contemporaneously. Rather, this grouping represents statue accumulation over 

three generations. As each portrait was added, it visually extended the family of 

victorious athletes and thereby heightened its prestige. As early as the Archaic 

period, votive offerings on the Athenian Acropolis were added to in multiple 

phases, as attested by later inscriptions and cuttings for additional statues or 

statuettes.69 The private portrait dedication of the Athenian general Konon, for 

example, was later reworked to include the portrait of his son, Timotheos, 

                                                
66 See Löhr 2000; Ma 2013, 193-94. 
67 Gehrke 2010, 15. 
68 Paus. 6.7.1. Each statue stood on its own base, so this is not a family monument in the strictest 
sense. 
69 On this topic, see Shear 2003; Keesling 2005. Shear (2003) argues that the well-known Atarbos 
monument was modified only a year after it was originally set up. 
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transforming the original votive into a family monument.70 Even the Monument 

of the Eponymous Heroes was added to in the Hellenistic and Roman periods by 

extending the base to either side to accommodate additional statues.71 While this 

last example is not a family monument, it helps to illustrate that even well 

known monuments could be altered and added to long after their original 

construction. 

 Family monuments did not have to take the form of an exedra; it was only 

one option among many.72 Why, then, was the form so popular in the Hellenistic 

period? What did this kind of statue base offer to the family that more traditional 

bases did not? All family monuments work to place the emphasis on group 

identity more so than on individual identity. That is not to say that individual 

identity was unimportant, only that it was subsumed under and expressed in 

terms of family networks. The growing visibility of the family in the Hellenistic 

period, seen not only in portrait monuments but also in funerary sculpture, is 

perhaps indicative of a cultural shift brought about by the “expanded horizons 

and mobile populations” of the age.73 As civic bonds become more fluid and 

numerous, the family becomes an increasingly stable and meaningful unit of 

political and social identity.74 Royal monuments that emphasize lineage, 

inherited excellence, and continuity of rule may have contributed to the 

popularity of private family monuments. Royal monuments, however, tend to 
                                                
70 Hurwit 1999, 250; Löhr 2000, no. 86, 76-7; Dillon 2006, 105; Ma 2012, 170 n. 32. 
71 Camp 1986, 164. 
72 Ma 2013, 189. 
73 Pollitt 1986, 10. 
74 It was possible, for example, for a wealthy foreigner to buy Athenian citizenship. This practice 
can be traced back as far as the fourth century. See Hoff 1989, 269 n. 7, with additional 
bibliography. 
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look backward. Exedrai allow the private family monument to look backward 

and forward, celebrating the status of ancestors while anticipating the greatness 

of future generations. The advantage of the exedra as a family monument lies 

both in its flexibility in terms of statue additions and in its stability in terms of its 

architectural and functional character. The ability to add statues to a base would 

be of little value if the monument had been obscured by other statues in the 

mean time. Its size, as well as its functionality, generally prevented an exedra 

from being crowded out or hidden by later monuments; the exedra was thus a 

strategic choice. It was more expensive to set up, but it paid future dividends in 

visibility, in permanence, and in prominent seating at festivals. 

 The kind of ad hoc additions to existing monuments mentioned above 

were one solution to the problem faced by descendants who wanted to associate 

themselves with earlier family monuments; the exedra was another. The size and 

symmetrical form generally allowed one statue or several in the initial phase. An 

exedra of any shape could accommodate one central statue and/or one statue on 

each end without looking awkward or empty, while still leaving room in 

between for further additions.75 As a monument type, it suggests an expectation 

that a family monument would accrue more statues over time. We can see 

exactly this kind of accumulation on the Exedrai of Pamphilidas at Lindos, which 

                                                
75 Size, of course, would be the limiting factor here. Generally, exedrai were intended for groups 
of statues, although a few exceptions are known. See, for example, the tiny single-seat exedrai at 
Priene (nos. 2,4, and 5), and similar examples at Kassopi (nos. 3, 22, and 23), which were large 
enough to accommodate only one statue. Likewise, Exedra V on Thasos seems to have been 
intended to display only a single statue. However, given the epigraphic finds in the area of 
Exedrai I-V, it is possible that at least two of these monuments displayed portraits of brothers 
Dionysodoros and Hestiaios. See von Thüngen 1994, cats. 136-40. 
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initially supported a central portrait of Pamphilidas himself.76 About 200 years 

later, at least seven extended family members set up their portraits on either side 

of Pamphilidas’, thus visualizing their connection to him while taking advantage 

of the space available on a prominent monument.77 It is worth noting that in the 

intervening years, no one else—that is, no one unrelated to Pamphilidas—took 

the opportunity of the open space on the exedra to set up their own portraits, 

despite the statue craze at Lindos in the Hellenistic period.78 We can deduce 

accumulation similar to the kind we we see on Pamphilidas’ exedra on further 

examples at Epidauros, Priene, Balboura, and Kyzikos, where, although the 

fragmentary bases do not allow precise reconstruction of the position of statues, 

the inscriptions and prosopography at least enable us to parse out phases of 

familial statue additions.79  

 When the priestesses of Meter Plakiane at Kyzikos wished to set up a 

portrait of Kleidike, daughter of Asklepiades, they requested a public grant of 

space on her family’s exedra, and specifically asked for the position west of the 

statue of her brother, Dionysos.80 This request raises some important questions 

                                                
76 Von Thüngen 1994, cat. 54. 
77 These later portraits are those of the family of Moiragenes, who seem to have been related to 
Pamphilidas through marriage. See Blinkenberg 1941, 35 (stemma 7), no. 131. 
78 The idea of a family exedra may have worked slightly differently in the Imperial period. 
Meleager’s portrait statue on the exedra he set up at Balboura, for example, included portraits of 
the Imperial family. Moreover, his own portrait seems to have been replaced shortly after his 
death with a portrait of Marcus Aurelius. Nevertheless, about 50 years later, a portrait of 
Meleager’s great-grandson was added to the monument, attesting to the continuation of family 
prerogative. See Coulton et al. 1998, 1989. 
79 Exedrai 6a and 12 at Epidauros; the Exedra of Thrasyboulos at Priene; the Exedra of Meleager 
at Balboura; the Exedra of Asklepiades at Kyzikos. While large gaps in statue dedication make it 
easier to identify phases of additions, the Atarbos monument from the acropolis suggests that 
even the groupings of immediate family members we think of as contemporaneous may, in fact, 
have been the result of rapid accumulation invisible in the archaeological record. 
80 On this request, see Ma 2013, 72. 
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concerning the nature of family monuments and statue dedications, and it 

returns us to the discussion of private versus public use of exedrai. While not 

every civic and sacred space in the ancient would have been controlled in the 

same way or to the same degree, and while we cannot always reconstruct the 

process for setting up a statue monument in detail, there is good evidence for the 

regulation of setting up both private and public portrait monuments. As 

discussed above, even those great men awarded portrait statues in the agora of 

Athens were prohibited from setting up their statue near the portraits of the 

Tyrannicides.81 At Rhodes, statue dedications were prohibited anywhere they 

might impede foot traffic.82 The organized dedications along the Portico of Philip 

on Delos, in contrast to the haphazard accumulation along the South Stoa, 

suggest some kind of formal control over the space (fig. 12).83 The request to set 

up a statue of Kleidike on her own family’s exedra demonstrates that civic and 

sacred authorities could control statue dedications—even additions to existing 

monuments—not only through prohibitions, but through consent, as well.84 But 

what are the implications for the exedra if the family or group itself does not 

have complete control over when or how it was used? 

 The preserved inscriptions indicate that family exedrai are used to display 

portraits of members of only that kinship group. If the situation were otherwise, 

we would expect to see unrelated statues being set up on the available spaces on 

exedrai that instead stood empty for generations. The relationship between 
                                                
81 See, for example, IG II2 450, 646, 966, 1009, 1011, 1039, 3776. 
82 Sokolowski 1969, 175, no. 107, lines 16-18. For other examples and a discussion of this issue, see 
Ma 2013, 70-2. 
83 Dillon and Baltes 2013, 219-20. 
84 See, for example, IG II2 1043. See also Ma 2013, 71-3. 
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individuals could be distant, as in the case of the Exedra of Pamphilidas at 

Lindos, but it seems to have been necessary—even if the local civic or sacred 

authority must approve later statue additions. In this sense the right to display a 

portrait on a family exedra seems to function much like the hereditary public 

awards of sitesis and prohedria, which, at least at Athens, still had to be claimed 

by eligible descendants.85 While local authorities certainly would have had the 

final say, I think it likely that exedrai were intended for use by the families or 

groups with whom they were associated. Von Thüngen was probably right to 

suggest that anyone may have sat on an exedra on a day-to-day basis, thus 

transforming the monument into a civic benefaction for public use. For special 

events such as processions or festivals, however, I suggest that use was probably 

restricted to associated persons. In this way the exedra acted as a prohedria, a seat 

of honor for the family or group, heightening the prestige of an already visually 

impressive monument through its function. Functionality, to which I now turn, 

was also key to the widespread popularity of the exedra throughout the 

Hellenistic period. 

IV. The Exedra as Epiphanestatos Topos 

 “[I]t is easy for the significance of statues to become dormant, evoked only 

when the figure is first erected, moved, removed, touched, damaged or 

destroyed, or when it becomes a focus for ritual activity.”86 The exedra format 

had the advantage of keeping its portraits active in the statue landscape not only 
                                                
85 See, for example, the request made by Lykophron, son of Lykourgos of Boutadai, for the 
inherited right to sitesis (Plut., Lives, 852e). 
86 Stewart 2003, 149. On ritual activity surrounding honorific portraits, see Ma 2013, 246-47. 
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through the possibility of additions to the monument, but also by creating a new 

focal point, whose prominence—and permanence—was ensured through its use 

as a place to sit and a place to be seen.  

 By the Hellenistic period the landscapes of many Greek cities and 

sanctuaries were crowded with statues, and the importance of place was 

paramount. The siting of portrait monuments within these landscapes was 

determined by a number of (sometimes opposing) factors, including visibility, 

locational prestige, and message. While isolation might ensure the greatest 

visibility, location near a temple or famous monument could enhance the status 

of a portrait dedication. Hellenistic decrees sometimes stipulate that a monument 

should be set up in the epiphanestatos topos—the most visible or prominent 

place—reflecting a central aim of statue dedication.87 The best place to set up a 

statue, however, was not necessarily the same at every site or for every statue. 

We should not even understand the epiphanestatos topos as a fixed point, as the 

most visible or prominent place in the statue landscape of a site may not have 

remained the same as statues and buildings accumulated.  

 Competition for space and visibility was fierce, and it became increasingly 

so as statues accumulated in the most desirable areas. Statues jockeyed for prime 

position and took advantage of any available space, even if that meant being 

wedged in between existing monuments.88 Once achieved, however, continued 

visibility was not ensured. Older statues that once enjoyed high visibility could 

                                                
87 See, for example, IG IV2 1.65. 
88 As can be seen at the southern end of the South Stoa on Delos (Base 6). See here Appendix I; fig. 
12; Dillon and Baltes 2013, 223, fig. 15. 
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be overshadowed or even hidden by later monuments set up in front of them.89 

Diogenes Laertius tells us that the portrait statue of the Stoic philosopher 

Chrysippus in the Kerameikos of Athens was later obscured by a large 

equestrian monument set up nearby.90 The spatial and visual relationship 

between the statues was apparently so well known that Karneades humorously 

called Chrysippos “Krypsippos,” or “horse-hidden.” This anecdote clearly 

illustrates that the Greeks recognized these spaces as continually changing and 

growing statuescapes. Visibility and prominence were not guaranteed in 

perpetuity because of the accumulative nature of the statue landscape. 

 Amid a growing population of portrait statues and the fierce competition 

for prime locations, how could a patron or dedicator attempt to ensure the 

visibility of a costly portrait monument? Height and size were two different 

solutions to this problem. Columnar bases, another invention of the Hellenistic 

period, elevated their portrait statues far above the crowded landscape of 

statues.91 The dedicator thus need not fear that her statue would be visually 

blocked by some later addition to the landscape. The height of this monument 

type was certainly a statement of prestige no matter its location, but its strategy 

of distinction physically distanced the viewer from the portrait statue itself. 

While the single-column base remained fairly popular throughout the Hellenistic 

                                                
89 This phenomenon can be observed not only along the South Stoa on Delos (Dillon and Baltes 
2013, fig. 15, Base 5a), but also at the southeast corner of the Temple of Asklepios at Epidauros, 
where the equestrian statue of Aristoboulos was set up in front of an older statue. On this statue, 
see Ma 2013, 129-30.  
90 7.182 
91 On columnar bases, see Jacob-Felsch 1969, 82-3, 97-100; Schmidt 1995, 176-92; Jordan-Ruwe 
1995. See also Dillon 2010, 48-9; Ma 2013, 116-17. 
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period, use of the pillar or double-column base, which would have supported 

groups of statues, was used only sporadically.92  

 Responding to the same spatial pressures, the exedra, in contrast, drew 

the viewer in through its functional character. Through its size, architectural 

character, and function, it created its own epiphanestatos topos in the statue 

landscape. When the polis of Assos awarded Dionysodoros of Thasos proxeny 

status, it stipulated that the decree must be carved on a stele and displayed in a 

highly visible location.93 It is telling that the stele was incorporated into the 

exedra itself. Likewise, we find honorific decrees carved on the backs of exedrai 

at Delphi, almost as if they were available billboards along a highway. Two of 

these later inscriptions specify that they are to be displayed in the “most 

prominent location.”94 This kind of use clearly demonstrates that exedrai 

functioned as focal points in the landscape, thus guaranteeing prominence for 

the portrait statues they supported, and even for subsequent unrelated decrees. 

 Rather than setting its statues far above the crowd of portraits and 

viewers, as column monuments did, the exedra maintained and protected the 

visibility of its portraits. It simultaneously set the statues apart as a group, while 

retaining their visual connection to the broader statue landscape. While the 

exedra’s monumentality asserted its presence in the landscape, its function––its 

bench––was key to the strategy of permanence. Exedrai were designed to be used, 

not just looked at. The exedra ensured that its portrait statues did not become a 

                                                
92 Schmidt 1995, 182. This statue monument type was, however, particularly popular at Delphi. 
See Jordan-Ruwe 1995, esp. 14-51. 
93 Dunant and Pouilloux 1958, no. 170. See also von Thüngen 1994, cats. 136-40. 
94 Daux 1932, 118, 142, 147; Jacquemin 1999, 135, n. 228.  
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“neutral part of the environment” by making them a focus of activity.95 The 

bench guaranteed close engagement with the monument in a way that a 

traditional statue base simply could not. Even today, tourists visiting the island 

of Delos often seek out the comfort of an exedra bench, which have survived 

much longer than the statues they once supported (fig. 13). It is not difficult to 

imagine how these monuments articulated and enhanced the theatricality of the 

ritual and civic spaces the inhabited, even on a day-to-day basis. Not only were 

they effective during large organized spectacles, but they also transformed 

themselves into daily mini-spectacles by drawing small crowds to them. 

Functionality also meant that exedrai preempted later statue monuments from 

stealing their visual thunder. This benefit of the exedra format may only have 

been realized fully in retrospect, after the first generation of exedrai remained 

unobstructed. It would, after all, be impractical to completely block physical 

access to the benches (and thus visual access to the statues), and this strategy 

seemed to have worked.96 The ubiquity of exedrai in sanctuaries and public 

spaces of cities throughout Greece and Asia Minor attests to their success as 

strategy of portrait visibility and permanence in the dynamic statue landscapes 

on the Hellenistic period. 

                                                
95 Stewart 2003, 136. 
96 There is only a single example of loss of visibility for portraits on an exedra. A double statue 
base was set up in front of the adjacent ends of Exedrai 4 and 5 at Epidauros (Appendix I; fig. 43). 
While the double statue base does not block access to the bench of either exedra, the statues it 
supported would have blocked the view of one statue on both exedrai. See also Dillon and Baltes 
2013, 225. 
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V. Summary 

 Exedrai appear in the late fourth or early third century as a direct 

response to the political, social and spatial pressures of the Hellenistic period. 

The form and function of the monument type are deeply rooted in the honorific 

statue habit, as well as in the Hellenistic culture of performance and theatricality. 

As a prohedria, as a family monument, and as an epiphanestatos topos in the statue 

landscape, the exedra functioned as a strategy of distinction, negotiating the 

crowded and dynamic spaces they inhabited. I have argued that its striking 

success owed to the fact that it answered the particular needs and desires of 

patrons setting up multi-statue monuments. By visually referencing and 

imitating another kind of public honor, the exedra heightened the prestige of 

privately dedicated portrait statues. The exedra visually connected its statues as 

a group but also allowed a great deal of flexibility in the number of statues 

displayed, sometimes accommodating much later additions. Its size and 

architectural character afforded both prominence and relative permanence in a 

changing statue landscape, and the functionality of its bench helped to guarantee 

the continued visibility of its statues. As a statue base, the exedra was an 

extremely effective combination of design and function, no doubt the reason it 

became the most characteristic statue monument of the Hellenistic period. 
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Chapter 2: Portraits in Context: Delos and Athens 

 Just as geologists can read environmental change in the stratigraphy of 

soil layers, so, too, scholars of the ancient world can read political and social 

changes in the statue landscapes of Hellenistic cities and sanctuaries.1 Statues, 

along with their inscribed bases, record the changing status of Delos throughout 

its history, as well as its ties to various political nodes of power, including 

Athens. The sacred island of Delos, mythic birthplace of Apollo and Artemis, 

was the location of an important Sanctuary of Apollo, and it was also to become 

in the Hellenistic period one of the most important trading hubs in the 

Mediterranean.2 Here I give a brief overview of the political history of Delos and 

of the statue dedications at this important island sanctuary.  

 The earliest dedications, from the seventh century, signal the island’s 

status as a religious site of regional importance within the Cyclades. Statue 

dedications drop off in the second half of the sixth century, when Delos falls 

under the political administration of Athens, suggesting more centralized control 

over the sanctuary space than had formerly been exercised. During most of the 

fifth century Delos was the official meeting place of the Delian League—a federal 

association of states eventually controlled by its most powerful member, 

                                                
1 A good example of this is Smith’s (1988, 21-3) analysis of the patterns of royal portrait 
dedication on Delos. He concludes that during the period of Delian independence (314-166) the 
large numbers of statues dedicated by the Antigonids and Ptolemies reflect their competing 
political interests in the Aegean. 
2 The bibliography on Delos is extensive. On its history, see, for example, Bruneau and Ducat 
2005, 31-45; Roussel 1916; Ferguson 1911, 346-414; Laidlaw 1933; Vial 1984; Reger 1994a, 1994b. 
On the history of statue dedications on the island, see, most recently, Griesbach 2013; see also 
Stewart 1979; Trümper 2014, 69-73. Griesbach (2010) and Herbin (2010, 2014) focus on the statue 
dedications in the Sanctuary of Apollo; Trümper (2014) on those in the Agora of the Italians. 
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Athens—and its status as a Panhellenic sanctuary increased. The island remained 

under the administrative control of Athens for well over a century.3  

 Around 314, with the help of the Antigonids, Delos achieved 

independence.4 During this time, Delos was at the center of a loosely organized 

federal state, the koinon of the Nesiotes (Islanders). Statue dedications resume on 

the island in civic and sacred contexts, recording the honorific activity of both the 

koinon (the federal government) and the Delian demos (the local government).5 

The presence of both local and federal dedications illustrates that public awards 

were made on various governmental levels. This topic will be taken up in more 

detail in the next chapter; for now it suffices to point out that the federal and 

local governments of federations were both able and willing to invest in the 

award of portrait statues to their citizens and benefactors. The statue landscape 

also reveals the intervention of external powers on the island during the period 

of independence. After the death of Alexander the Great, his successors 

competed for control over parts of his vast empire, and Delos was a prize worth 

fighting for. This competition manifested itself on Delos not in open warfare, but 

rather through competitive dedications of buildings, statue monuments, and 

endowments for religious ritual and festivals.6 In the second quarter of the 

                                                
3 From at least the mid-fifth century until 315, with one notable break from 404 to 394. Athens 
even went so far as to expel the local inhabitants of the island in 422 (Bruneau and Ducat 2005, 
36). 
4 Tarn 1913, 72-9.     
5 For statue dedications made by the koinon, see, for example, IG XI 4 1128, 1129; for dedications 
made by the demos, see, for example, IG XI 4 1086, 1088, 1090, 1094. On the administration of 
independent Delos, see Bruneau and Ducat 2005, 38-41; Vial 1984; Reger 1994b. 
6 The South Stoa, Portico of Philip, West Stoa, and the Portico of Antigonos are all benefactions 
funded by Hellenistic kings. On competition among the Hellenistic kings, see, among others, 
Tarn 1913, 106-11, 135-37; Smith 1988; Reger 1994a. On endowments, see Bruneau 1970; Chaniotis 
1995; Sosin 2014, with additional bibliography. 
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second century, the statue dedications reveal another major change in the 

political fortunes of Delos. After the conclusion of the Third Macedonian War in 

168, Athens sent an embassy to Rome, requesting control of several territories, 

including Delos, apparently citing historical ties to the island. The request was 

granted with the proviso that Delos would be granted the status of a free port.7 

Delos thus fell under Athenian control once again, and Athenian citizens—many 

of whom served as administrative officials on Delos—began to dedicate statues 

in large numbers.8 But Athenians were not the only ones to set up statues in this 

period. With the island’s new status as an international port came an influx of 

new residents, merchants, businessmen, and visitors to the island, many of 

whom set up statue dedications. The cosmopolitan nature of Delos during the 

Hellenistic period is attested in the number and kinds of statue dedications set 

up there, and in the variety of political, religious, and social networks they 

visualized.  

 Using the exedra as a point of departure, this chapter will examine spatial 

patterns of statue dedication on Hellenistic Delos.9 More than 40 exedrai were set 

up on the island—a greater number by far than at any other site. Most of these 

monuments cluster in two main areas: the Dromos, or processional way leading 

to the Sanctuary of Apollo, and within the sanctuary itself, near the Hellenistic 

Portico of Antigonos that forms its northwestern border. All of the exedrai are 

found in public (or semi-public) spaces, areas where ritual or civic activity is sure 

                                                
7 Polyb. 30.21; Larsen 1968, 482. 
8 Dillon’s (2010, 54-5, Appendix 3) analysis of the statue dedications for women on Delos has 
shown that almost all of those set up after 166 were dedicated by Athenian families.  
9 Griesbach (2013) has very helpfully outlined the changing “topography” of honorific statues on 
Delos. 
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to have occurred. While the exedra is a format restricted to public areas on Delos, 

other kinds of portrait monuments were set up in semi-public and even private 

(domestic) contexts. I begin by using archaeological and epigraphic evidence to 

set out the range of available display contexts on the island. My aim in doing so 

it to better understand how exedrai were deployed within the broader landscape 

of statue dedications. My discussion will them turn to focus the Delian exedrai. 

Who set them up and where? Can we discern any spatial patterns? Finally, I will 

bring these patterns of dedication into sharper focus through comparison with 

Athens.  

 After 166, when Rome placed Delos under Athenian governance, the 

number of portrait dedications made by Athenian citizens increases significantly. 

Many of these dedications took the form of a private family exedra. While the 

exedra format was wildly popular among Athenians on Delos, and while several 

prominent families are known from statue dedications both on Delos and at 

Athens, the exedra appears only once in Hellenistic Athens. By analyzing the 

way statue monuments on Delos constructed Athenian identity, I argue that the 

particular spatial, political, and social history of a display context must be 

brought to bear in order to understand why certain types of portrait monuments 

were favored at particular times and in particular places. 

I. Setting up a Portrait Statue on Hellenistic Delos 

 In his recent book, Statues and Cities: Honorific Portraits and Civic Identity in 

the Hellenistic World, John Ma establishes a typology of the kinds of spaces in 

which cities and individuals might set up statues in the Hellenistic city: the 
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agora, the shrine (that is, the local sanctuary), the gymnasium, the theater or 

meeting place, and the “international” or federal shrine.10 Indeed, as broad 

categories, these spaces of statue display generally hold up quite well, but they 

do not always betray the complexity of the situation on the ground, or the role 

that choice, strategy, or necessity must have played in selecting among them. A 

city, for example, might have more than one local shrine, gymnasium, and 

meeting place—as Athens and Delos certainly did. Can we discern from the 

evidence any guiding principles of portrait dedication? That is, can we explain 

why some spaces were favored over others by certain groups or individuals? 

Choices made regarding display location can be understood most clearly within 

a broader comparative context, and Delos offers particularly rich evidence from a 

range of display contexts. 

 Delos comprises a complex and extensive settlement area that included all 

the constituent parts of a thriving Hellenistic city—large domestic 

neighborhoods, marketplaces, a theater, athletic facilities, workshops, civic 

buildings, semi-private meeting halls, and numerous sanctuaries. Its very 

complexity makes it an ideal case study for adding nuance to the established 

typology of contexts in which portrait statues were set up in Hellenistic cities. In 

this chapter I will argue that a patron’s choice (to the extent that it was a choice) 

was not always between, for example, the agora or the local sanctuary. On Delos, 

and certainly in other large Hellenistic cities, it was often a question of which 

local sanctuary, or which agora. The evidence suggests that choices regarding 

                                                
10 Ma 2013, 75-98. See also Ridgway (1971), though she is really dealing with a different set of 
issues in terms of the display settings of Greek sculpture. 
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display context were guided, at least on some level, by appropriateness, but this 

is not always the case—or at least the connection is not always clear to modern 

eyes.11 After 166, the choice for some Athenians (and even occasionally for the 

Athenian demos) was between cities. Some chose to set up portraits and family 

monuments at Athens, some chose Delos, and some even chose to dedicate in 

both contexts. 

 If you wanted to set up a portrait on Delos, what were your options in 

terms of display context? The answer depends, in part, on who you were, where 

you were from, and when you were dedicating your portrait statue.12 Some 

contexts were favored by particular ethnic or religious groups, as will be 

discussed below, and, as J. Griesbach has demonstrated, particular contexts were 

favored at different times.13 The contexts themselves range from public—in the 

sense that statues were set up in the open, in space that was to some extent 

managed by a central civic/religious authority—to domestic. I avoid the use of 

the term private here, as even the statues set up in domestic contexts (almost 

always in the courtyard and usually visible from the entrance) were meant to be 

                                                
11 By appropriateness I mean some logical and fairly obvious connection between the person or 
persons involved and the meaning or use of the space. This guiding spatial principal can be seen 
at Athens in the placement of inscribed decrees honoring polis priests and priestesses: decrees 
honoring priests of Zeus Soter were set up in the Agora, those honoring priests of Asklepios were 
set up in the Asklepieion, those honoring priestesses of Athena Polias were set up on the 
Acropolis (see Lambert 2012). Note, however, that when Eumedes chose to dedicate a statue of 
his father, Philedemos of Chalcedon, who had been a friend of King Antigonos, he chose to set it 
up along the Dromos, rather than in front of the Portico of Antigonos. In this case, visibility and 
the prestige of the Dromos seems to have outweighed the appropriateness of another spatial 
context. 
12 About 30 different social and political groups set up statues on Delos, and this number does not 
include “unofficial” groups of individuals who joined together to dedicate a statue, such as 
families. 
13 Griesbach 2013. The chronology and spatial patterns of statue display are shaped, of course, by 
the chronology of the site itself: some contexts of statue display were already well established by 
the end of the fourth century; others were not constructed until well into the Hellenistic period. 
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seen. I propose that the scale of display contexts can be more productively 

thought of as ranging not from public to private, but rather from more public (an 

agora or sanctuary) to less public (a semi-public meeting hall or domestic 

courtyard).  

The Dromos 

The Delian Dromos, or the grand processional way that led directly from 

the main port to the Sanctuary of Apollo, arguably had more portrait statues per 

square meter than any other display context on Delos. The Dromos was clearly 

seen from the start (250-30) as a prestigious place for the display of votive 

portrait monuments. As the space is defined architecturally over the course of 

the third century, statue monuments quickly fill in the facades of the buildings, 

as well as the empty spaces at the northern and southern ends. Public honorific 

and private monuments stood side by side from the very beginning in positions 

of equal prominence. Because of its dense statue accumulation, the statue 

landscape of the Dromos, perhaps more vividly than anywhere else on Delos, 

reflects the changing political status of Delos and the social groups active on the 

island.14 This space was not part of the sanctuary proper, and the character of the 

dedications set up here—that is, the absence of portraits of priests and religious 

officials—is more similar to those of other civic communal spaces, such as agorai, 

than to the sanctuary itself.  

                                                
14 For an overview, see Dillon and Baltes 2013, 224-26. 
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Agorai 

 In Hellenistic Athens, the Agora was the political and commercial heart of 

the city, but some prosperous Hellenistic cities, like Miletus and Delos, had 

multiple agorai, multiple public and commercial squares.15 Delos had as many as 

four of these spaces (fig. 14, nos. 1, 5, 7, 8), each one located fairly close to the 

main port and to the Sanctuary of Apollo, and each with its own character 

imbued by the statue dedications set up there. In general, on Delos these spaces 

draw a mix of private and publicly dedicated portrait statues, and the 

dedications tend to visualize political service or social ties, rather than religious 

service, such as holding a priesthood. 

 The Agora of the Delians, the earliest of these spaces on Delos, begins to 

accumulate statues in the third century, during the time of Delian 

independence.16 This space was originally quite open, and was not 

architecturally enclosed (and separated from the open space near the Prytaneion) 

until the second century. The statue dedications in this area, with which I include 

the area surrounding the Prytaneion, are primarily public awards, and many 

bases are also carved with wreaths, a visual cue which would have immediately 

signaled not only the honorific nature of these monuments, but also the award of 

multiple honors (at the very least a statue and a crown).  

 The other agorai on Delos are developed much later. The Agora of 

Theophrastus, for example, was constructed by an Athenian epimeletes (the 

highest ranking official on Delos), who did so at the same time that he expanded 

                                                
15 On the agora as a context of statue display, see Ma 2013, 75-9.  
16 Bruneau and Ducat 2005, no. 84. 
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the port facilities in 126-125.17 The statue landscape of this space is, 

unfortunately, difficult to reconstruct because the area was used and rebuilt 

extensively in later periods. Almost all of the statue bases were found nearby, 

reused in secondary contexts, but some general observations can be made. The 

relationships expressed in these monuments run the gamut: family dedications, 

private dedications honoring an unrelated individual, public and group 

dedications honoring an individual, and even political/social groups honoring 

another group. A handful of these portrait statues honored women, and one of 

the four portrait monuments known from Delos with a woman as the sole 

dedicator—that is, with a woman acting independently from other individuals or 

family members—was also set up here.18 While a few dedications from the Greek 

east lend something of an international character to this space,19 the agora was 

dominated by the presence of Athenians, both in terms of patrons and those 

being honored.20  

 The final two agorai were the focus of dedications for another prominent 

group living and working on Delos: Italians. The Agora of the Italians is perhaps 

a bit of a misnomer, but it certainly falls into Ma’s broad category of “meeting 

place.”21 The statue landscape of the Agora of the Italians has been discussed at 

length elsewhere, so I need only point out that the portraits, as also in the Agora 

                                                
17 ID 1645; Durrbach 1921, no. 95, with a discussion of the tradition. On the Agora, see Bruneau 
and Ducat 2005, no. 49, with additional bibliography. 
18 ID 1871, 1872; ID 1989. 
19 See, for example, ID 1551, 1559, 1751, 1753, 1754, and 1777. 
20 A number of Athenian epimeletai and agoranomoi were honored with statues in this space, but 
other Athenians are represented, as well. See, for example, ID 1559, 1645, 1648, 1649, 1653, 1663, 
1777, 1845, 1871, 1872, and 2011 bis. 
21 Trümper (2008, 3-7, 365-406; 2014, 73) gives an overview of the various identifications for the 
space, ultimately highlighting its multi-functionality. On the Agora more generally, see Bruneau 
and Ducat 2005, no. 52. 
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of Theophrastus, included both standing statues and equestrian statues, but here 

the portraits were almost exclusively those of Italians.22 Another distinctive 

feature of this space is the way in which statues were displayed. Rather than 

being set up in the open central space of the agora or against the façades of the 

porticos, the portrait statues here were set up in small rooms or elevated niches. 

This was certainly not the case in another favored locale for Italian statue 

dedications: the so-called Agora of the Competaliasts (or Hermaistes), named for 

the number of monuments dedicated by these private religious associations in 

the area.23 The dedications in this space were made almost exclusively by the 

Italian community, and most of the statue bases honor Italian officials who 

served these religious associations in some manner.24 The inscriptions also reveal 

that groups of individuals, all members of a particular association, would 

frequently join together to dedicate a statue. There are two facets of these 

dedications that deserve special note. First, it was not only the wealthy 

dedicating private portraits. These groups of individuals often include freedmen 

and even slaves. Second, a number of the inscribed bases are bilingual. Despite 

Adams’s assertion that the Italian community on Delos adopted local customs 

and made a clear attempt to conform to cultural norms,25 here is one instance in 

which Italian identity was pushed to the fore, not only through inscriptions, but 

                                                
22 Trümper 2014. There is one notable exception: the Italians dedicated portraits of Philostratos of 
Askalon, a banker on Delos, and his sons (ID 1722, 2549). Non-Italians also dedicated a portrait 
group of Romans: the portrait statues of A. and P. Gabinius A. f. were set up by their friends, 
Gorgias from Herakleia and Ariston of Athens (ID 2002). 
23 Bruneau and Ducat 2005, no. 2. 
24 Bruneau and Ducat 2005, 165. 
25 Adams 2003. 
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also through the public ritual activity that would have taken place here.26 This 

visual statement of ethnicity was even bolder for its location—these bilingual 

bases would have been some of the first seen by any visitors to the island.  

The Theater 

 While they were not the display context of choice for portrait statues, 

Greek theaters offered the possibility of a large viewing audience with a focused 

gaze.27 The theater at Delos could accommodate a crowd of up to 5,000 or 6,000 

people whose attention was then focused on the stage building.28 The setting of 

the theater thus provided, at least in some ways, an excellent setting for the three 

portrait statues displayed in front of the stage building.29 As far as we can tell 

from the surviving evidence, the statues set up in this context were publicly 

awarded in honor of victorious competitors (or perhaps even those individuals 

who financed aspects of the theatrical competitions).30 One statue here was set up 

at the end of the third century or beginning of the second century by the Delian 

demos to honor the famous aulete, Satyros of Samos, and the base—carved in 

relief with a crown between two tripods—makes clear the reason for the award: a 

                                                
26 Hasenohr 2003, 2008. See also Dieder Stek 2009, 196-97. 
27 On the relatively rare use of theaters in the Hellenistic period for the display of portrait statues, 
see Ma 2013, 90-1, n. 168, with additional bibliography. This situation changes in the Roman 
imperial period. See, for example, Sturgeon (2004) on the sculptural assemblage from the Roman 
theater at Corinth. 
28 On the creation of “visual chokepoints” through the design of the theater, see Ma 2013, 91. 
29 The inscriptions of two of the three monuments are preserved. 
30 See, for example, IG IX 4 1106, the base of a (seated) statue King Eumenes set up for his relative, 
Philetairos. I include in the category of publicly awarded statues those set up by Hellenistic 
kings, who functioned as the “state” in terms of granting awards. Cf. Ma 2013, 91, who calls this 
statue a private honorific monument. On the theater, see Fraisse and Moretti 2007. This statue 
context is also discussed briefly in Griesbach (2013, 103). 



 

 59 

musical victory.31 This example is perfectly illustrative of the guiding dedicatory 

principal of “appropriateness” of the portrait monument to its display context.32  

 The reason theaters were not a favored locale for statue dedication—and 

the reason why the theater at Delos had so few portrait dedications relative to 

other contexts—I suggest may be related to its frequency of use. While the 

theater granted large viewing audiences on occasion, whether for theatrical 

performances or political gatherings, it was, on a day-to-day basis, uninhabited 

by people. The statues there simply did not have the kind of exposure granted to 

those set up along the dromos, for example. When the theater was inhabited, it 

was not conducive to up-close viewing of the statues (a necessity for reading the 

inscriptions) in the way that the Dromos or an agora was. If a patron was aiming 

for high visibility, there were clearly other, better choices available. Even so, 

certain portrait statues, like that of Satyros, were well suited to display in this 

kind of setting. In these cases, appropriateness seems to have trumped 

considerations of viewing access. 

Sanctuaries 

 The Sanctuary of Apollo was a favored locale for statue dedication 

throughout the Hellenistic period.33 Like other large, Panhellenic sanctuaries, 

however, it would be misleading to think of it as a monolithic context: different 

micro-contexts—smaller clusters of statues usually anchored by a larger 

                                                
31 IG IX 4 1079. Satyros is also known from a statue at Delphi, set up by the Delphian 
Amphiktyony around 194: Daux 1932, 128; Jacquemin 1999, no. 53. 
32 As Ma (2013, 93) points out, those honored with portraits statues in the theater usually—but 
not always—have an obvious link to the theater as performers, poets, or benefactors. 
33 Griesbach 2010, 2013; Herbin 2010. 
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monument or architectural feature—were favored at different times. The area 

near the temples and altar, for example, consistently drew some of the most 

magnificent and prestigious dedications, including those of Hellenistic kings 

and, later, Roman emperors.34 In contrast, the micro-context of the Stoa of 

Antigonos, built in the later third century, only begins to accrue statue 

dedications in large numbers around 130, once the Dromos was nearly full.35 I 

have argued elsewhere that this lag in accumulation of dedicatory monuments at 

the Stoa of Antigonos is probably not due to royal prerogative over the space, but 

is more likely the result of local preferences on the part of those dedicating 

statues.36  

 Although the Sanctuary of Apollo tends to receive the most attention, it 

was by no means the only sacred context in which portrait statues were 

dedicated. A diverse array of local and foreign gods was worshipped here, and a 

number of sanctuaries have been identified according to the Hellenistic statue 

bases that record a dedication to particular deities. These sanctuaries cluster in a 

few areas—near the theater, on the slopes and summit of Mt. Kynthos, and on 

what scholars call the Terrace of the Foreign Gods—and they included sacred 

spaces dedicated to Aphrodite, Artemis, Asklepios, Athena, Hera, and Zeus, and 

as well as Egyptian, Syrian, and Samothracian gods.37 The Terrace of the Foreign 

Gods, constructed on the lower slopes of Mt. Kynthos, was not developed until 

the Hellenistic period, creating a host of new contexts in which cities, groups, 

                                                
34 Griesbach 2010, 4-5. 
35 Dillon and Baltes 2013, 227-32. Except for Antigonos’ magnificent Porgonoi Monument, the 
inscribed statue bases in front of the portico are all dated to between c. 130 and 90.  
36 Dillon and Baltes 2013, 228-29, n. 91. 
37 For a general discussion of the sanctuaries on Delos, see Bruneau and Ducat 2005, 59-64. 
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and individuals could dedicate portrait statues and other offerings.38 Given the 

number and variety of sacred display contexts, a thorough discussion of their 

statue landscapes is beyond the scope of the present chapter. A few observations, 

however, will serve to contextualize later discussion. Although most sanctuaries 

on Delos were used for both public and private statue dedications, public 

dedications appear less frequently. The number of public monuments in sacred 

contexts increases after 166, but private dedications still seem to dominate.39 In 

terms of what kinds of monuments were being set up, single-statue bases tend to 

be the norm outside of the Sanctuary of Apollo, and it should be noted that the 

Sanctuary of Apollo is the only sacred context in which exedrai are set up.40 

Semi-public Contexts: Palaistrai, Gymnasia, Clubhouses 

 Semi-public contexts are often difficult to distinguish from each other (and 

even occasionally from houses) in the archaeological record, and the identity of 

more than one building complex on Delos is still debated.41 Whether these 

structures served as a palaistra (a space for athletic training), a gymnasium, or 

meeting space for ethnic or religious associations, in seems clear that they 

functioned as semi-public spaces, open to and used by smaller groups within the 
                                                
38 The Athenian demos, for example, dedicated statues in Serapeion C (ID 1609) and on Mt. 
Kynthos (ID 1532). The Terrace of the Foreign Gods is discussed briefly in Griesbach (2013, 114). 
Although Mt. Kynthos had been a site of ritual practice from at least the sixth century, portrait 
statues were not set up here until around the second century. 
39 See Herbin 2010, ch. 2.  
40 There were, occasionally small architectural monuments adorned with (familial) portrait 
statues set up by individuals, as well: the Aphrodision (Bruneau 1970, 334-41; Bruneau and Ducat 
2005, no. 88) set up by the Athenian archon Stesileos at the end of the fourth century, and the 
Kabirion/Samothrakeion (Bruneau and Ducat 2005, no. 93) constructed in 102/1 by the Athenian 
Helianax, priest of the Great Gods of Samothrace.  
41 The so-called “House” of the Diadoumenos and “Palestre de granit,” for example, both of 
which may in fact be ethnic clubhouses (Trumper 2011, nn. 12, 67) or even the so-called 
“Gymnasium” which is likely some other kind of semi-public building (Brunet and Ducat 2005, 
no. 76). See the enlightening discussions of clubhouses in Trümper 2006 and 2011. 
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broader population of Delos. They were equipped not only with spaces for 

meeting, dining, and ritual activity, but also with their own statue landscapes. 

The only securely identified clubhouse, the Clubhouse of the Poseidoniasts, will 

illuminate how statues were displayed in this category more broadly.42 

 The Clubhouse of the Poseidoniasts (fig. 15), a building complex used as a 

meeting place for this religious association, was (at least in its later phases) 

comprised of three main areas: a sanctuary complex to the west (V, rooms I-IV); a 

large peristyle (F) through which one reached a massive dining hall (E) in the 

northwestern corner of the complex (and perhaps also a smaller dining room to 

the south: G); and a series of basement rooms and shops to the south that opened 

onto the busy street. The sanctuary rooms, the peristyle, and the dining spaces 

were all accessed through a narrow corridor (Y) that led from the street into a 

small courtyard (X).   

 The rooms of the clubhouse were smaller versions of public spaces found 

elsewhere in the Greek world, intended for use by groups of people, and they 

reflect this use not only in their architecture, but also in their decoration and 

documentation. Based on the number and variety of sculptural finds, in addition 

to the numerous inscribed bases that carried statues or statuettes, the clubhouse 

must have been an impressive showcase. More than 30 inscriptions were found 

here or can be associated with the clubhouse. Most take the form of votive 

                                                
42 Trümper 2006; 2011, 51-3. It should be noted that the gymnasium (Palestre du lac) on Delos had 
only a small number of bronze portrait statues, in contrast to gymnasia elsewhere in the Greek 
world: Moretti 1997; Ma 2013, 87-9. 
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dedications made by individuals,43 but some are honorific dedications made by 

the koinon of Poseidoniasts.44 The latter, as noted by Trümper, adopt the language 

of public honorific decrees, and, indeed, the koinon issued award decrees as a 

corporate body.45 Instead of thinking of these rooms as “imitating” public spaces 

and the portrait statues set up here as “imitating” public awards,46 I suggest that 

it might be more profitable to think of them as public spaces and as public 

awards, even if on a more limited scale than those of larger political or religious 

organizations. Why should a portrait statue granted by the Delphian 

Amphiktyony, for example, be interpreted as a public award, and not a portrait 

statue awarded by the Poseidoniasts of Berytos on Delos? It may be helpful to 

think in terms of the organization of a federal state, where different levels of 

government control or manage different spaces but share in the ability to grant 

public awards. Just as the federal government (e.g., the Koinon of the Nesiotes) 

and the local government (e.g., the demos of the Delians) could grant portrait 

statues to citizens and foreign benefactors in their sanctuaries or agorai, so too 

sub-city level groups on Delos, like the koinon of Poseidoniasts, could use their 

own space (their clubhouse) to participate in the award and display of honorific 

portrait statues set up for their own members or for members of the broader 

community who had been of some service to their group. It should be noted that 

the koinon of the Poseidoniasts was also making dedications elsewhere on Delos, 

                                                
43 Including a nymph and satyr group, various statuettes of bronze, marble, and terracotta 
(depicting Poseidon, Herakles and Aphrodite, among others), cult statues of Poseidon and Roma, 
and the famous “Slipper Slapper” group. See, e.g., ID 1784, 1785, 1786, 1788, 1789, 1790. 
44 E.g., ID 1780, 1781, 1795. 
45 Trümper 2006, 115. 
46 Trümper (2006, 122) asserts that spaces within the clubhouse “deliberately imitated and 
recalled public spaces such as an agora or a sanctuary.” 
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in more public spaces, perhaps in order to demonstrate its prosperity and its 

ability to act collectively.47 The context of the clubhouse allowed for a more 

focused landscape, directing the viewers’ attention to the authority and unity of 

the koinon, and from the evidence preserved in the clubhouse of the 

Poseidoniasts, this was an appealing option. 

Two portrait statues were set up in the large peristyle, including a portrait 

statue of Demokles, son of Demphon, benefactor of the koinon. Like portrait 

statues set up by the Delian demos near the Prytaneion, the base for Demokles’ 

portrait statue made clear the public nature of his award: numerous crowns were 

carved in relief, many granted by the koinon, and two notably awarded by the 

Athenian demos. Most of the portrait statues in the clubhouse were displayed in 

one room, Courtyard X, the most public of the rooms in the complex. The 

entrance from the busy street outside led directly into this space, and every 

visitor had to pass through it to enter any other part of the clubhouse. Its public 

nature, I argue, would have been heightened by the use of an exedra as a multi-

portrait statue base set up by the koinon.48 This link—surely obvious within the 

broader context of Delos, where this monument type was so extensively 

employed in public spaces—was strengthened by the addition of carved crowns, 

indicating further awards granted to these individuals by the koinon. The statues 

set up here, both by the koinon and by individuals express group membership in 

some way; this context was a particularly appropriate display context for them, 

                                                
47 ID 1751, for example, set up in the Agora of Theophrastus. Ma (2013, 94) notes that groups 
might dedicate statues in public places in order to make the “corporate existence” visible to a 
wider audience. 
48 ID 1781. 
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just as the gymnasium was often the display context for portraits of 

gymnasiarchs (the administrators of the gymnasium). Although not all semi-

public contexts were as richly appointed with statues as the clubhouse of the 

Poseidoniasts, they clearly served as viable and appealing alternatives to more 

public venues for portrait dedication. 

Domestic Spaces 

 As mentioned above, domestic spaces can sometimes be difficult to 

distinguish from other kinds of semi-public spaces—a revealing statement about 

their “private” nature—but the evidence from Delos makes absolutely clear that 

portrait statues were set up in a number of houses.49 Statues in domestic contexts 

mostly seem to be made of marble and set up in the courtyard, the most public 

area of the house. Moreover, portrait statues were often aligned with the 

doorway, securing sightlines even from the street. The most famous example of 

the domestic display of portraits is, of course, the pair set up by Kleopatra, 

daughter of Adrastos, of the Athenian deme Myrrinhous.50 Kleopatra set up a 

portrait statue of her husband, Dioskourides, to commemorate his dedication of 

two silver tripods. His portrait statue stood next to one of Kleopatra herself. This 

pair of finely carved marble portraits was placed in the courtyard so as to 

guarantee visibility upon entrance into the house.51 We can only speculate as to 

why Kleopatra did not dedicate this monument in a more public context. 

                                                
49 The fullest account of the sculptural finds in domestic contexts is found in Kreeb 1988.  
50 Inscribed base: ID 1987. On the statues, see, most recently, Dillon 2010, 89, n. 363, with earlier 
bibliography; Masseglia 2015, 129-30. 
51 In fact, the architecture may have even been redesigned to accommodate the statue group. See 
Kreeb 1988, 17-18. 
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Griesbach suggests that the trend of setting up statues inside buildings—that is, 

in less public areas—was due to the overcrowding of statues in more public 

spaces, like the Dromos.52 While the availability of (desirable) space certainly 

played a role in determining where to set up a statue, I contend that these semi-

public spaces offered patrons a desirable, meaningful display context that 

worked in different ways from more public spaces. Semi-public contexts might 

have limited access to the statues to some degree, but in exchange they could 

visualize ethnic, religious, or social bonds, as in the case of clubhouses or 

gymnasia, or they could intensify the prestige of a domestic space, as in the case 

of the House of Kleopatra. The particular location of a portrait statue could 

heighten its presence: statues placed near points of access could create 

chokepoints that interrupted movement through space, thus asserting their 

presence and demanding attention from the viewer. This strategy was much 

more difficult for a single monument to enact in an open, outdoor space. 

 In Kleopatra’s case, the choice of location may have also been influenced 

by access to more public spaces. Although women are represented in the statue 

landscape of Delos in increasing numbers after 166—a byproduct of the Athenian 

craze for setting up family monuments—and while inscriptions indicate their 

active role in the dedicatory habit, usually in collaboration with other family 

members, they appear infrequently as the sole dedicator.53 Women dedicate 

                                                
52 Griesbach 2013, 112. 
53 Only four instances are known of portrait statues set up on Delos by a woman as the sole 
dedicant, and Kleopatra’s is the earliest known: ID 1987, Kleopatra’s portrait monument (after 
138/7); ID 1815, a portrait statue set up by Aremisia for her husband, found north of the Portico 
of Philip (c. 100); ID 1988, a portrait statuette set up by Sosipolis for her son near the Temple of 
Apollo (mid-first century); and ID 1989, a portrait statue set up by Phileia for her son in the 
Agora of Theophrastus (undated). See Le Dinahet-Couilloud 1996. 
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statues in public contexts elsewhere in the Hellenistic period, but on Delos this 

practice was unusual.54 

 While Kleopatra’s monument is the best known example of portrait 

statues displayed in a domestic context, it is far from an isolated case on 

Hellenistic Delos.55 In most cases portrait statues were only one component of 

domestic statue landscapes, which usually included statues and statuettes of 

heroes and gods in both marble and terracotta. We should assume this kind of 

domestic display in other prosperous Hellenistic cities, and almost certainly in 

Athens. 

Even this brief examination of statue display contexts on Delos reveals 

that the spatial setting of a portrait statue within a Hellenistic city or sanctuary 

was a complex matter. It was also key element in how and what the portrait 

monument communicated to its audience. Space was used as a tool, as a 

meaningful component of the monument itself. Context was used to help 

articulate and reinforce collective identity, as in the case of the Italian Agora, the 

Agora of the Competaliasts, and the Clubhouse of the Poseidoniasts. Exedrai 

worked in a similar way. By carving out their own spaces—micro-contexts of 

viewing and of interaction—within larger contexts, they worked to establish and 

reinforce the collective identity of the individuals whose portrait statues they 

supported. I turn now to focus on the use of exedrai on Delos to demonstrate 

how this monument type was integrated into the local practice of portrait 

                                                
54 See, for example, the portrait dedications made by women in or near the Athenian Agora from 
the third through first centuries (catalogued in Geagan 2011, 172). 
55 The Skardhana portrait busts were found in the House of the Seals, for example. On other 
domestic contexts, see Kreeb 1988. 
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dedication.   

II. Exedrai in Context 

 With at least 42 and perhaps as many as 54 exedrai, the island of Delos has 

by far the highest concentration of these monuments in the Greek world (fig. 

16).56 They are primarily private monuments and the majority of them were set 

up either in the Sanctuary of Apollo or along the Dromos, or processional way 

that led from the port to the sanctuary (fig.17). The Hellenistic kings were not 

alone in investing great sums of money to monumentalize these spaces—families 

were acting on a smaller scale, dedicating monuments like the exedra that not 

only served the political, social, and religious agendas of their donors, but that 

also, because of the bench for seating, served as a kind of civic benefaction. 

The Dromos 

 Around 90 monuments lined the space of the Dromos, and most of them 

supported bronze portrait statues. At least nineteen of the statue bases along the 

Dromos were exedrai. These monuments accumulated over time, as did the stoas 

that monumentalized and formalized the processional path.57 The South Stoa, 

perhaps even before construction was finished, began to accrue statue 

dedications.58 By the late third century four semi-circular exedrai (nos. 15, 27, 56, 

                                                
56 A number of foundations and remains of bases have been identified as exedrai. In some cases, 
these foundations are no longer visible to assess, and in some cases I disagree with the judgment. 
Nevertheless, I wanted to acknowledge the possibility that there are more exedrai than the 42 
that have been identified with relative surety.  
57 For a detailed discussion of the chronology and development of the statue landscape of the 
Dromos, see Dillon and Baltes 2013. 
58 Vallois 1923; 1944, 65-8; Coulton 1976, 60. Coulton suggests that the earliest bases set up in front 
of the South Stoa provide a terminus ante quem of ca. 250-230 BCE for the start of construction. I 
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and 57) and one rectangular exedra (no. 33), had begun to fill in the empty space 

along the façade of the South Stoa and to accumulate in the open area between 

the stoa and the propylon of the Sanctuary of Apollo (fig. 18).59 Exedra 27 is 

located near the center of the South Stoa and was one of the earliest exedrai on 

Delos. It supported bronze statues of several individuals, as attested by its size as 

well as by the surviving attachments on the crowning course. At least one of the 

statues was set up by the Delian demos, presumably at public expense.60 

Unfortunately, the name of the person honored with this statue is lost, as are the 

inscriptions associated with the other portrait statues. The cuttings indicate that 

one of the statues was a portrait of a woman, suggesting that this monument 

honored several members of a family group. Exedra 27 perhaps even combined 

publicly and privately dedicated statues, as the Exedra of Soteles certainly did.  

 Although the inscription does not record the reason, in the last quarter of 

the third century the Delian demos honored Soteles with a bronze portrait statue 

that was displayed on the large semi-circular Exedra 57.61 Soteles, in turn, set up 

portrait statues of his wife and son as votive dedications to the gods (τοῖς θεοῖς), 

both of which were displayed with his publicly granted portrait on the exedra, 

creating a kind of hybrid monument. Exedra 57 is usually referred to as the 

Exedra of Soteles for good reason: his name is repeated in all three inscriptions. 

                                                
do not include in this discussion bases 59 and 60, which Vallois restored on his plan as exedrai. 
From my examination of the foundations, their identification as such is far from conclusive. 
59 Little can be said about exedrai 15 and 56, as they are preserved only in foundation do not 
preserve inscriptions. 
60 IG IX 4, 1090.371; von Thüngen 1994, cat. 125.  
61 IG II 4 1086, 1173-1174; von Thüngen 1994, cat. 124; Dillon and Baltes 2013, 214. The inscription 
says only that the Delian demos set up [a statue of] Soteles, son of Telemnestos. Soteles had, 
however, served as archon from 218 to 211 and president of the assembly. The fragmentary 
inscription on Exedra 27 may have been worded very similarly. On Soteles and his family, see 
Vial 1984, 84. 
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He is the object of honor in the public award (where his name appears in the 

accusative form, subordinated to the agency of the Delian demos), and he is the 

donor of the statue of his family members (where his name appears in the 

nominative and occupies the privileged first line of the inscription).62 Exactly 

how such a hybrid statue monument worked is not clear, especially in terms of 

financing. Soteles may have paid for the exedra himself, using the public award 

of his portrait statue as an opportunity to set up a multi-statue family monument 

that visually amplified his own honor and shared it, however obliquely, with his 

family members. The “familialization” of honors through hybrid monuments is 

new in the Hellenistic period, but the concept of shared honors surely predates 

its visualization on group statue bases.  

 When a city or state honored one of its own citizens with a statue, it 

advertised and shared in the individual’s fame and glory. The individual’s 

accomplishments reflected well on his city and people, and in recognizing a 

citizen’s accomplishments, the city shared in them. When an individual was 

honored by a foreign city or state, the publicly granted portrait honored not only 

the individual represented, but also, by extension, his homeland and his people.63 

This understanding of shared honor may be one reason why we see honors, such 

as the megistai timai in Athens, extending to family members of the primary 

                                                
62 The hierarchy expressed by the order of names in an inscription was a way to amplify honors 
granted or to assert the prominence or authority of the donor. 
63 Hence the lyric poet Simonides’ epigram (A.P. 16.23) listing the components of an athletic 
victory proclamation: “Tell your name, your father’s, your city, your victory.” 
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honorand in the Hellenistic period.64 The extension of public honors through 

hybrid monuments was merely a visualization of established practice.65  

 Exedra 33 was a massive (ca. 7m long) rectangular exedra set up near the 

northern end of the South Stoa. In contrast to the Exedra of Soteles, this statue 

monument seems to have been an entirely private statue monument that 

supported at least seven bronze portrait statues representing the wealthy 

Phoenician trader Iason, his wife, and their children and grandchildren.66 The six 

preserved inscriptions record only the identities of the statues as nominative 

name labels.67 Since none of the inscriptions employs the characteristic language 

of public honors, it seems unlikely that any of the statues was a public award. 

There would be no reason to eschew this language, as the public award of a 

statue was surely more prestigious than a private dedication. Nevertheless, these 

statues are not framed specifically as votive statues, either, which was the usual 

way of wording the inscriptions of private honorific portraits.68 No mention is 

made of the act of dedication; nor is there any declaration of a donor or recipient 

(such as the gods). The emphasis here is clearly on the family network as it 

unfolds in both the inscriptions and in the statues themselves. If this monument 

                                                
64 The extension of honors to family members is not all that different from the establishment of 
hereditary priesthoods and other offices, such as the theorodokia. 
65 Hybrid monuments—that is, when an individual would take the opportunity of a publicly 
awarded portrait statue to set up a family monument that also included privately dedicated 
portraits of his family members—are also known from Thasos. See Dillon and Baltes 2013, 214. 
66 IG XI 4 1203; stemma: Tréheux 1992, 76. On the exedra, see von Thüngen 1994, cat. 52. On Iason 
and his family, see Baslez 1987, 275-76.  
67 This formulation is unusual for a family monument. It is generally more characteristic of 
individual statue monuments of “great men,” such as kings, illustrious poets, and famous 
athletes. See Ma (2007, 207-8) for a discussion of the nominative name label as an indicator of 
status. The base for a bronze portrait of Donax on the Dromos also employs the nominative name 
label formula: IG XI 4 1202; Dillon and Baltes 2013, 213-14. For some examples from Athens, see 
also Dillon 2010, 39, n. 143. 
68 Ma 2013, 24-30. 
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was a private family dedication, as I suggest, it represents a substantial 

investment of capital that may, like other costly dedications, have been shared by 

several relatives. 

 Construction of the Portico of Philip was complete by the end of the third 

century, and within relatively short order its façade was lined with statue bases. 

These monuments included eight rectangular exedrai of similar construction, 

with relatively standardized height and depth, but varying length. Rectangular 

exedrai were clearly the monument of choice here (perhaps by design or 

regulation), and their relatively consistent appearance and repetition along the 

façade of the Portico of Philip impose a visual rhythm and uniformity lacking in 

the rather haphazard arrangement of bases in front of the South Stoa.69 This is 

one of only two instances where the exedra is not a particularly distinctive 

monument; it is rather the norm.70 Standardization may have been one way of 

asserting collective identity.71 Even so, this monument type ensures the visibility 

of their portraits—a real concern on the Dromos. Accumulation, crowding, and 

even the “double parking” of newer statue monuments in front of older ones—

clearly seen at the southeastern corner of the Dromos—could obscure statue 

monuments over time.72 Despite the popularity of the Dromos for statue 

                                                
69 On the appearance of the monuments in front of the Portico of Philip, see Griesbach 2010, 8; 
2013, 110; Dillon and Baltes 2013, 220. 
70 The other context is the agora of Kassopi, where the exedrai outnumber more traditional statue 
bases. There, too, similar construction technique lends a uniformity to the rectangular exedrai 
there. 
71 Griesbach (2013, 110) notes a general trend toward standardization in the second century. The 
desire to signal collective identity, however, would always be balanced by the opposing desire 
for individual recognition, intrinsic to the nature and habit of portrait dedication with inscribed 
bases. 
72 For a detailed discussion of this area of the Dromos, see Dillon and Baltes 2013, 223-24. 
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dedications, those portraits set up on exedrai retained their prominence and 

visibility.  

 Exedra 76 was a private monument honoring perhaps as many as five 

members of an Athenian family.73 The preserved inscription records that 

Theodoros (II) of the deme Myrrhinous and his daughter, Myro (II), together 

dedicated a portrait of Theodoros’ wife (and cousin), Myro (I) to Apollo.74 The 

inscription broadcasts the close connection this family had to Athens by 

repeating the name of their registered deme three times in the space of eight lines 

of text. This connection was not expressed in general terms; the inscription 

makes explicit not only the Athenian citizenship of Theodoros, but also that of 

his wife’s father (who was also Theodoros’ uncle).75  This influential family is 

known from other inscriptions on Delos—most notably from the private portrait 

statue group set up by Kleopatra, daughter of Adrastos of Myrrhinous, honoring 

her husband, Dioskourides, son of Theodoros of Myrrhinous (who was also the 

uncle of Theodoros (II) and Myro (I)).76 This family also dedicated a portrait 

group on an exedra at Athens, a point to which I shall return.  

 The fragmentary nature of the inscriptions on the small Exedra 78 makes 

it difficult to interpret. The most likely scenario seems to be that a portrait statue 

of Menochares, son of Dionysios and friend of the first rank to King Demetrios I 

of Syria, was set up by a private association of Delians at some point between c. 
                                                
73 Theodoros and his daughter were also likely represented in portraits on the exedra, their 
statues having been set up by members of the family. Von Thüngen suggests (1994, 106) that the 
fathers of Theodoros and Myro (I) may have been dedicated on the exedra, as well. 
74 ID 1975, with stemma; von Thüngen 1994, cat. 71. 
75 No mention is made of Athens generally (e.g., Αθηναῖος); only the demotic (Μυρρινούττης)—the 
designation of the civic sub-unit to which each Athenian citizen belonged—is used. Cf. the 
inscription from the exedra near the so-called Monument of the Bulls: ID 1963. 
76 ID 1987. 
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160 and 150.77 Another inscription was carved on the exedra around the same 

time.78 This portrait, dedicated to Apollo by the merchants (ἔµποροι) and 

shippers (ναύκληροι) on Delos, honored a Roman official.79 Unfortunately, no 

evidence is preserved for the attachment of statues.80 This is a notable example in 

which the exedra is not a private family monument, but rather seems to be used 

by private associations to honor individuals. Whether this kind of dedicatory 

monument should be conceptualized as private or public, I leave to discussion in 

the final chapter.  

 In the early second century, three more rectangular exedrai were 

constructed against the wall of the portico extension (exedrai nos. 62, 64, and 65). 

Exedra 62 carried the bronze portraits of Dexios of Chios and his wife Parmo of 

Attica, set up by their sons and dedicated as votive offerings to the gods.81 This 

private family monument may have been an attempt to capitalize on the pubic 

award of proxeny to Dexios.82 The stele recording the award was found in the 

vicinity of the Portico of Philip and may have even been set up near the exedra.83 

By setting up statues of their parents, Philon and Biottos, whose names occupy 

                                                
77 ID 1543. Roussel (1916, 431 no. 59) restores the group as the synodos (assembly) of the Delians, 
though this term is not well established on Delos. Demetrios I ruled from 162-150. On 
Menochares, see Habicht 1997, 252; 2006, 172, 209-11, with additional bibliography. 
78 The date of this inscription is debated, and is sometimes placed in the first century as a much 
later addition to the exedra. As restored by Roussel (1910), the inscription would date to the mid-
second century, around the time Menochares was honored with his statue. The placement of the 
statues (one on each end) supports their contemporaneous erection: had the exedra originally 
been intended to support only the portrait of Menochares, his statue would have been placed in 
the middle.  
79 ID 1702; Roussel (1910) restores the name L. Appuleius Saturninus, who is mentioned by 
Polybius (32.26.5). 
80 Von Thüngen (1994, 99) suggests there was one for each inscription; cf. Dillon and Baltes 2013, 
221 n. 47. I think now that there were certainly two statues, as the votive formulation of ID 1702 
(carved on the front side of the end block of the exedra) suggests a portrait dedication. 
81 IG XI 4 1197, 1198; von Thüngen 1994, cat. 56. 
82 IG XI 4 767. 
83 Dürrbach and Holleaux 1904, 132 no. 26. 
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the prominent first line of both inscriptions, were no doubt demonstrating their 

lineage and, thereby, inheritance of status on Delos. The desirable position of the 

exedra—at the northern end of the Dromos, very near the propylon and almost 

directly across from the gateway that led east toward the Prytaneion—surely 

bolstered the prestige of the monument.  

 Less is known about exedrai nos. 45, 56, 64, and 65, as they are very poorly 

preserved and no inscriptions survive.84 Exedra 90 preserves cuttings for at least 

two standing bronze portraits, one male and one female.85 Similarly, Exedra 74 

would have carried a series of bronze portraits,86 and Exedra 84 preserves 

cuttings for two statues.87 There are also inscribed blocks of an exedra found in 

this area that have not been identified with a specific monument. Several 

fragments of a rectangular exedra found near the extreme southern end of the 

Portico of Philip indicate that the monument (perhaps Exedra 90) supported at 

least four portraits of an Athenian family from the deme of Paianeia.88 Lysias, son 

of Pyrros, dedicated the portraits of two female family members—perhaps a wife 

and daughter—as well as that of his son, Artemon. Artemon and his brother, 

Lysimachos, also jointly dedicated a portrait of their father on the same exedra. 

Each statue was dedicated to Apollo, Leto, and Artemis. Lysias is the central 

focus, the familial anchor, of these inscriptions, as his name appears first in each 

one. 

                                                
84 Von Thüngen 1994, cats. 64 and 65.  
85 Dillon and Baltes 2013, 222 n. 55, with additional bibliography and discussion.  
86 Vallois 1923, fig. 194; von Thüngen 1994, cat. 58. Cuttings for two male statues are preserved, 
and based on the placement of the cuttings and size of the exedra, there would have been at least 
one more statue, and likely more. 
87 Vallois 1923, fig. 184; von Thüngen 1994, cat. 60. 
88 ID 1964. 
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 As monuments began to crowd the northern and southern ends of the 

Dromos, a final semi-circular exedra (no. 45) was added in the northeast, jutting 

out into the Dromos and partially blocking other statue monuments. Two more 

statue monuments—possibly rectangular exedrai—were set up on the short 

northern side of the South Stoa (nos. 59 and 60).89 At over 8 m long (the largest 

exedra on Delos, if it has been correctly identified as such), Exedra 60 could have 

displayed a truly impressive number of bronze portrait statues. Unfortunately, 

no inscribed blocks or pieces of crowning course have been associated with this 

base. 

 In addition to exedrai, the statue landscape of the Dromos included more 

traditional single- and multi-statue monuments, as well as a number of 

equestrian statues.90 Of the c. 90 statue monuments set up along the Dromos, 

only a quarter of them were exedrai. This number, however, is somewhat 

misleading if the physical context is not taken into account. Even though single-

figure bases considerably outnumber exedrai, because of their size and design, 

exedrai—and thus, family monuments—visually and spatially dominated the 

Dromos. The exedra was certainly one strategy for dedicating a more splendid 

and visually striking monument than a single-statue pedestal base, but more 

importantly, it spatially asserted the connection between the individuals who 

were represented in its portraits more effectively than a traditional multi-statue 

base. The subjects of its portraits were physically and conceptually presented as a 
                                                
89 The identity of these bases as exedrai is questionable. The newest—and most detailed—plan of 
the Dromos (Moretti et al. 2015, plan 25) seems to indicate that Exedra 60 is, indeed, an exedra. It 
should be noted, however, that I could not identify the traces of antae blocks indicated on the 
plan when I inspected the monument on multiple occasions. 
90 The statue dedications along the Dromos have been discussed at length in Dillon and Baltes 
2013; Griesbach 2010, 6-9; 2013. 
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group. Occasionally these ties were political, with the connection being the honor 

itself or the service to the party who awarded the statue. More often, however, 

the subjects were linked by familial ties; in these cases, the exedra displayed an 

ideal oikos, or household, which, according to Aristotle, formed the basis of and 

model for the larger polis.91 The landscape of the Dromos, then, can be seen as a 

visual representation of the city itself, with individual households marked off by 

exedrai, viewed in the context of other households, as well as individuals who 

together made up the civic population.  

 Like the Sanctuary of Apollo, the first dedications here tended to have 

royal associations, but over time a broader cross-section of society is represented, 

and the monuments tend toward a standardized look in terms of base 

construction and statue medium—the portraits set up here were all apparently 

bronze. This standardization, and the absence of impressive semi-circular exedrai 

may have also been a way to subordinate the individual, or the individual 

family, in favor of the civic collective, even with such a powerfully 

individualizing object as a portrait statue.  

The number of exedrai lining both sides of the Dromos, creating, in effect, 

a visual gauntlet, indicates that this was a space for spectacle, both in the sense of 

large, official processions, and the comings and goings of daily life in a busy 

commercial port. More than almost any other space on Delos, this was a prime 

viewing location within the city and a highly desirable context in which to set up 

a portrait statue. 

                                                
91 Arist. Eu.Eth. 1242a40-b2; Pol. 1260b8-27. 
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Near the Dromos 

 Paths to various parts of the settlement branch off from the Agora of the 

Competaliasts, but (to this day) it effectively funnels visitors toward the Dromos. 

After the Portico of Philip and the West Stoa were constructed, officially defining 

the space of the Dromos and the northeastern border of the agora, a series of 

lavish statue monuments begin to accrue on the south side of these buildings, in 

what was the northeastern corner of the agora.92 These were some of the first 

monuments to be set up in this space.93 A family exedra (no. 99), which would 

have supported as many as five bronze portrait statues, was set up in the eastern 

half of this series of monuments. Although the two surviving inscriptions are 

fragmentary, it is clear that one Athenion set up a statue of his mother, and the 

son of Ammonios set up another statue.94 This exedra is the only known example 

from the Agora of the Competaliasts, and it opens south, with a view of the 

eastern agora. It would not have been an optimal position from which to view 

ritual activity in the agora, which presumably would have focused on the temple 

in the center. It would, however, have offered choice views of visitors or 

processions entering the Dromos. Moreover, given its proximity to the entrance 

to the Dromos, as well as its date just after 130—precisely when space in the 

Dromos for large monuments was no longer available—the placement of this 

monument should probably be viewed as an attempt to capitalize on the 

                                                
92 On these monuments, see Vallois 1923, 112-23. 
93 The Ionic naiskos that housed two statues seems to be the earliest in the area. See Bruneau and 
Ducat 2005, 166; Vallois 1923, 112-19, 123. 
94 This family could be Athenian, from the deme of Anaphlystos. See Roussel 1908, 307, 309, 310. 
Vallois (1923, 123) mentions that the first appearance of the name Athenion is in a list of 
heiropoioi for the Romaia in 127/6. Around the same time, one Amonios, son of Ammonios of 
Anaphlystos was epimeletes of Delos. 
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popularity of the Dromos rather than a connection to the Agora of the 

Competaliasts. 

 The construction of the West Stoa also created a new space for statue 

dedications along its façade, facing the port. Several very large monuments 

colonized the space, though it remained much more sparsely populated than the 

Dromos.95 A passageway between the southwestern peribolos wall of the 

sanctuary and the West Stoa gave access to the propylon, as well as to the 

gateway that led to the Prytaneion. This path of circulation was popular enough 

to draw at least one rectangular exedra (no. 109), as well as a single-statue 

pedestal base.96 Very little can be said about them, however, as little more than 

their foundations are preserved. Von Thüngen has dated them on typological 

grounds to the end of the second century. It seems clear that once the Dromos 

was full, patrons began seeking prominent contexts nearby—close enough to 

retain some visible connection to the Dromos—in which to set up their large 

statue monuments.  

The Sanctuary of Apollo 

 The Sanctuary of Apollo, like many “international” shrines, is a complex 

space with numerous anchors for statue dedications. Here, they seem to frame 

three main areas of activity: the L-shaped portico at the southeastern corner of 

the sanctuary (fig. 18.A), a path leading to the northern part of the sanctuary (fig. 

18.B), and the area in front of the Portico of Antigonos, which defined the 
                                                
95 See, for example, Vallois 1923, 163-66, fig. 3. 
96 Courby’s (1912) plan indicates that two exedrai were set up here (nos. 109 and 111). Herbin 
(2010) restores only one (Courby’s no. 109), indicating that the other was a rectangular statue 
base. 
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northern border of the sanctuary (fig. 18.C).97 The Portico of Antigonos, which I 

discuss below, was the primary context for the dedication of exedrai within the 

sanctuary, and is second only to the Dromos in terms of the number of exedrai. 

There is, however, evidence for at least two exedrai set up in other areas of the 

sanctuary.98 

 Semi-circular Exedra 90 was set up on the eastern side of the Sacred Way, 

just south of the so-called treasuries. No inscriptions are preserved, but there are 

cuttings for a statue on the western anta block and there surely would have been 

a pendant statue on the eastern anta. Farther north, on the western side of the 

Sacred Way lies Exedra 104. Very little remains of this rectangular exedra, but 

there are scattered exedra blocks in the area may belong to it. Two inscribed 

blocks belonging to a family exedra were found nearby.99 A portrait of Dionysios, 

son of Theodoros of Paros, was set up by his son, Megistos, and his Athenian 

son-in-law, Dionysios, son of Agathokles of Melite. On the corresponding block 

stood a statue of Apollodoros, son of Apollodoros of Melite, set up by his father 

(Dionysios’ brother) and another brother, Herakleodoros (fig. 19). This 

monument visualized, through portraits and text, three generations of a complex, 

international family network.  

 It is puzzling that more exedrai are not known from this area. Given their 

prominence on the Dromos and at the Portico of Antigonos, one would expect to 

find them lining the Sacred Way through the sanctuary, as well. Other exedra 
                                                
97 I have adopted here the numbering scheme of Herbin (2010), who numbers consecutively all 
the monuments of the Sanctuary of Apollo, rather than that of Courby (1912). 
98 Herbin (2010) has identified base 9 as an exedra. It was not identified as such by Moretti et al. 
(2015), nor could I find any direct evidence for it when I inspected the fragmentary plinth in the 
summer of 2015. 
99 ID 1972-1973. 
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foundations have been identified by various scholars over the years, but much of 

the evidence in this part of the sanctuary is fragmentary or quite often 

completely overgrown so that a careful inspection of the remains is not possible.  

The Sanctuary of Apollo: The Portico of Antigonos 

 In general, the statue bases in the Sanctuary of Apollo are not as well 

preserved as those along the Dromos. Nevertheless, they do provide a great deal 

of information. More than 50 statue monuments were set up in this micro-context 

of the Sanctuary of Apollo. Though many of the same kinds of subjects that are 

honored with statues in other highly public places on Delos are also represented 

here, the Portico of Antigonos does not seem to have drawn statues of local 

political officials (such as epimeletai) that are found along the Dromos and in the 

Agora of Theophrastos. However, as part of the larger Sanctuary of Apollo, it 

does attract statues of religious officials (such as priests) that are not commonly 

found outside the sanctuary. The monuments here take a variety of forms: single-

statue pedestal bases, a few equestrian statues, multi-statue monuments on long 

rectangular bases, and four semi-circular and eight rectangular exedrai.100  

 Three exedrai, along with one pedestal base for a single statue, comprise a 

series of well preserved statue monuments along the eastern peribolos wall, 

filling the entire space between the east wing of the Portico of Antignos and the 

northeastern entrance to the Sanctuary of Apollo.101 These monuments are nearly 

identical in construction technique and general appearance, though, as in front of 

                                                
100 About 20 exedrai are reconstructed on Courby’s (1912) plan, but the identity of many cannot 
be confirmed. 
101 See Courby 1912, 49-54, figs. 65, 68-73. 
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the Portico of Philip, the exedrai vary in length. Exedra 160 is the northernmost 

base in this series and would have supported five bronze portrait statues 

representing three generations of an Athenian family.102 Artemidoros (I), son of 

Hephaistion (I), dedicated portraits of his father and of his sons, Artemidoros (II) 

and Hephaistion (II), to Apollo. Together, Artemidoros (II) and Hephaistion (II) 

dedicated portraits of their father and their mother, Olympias, daughter of 

Nikolaos, to Apollo. This back and forth among family members, as well as the 

repetition of family names, demonstrates the interconnectedness of this family 

and its continued wealth and prominence across generations. The two 

inscriptions initiated jointly by Artemidoros (II) and Hephaistion (II) do not 

include their patronymic (though they do include their demotic). Instead, they 

rely on the other inscriptions to provide this standard information, indicating 

that the five statues were conceived of as a group. Moreover, the position of the 

statues suggests that the statues were all set up at the same time. As with the 

exedra of Theodoros and Myro (no. 76), the repetition of the demotic (Μελιτεὺς) 

in each inscription on this exedra announces their Athenian citizenship. The lack 

of demotic associated with Olympias’ patronymic suggests that she was not from 

the deme Melite, and was perhaps not even Athenian. Both Artemidoros (II) and 

Hephaistion (II) were active on Delos and served as local officials around 130, 

suggesting that the family (or at least part of it) was in residence on Delos at this 

time.103 This family is also known from a later (first century) statue dedication set 

                                                
102 ID 1962 a-e. 
103 ID 2595. Note that most Athenian officials in this list—including Artemidoros (lines 36-38)—
are designated only Αθηναῖος while others—including Hephaistion (lines 27-28)—are listed with 
only their demotic. 
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up in a different context: a statue of Artemidoros (IV) was dedicated by his uncle, 

Andronikos, son of Hephaistion (II), to Apollo, Leto, and Artemis.104 

 Exedra 163, the smallest of the three in this series, supported at least three 

portrait statues, though only two inscriptions are preserved.105 Titos (I), son of 

Satyrion of Herakleia (Italy), dedicated a portrait of his son, Satyros, to Apollo, 

Artemis, and Leto. Titos’ other son, Titos (II), dedicated a portrait of his mother, 

Theodora, to the same gods. Theodora’s inscription tells us that she was the 

daughter of Krateas of Teos, a Greek city on the Ionian coast—this was a 

cosmopolitan family, indeed! It is worth noting that Theodora’s name, rather 

than her son’s, occupies the prominent first line of this inscription, and that both 

inscriptions include the artists’ names.106 Another portrait statue, probably that of 

Titos (I), stood on the southern end of the exedra.  

 Nearby, the semi-circular Exedra 152 supported at least three statues 

representing three generations of an Athenian family from the deme of 

Marathon.107 Although the associated inscription is fragmentary, one of these 

portraits almost certainly honored Nikion (I), son of Dioskourides. Nikion’s sons, 

Aristogenes, Menodoros, and Nikion (II), set up a portrait of their mother, wife 

of Nikion (I), Timesarete. Aristogenes also set up a portrait of his son, Nikion 

(III), who served as a local official on Delos around 130.108 As before, the demotic 

is repeated in each inscription, asserting the Athenian citizenship of each male in 

the family. Timesarete’s patronymic, like Theodora’s, does not include a demotic. 
                                                
104 ID 1993. This base was found reused in a modern house near the port. See the family stemma 
in Roussel 1908, no. 100. 
105 ID 1967 a and b. 
106 Marcade 1957, no. 6. 
107 ID 1968 a-c; Courby 1912, 92-3. 
108 ID 2595.  
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It is worth noting that Nikion (III) was the recipient of another statue monument 

set up at the Portico of Antigonos by his friends, Dionysios and Sostratos of 

Athens. On this monument, however, Nikion’s demotic is omitted; he—and 

Dionysios and Sostratos—are referred to only as Athenian.  

 The semi-circular Exedra 168 is very poorly preserved, but in Courby’s 

publication of the area it is associated with a large rectangular foundation 

(heavily reconstructed) immediately south of the Mycenaean tomb.109 This 

exedra, ornately decorated with bench endblocks carved in the shape of 

dolphins, supported at least three statues, though only two inscriptions are 

preserved. Agathokles, son of Hermon (I) of Elea (Velia, Italy), together with his 

nephew, Hermon (II), and another sibling whose name is lost, dedicated a 

portrait statue of Thrasydeios, who was Agathokles’ brother and Hermon’s 

father, to Apollo, Artemis, and Leto. Thrasydeios, in turn, together with his 

nephew Hermon (III), dedicated a statue of Agathokles.110 The size of the exedra 

suggests that at least one more family member would have been represented in 

portrait form, and perhaps even more. 

 The other exedrai are relatively poorly preserved, and several survive 

only in foundation. The area today is badly overgrown, and although I 

attempted an inspection of every exedra, the remains were not always visible. 

The identity of some foundations, therefore, remains uncertain.  

                                                
109 Courby 1912, plan 2, no. 3. Cf. Courby’s actual state plan (plan 1). 
110 Hermon (III), son of Agathokles, is mentioned in ID 2595, as well. 
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 Two associated inscriptions from a semi-circular exedra come from this 

area, as well, though they have not yet been linked to a particular exedra.111 The 

monument was a public dedication by the Athenian demos and those living on 

the island in honor of two men, though the name of only one of them is 

preserved.112 This exedra is unusual in that it supported the portrait statue of a 

Roman official, Q. Hortensius, son of a celebrated orator and governor of the 

province of Macedonia. This inscription has been dated to 43, making this 

monument the latest known exedra on Delos. The date is significant because it 

has long been thought that statue dedications all but ceased after the second sack 

of the island in 66, though this idea has been challenged in the last decade or 

so.113 If this exedra does post-date 66, it demonstrates that the island was still 

significant enough for Athens to make a costly investment in the statue 

landscape there, when it could have easily done so in Athens. 

 At least one other exedra was set up nearby, though it is not traditionally 

discussed in the context of the Portico of Antigonos. A large (over 6m) 

rectangular exedra was constructed along the back wall of the so-called 

Monument of the Bulls, facing north toward the portico.114 The exedra honored 

members of an Athenian family; five inscriptions are (partially) preserved, but 

more portraits surely stood on the monument, as well. The familial anchor is 

Konon, son of Epinikos, who dedicated the bronze portrait statues of his 

                                                
111 ID 1613, 1622; Homolle 1879, 159 no. 7. The publications of these inscriptions record only that 
they are “in front of the museum.” The Portico of Antigonos is in very close proximity, and it 
seems the likeliest context for this set of inscriptions, particularly given the number of semi-
circular exedrai foundations there that have not yet been associated with inscribed blocks. 
112 One statue (ID 1622) was set up by the Athenian demos and those living on the island. 
113 Dillon 2013; forthcoming b. 
114 Von Thüngen 1994, cat. 69. 
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daughter, Demetria, sub-priestess of Artemis, and his wife, Onasion, to Apollo. A 

portrait of Konon’s son, Epinikos, was set up by his nephews (Konon’s 

grandsons), and Epinikos himself set up a portrait of another family member. At 

least three generations of this Athenian family, and probably four, were 

visualized on this monument, echoing the long line of familial portraits set up by 

Antigonos, whose progonoi monument could be seen directly from this exedra. 

Another statue base was set up next to the exedra, and a number of statue 

monuments were also found in the area, between the portico and the 

monument,115 but the focus of dedicatory activity was in front of the portico. 

 The array of monument types, sizes, and construction at the Stoa of 

Antigonos—as well as their position in relation to the stoa—is quite different 

from what we find along the Dromos, particularly in front of the Portico of 

Philip. Instead of being set up directly against the stoa, as monuments generally 

were along the Dromos, by the beginning of the first century, the monuments in 

front of the Stoa of Antigonos were organized into two roughly parallel lines, 

with the northern line facing the portico and the southern line facing the open 

space to the south. In general, space within the sanctuary does not seem to have 

been as tightly controlled as that along the Dromos, and the placement of statue 

monuments highlights the complexity of circulation through this space. 

Near the Prytaneion 

 A number of altars and statue bases are found to the west and south of the 

Prytaneion, including one semi-circular exedra and one rectangular. The semi-
                                                
115 E.g., ID 1550, 1963, and 2006. More statue bases, however, accumulated on the southern side of 
the large building, near its entrance. 
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circular exedra supported the statues of the family of Sosilos, and, like the exedra 

of Soteles on the Dromos, is a hybrid monument combining public and private 

statue dedications. Gorgias, son of Sosilos, dedicated a portrait of his mother, 

Pytho, to the gods. This statue stood in the center of the exedra just to the 

(viewer’s) right of the portrait of a son of Sosilos, set up by the demos. Cuttings, 

as well as the size of the exedra and placement of the statues, indicate that the 

exedra probably supported three more portrait statues of family members. This 

large exedra opened to the south, roughly facing the rectangular exedra nearby 

and creating a visible emphasis on the open space between them. 

 The rectangular exedra preserves only one inscription that records a 

statue awarded by the Delian demos. Despite its overtly political flavor due to 

the public award and its location near the prytaneion, the portrait statue was 

explicitly dedicated to the gods. The only preserved cuttings for a statue 

correspond to this inscription, but it is tempting to want to see this exedra as a 

hybrid monument, like those of Sosilos and Soteles. 

Agora of the Delians 

 One large semi-circular exedra was set up in the Agora of the Delians, 

facing the third-century Doric stoa that formed the southern boundary of the 

agora. The Delian demos honored four men, all members of a single family: 

Phanos, son of Diodotos; Diodotos, son of Phanos; Menyllon, son of Diodotos; 

and Bion, son of Phanos.116 The four inscriptions are spare, listing only the Delian 

                                                
116 IG 11 4, 1080-1083. There are cuttings on the crowning course for a statue of a child, though 
there is no corresponding inscription. Von Thüngen (1994, 145) has suggested that it represented 
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demos in the nominative, and the names of the men in the accusative. Members 

of this powerful family served as local officials throughout the third century, and 

Diodotos, Phanos, and Bion, are known from other monuments.117 It was set up 

in the mid-third century, around the same time as the exedrai set up nearby, in 

the area of the Prytaneion. It was thus in place for some time before the L-shaped 

portico was built in the second century, delimiting the agora to the north and 

east, and separating the exedra visually from the monuments set up near the 

Prytaneion.118 

Hypostyle Hall/Agora of Theophrastos 

 The Hypostyle Hall (also known as the Hall of Poseidon) opens to the 

south, onto the so-called Agora of Theophrastos, named for the Athenian 

epimeletes Theophrastos who had it constructed at the same time he expanded 

the port facilities in 126-125.119 The area was home to many honorific statue 

monuments, including a portrait statue of Theophrastos set up by the Athenians 

living on Delos, together with merchants, Italians, and other foreigners.120 To the 

east, the agora was bordered by a small stoa constructed in the second century, 

which was probably intended to serve as a demarcation between the Agora of 

                                                
Phanos, son of Diodotos, who would have received his own statue on the exedra, with an 
inscription, as an adult. 
117 Von Thüngen 1994, 145, n. 513. The patriarch, Phanos, served as Agoranomos on Delos. As 
suggested by Griesbach (2013, 95) this is perhaps the reason this exedra was set up in the agora. 
118 On the chronology of the area, see Bruneau and Ducat 2005, no. 84. 
119 ID 1645; Durrbach 1921, no. 95, with a discussion of the tradition. On the Agora, see Bruneau 
and Ducat 2005, 49, with additional bibliography. 
120 As mentioned above, this context was used and heavily rebuilt in later periods, and because of 
this circumstance it has not been thoroughly studied or published. Most statue bases were found 
reused in secondary contexts, and so it is impossible to say exactly where they stood within this 
context, with the exception of the portrait of Theophrastus, and one exedra (at the southeastern 
corner of the Hypostyle Hall) that is remarkably well preserved.  
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Theophrastus and the Artemision.121 Many of the portrait monuments set up in 

this area were single-statue pedestal bases. Two rectangular exedrai are known 

from this area, both set up by Athenian families. Inscribed fragments of a third 

exedra, semi-circular in shape, were also found here.  

 In the last quarter of the second century, Dionysios, son of Nikon, who 

was the Delian epimeletes in 110/109, dedicated statues of his son, Diogenes, 

and his daughter, Dionysia, to Apollo. Another fragmentary inscription records a 

statue set up by Nikon, as well. These statues stood together, probably with 

others, on a family exedra positioned against the southeastern corner of the 

Hypostyle Hall.  

 Inscribed fragments of another exedra were found “west of the 

Artemision,” and should perhaps be associated with the rectangular foundation 

against the façade of the small second-century stoa. This exedra was a private 

family monument set up in the late second century by a well-known and 

powerful Athenian, Medeios, and his wife.122 The three portrait statues known 

from the inscriptions represented their children: two daughters, Philippe and 

Laodameia, and their son, Medeios, all of whom held various religious offices on 

Delos. The childrens’ names occupy the privileged first line of each inscription, 

but Medeios’ name also appears in the first line, albeit in the genitive case. Their 

deme, Peiraios, appears twice in each inscription, once referring to each child, 

and once to their mother, Timothea, daughter of Glaukon.  

                                                
121 Bruneau and Ducat 2005, 45. 
122 ID 1869. See also Tracy 1982. For the family, see PA 284, no. 4237. Dionysios also set up a 
portrait of a Roman official (ID 1551) 
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 Two fragments of a semi-circular exedra were also found in the area, west 

of the statue base of Theophrastus.123 The inscriptions are quite fragmentary, but 

it is clear that this was a family monument. One of the statues represented a 

woman (described as both a wife and daughter), and another was a portrait of a 

man set up by his father, who was the son of Gaius. This exedra, then, likely 

represented a Italian family. 

 These family exedrai would have been viewed in the context of other 

dedications set up here, most of which were single-statue portrait monuments. A 

number of these portraits honored Athenian officials, a few have royal 

connections, and a few honored Italians.124 Dionysios, son of Nikon of Athens, for 

example, set up a portrait of the strategos, Seroulius Cornelius Lentulus.125 One 

wonders, then, who might have been represented on the five equestrian statues 

whose foundations are preserved along the eastern edge of the agora. Given the 

series of bases, I think it more likely that they honored officials or Italians rather 

than kings, though until further evidence comes to light, we can only speculate. 

Clubhouse of the Poseidoniasts 

 The exedrai discussed thus far were all set up in public, communal spaces, 

in places of high use and visibility. There is one example, however, that was set 

up in semi-public—that is, more restricted—space. As discussed above, the 

Clubhouse of the Poseidoniasts was a building complex that this religious (and 

commercial) association used for official assemblies, informal meetings, dining, 
                                                
123 ID 1978. Unfortunately no corresponding foundation has been identified in the area. 
124 Athenian officials: ID 1648, 1649, 1653, 1663; royal connections: ID 1551, 1559 (an Athenian 
who was a friend of King Mithridates); Romans: ID 1621, 1845 (strategos). 
125 ID 1845.  
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ritual activity, and statue dedication. In courtyard X, among the honorific 

portraits the koinon of merchants, shippers, and warehouse owners from Berytos 

(Beirut) who worshipped Poseidon set up for their members and benefactors, 

stands a rectangular exedra.126 Set up around 90, this monument was a relatively 

late addition to the statue landscape of the building, and it nearly blocks off a 

corridor of access to the sanctuary complex (V, I-IV). 

 Like a handful of other examples on Delos, this one was a public 

dedication. At nearly 5 m, it could have carried as many as five or six bronze 

portrait statues, but only two inscriptions are preserved. The koinon of 

Poseidoniasts awarded portrait statues (and crowns) to two men, whose names 

are only partially preserved. Although those honored were not family members, 

as is so often the case, the exedra served to connect them through their 

beneficence to the association. As the only multi-statue monument in this 

context, the exedra would have visualized their collective identity, their 

membership in an elite group of individuals who had been lavishly honored by 

the koinon. The exedra itself also served as a benefaction of sorts, offered by the 

koinon to its members. 

Unknown Contexts 

 The Exedra of the Princes of Pontus is very fragmentary and has been 

heavily restored. It is obviously not in situ, and today it is barely visible through 

the overgrown brush.127 Nothing, then, can be said with any certainty of its 

                                                
126 Von Thüngen 1994, cat. 82. 
127 Von Thüngen 1994, cat. 70. Moretti et al. 2015, plan 25 is the first plan (to my knowledge) to 
indicate the position of this exedra, noting that it is not in situ. 
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original context, but given its proximity to the Dromos, it may have been set up 

nearby. The inscriptions indicate that the monument once carried the bronze 

portrait statue of Laodike, sister to King Pharnakos and Mithridates. This statue 

was set up by three men: brothers Asklepiodoros and Hermogenes, and 

Agathanax of Rhodes. The princess’s name occupies the privileged first position 

in this inscription, while the names of Asklepiodoros and Agathanax, the 

dedicators of a second portrait statue, are listed first in the other (fragmentary) 

inscription. This exedra was likely set up prior to 166. 

 Other fragments of semi-circular exedrai have been found, and some are 

visible today near the excavation house of the French School—clearly not in 

situ.128 It is impossible to say if these fragments belong to any of the known 

exedra foundations, or if they represent yet undocumented examples of this 

monument type on Delos. 

III. Summary and Chronology of Exedrai on Delos 

 To summarize briefly, the exedra was a popular choice for statue 

dedications on Delos in the Hellenistic period—more so than anywhere else in 

the Greek world—indicating a clear local preference for this monument type.129 

Although they cluster densely along the Dromos and at the Portico of Antigonos, 

exedrai are known from an array of public (and semi-public) contexts. The 

earliest examples on Delos date to the third century, during the period of Delian 

independence. The bronze portraits displayed on these exedrai were publicly 
                                                
128 See von Thüngen 1994, cat. 133. 
129 It is worth noting that the popularity of exedrai peaks at different times at different places. At 
Epidauros, for example, the exedra reaches its apex toward the end of the third or beginning of 
the second century, earlier than at Delos. 
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granted and set up in the vicinity of the Prytaneion or on the Dromos. Others 

were a mixture of one publicly awarded portrait and several privately dedicated 

portrait statues of family members that created a hybrid monument. By the end 

of the third century, no doubt spurred by the grandeur of the hybrid 

monuments, foreigners begin to adopt the exedra format for exclusively private 

multi-statue family dedications on the Dromos (nos. 33, 62). After 167 the 

popularity of the exedra skyrockets. From this point on, they are used almost 

exclusively as private family portrait monuments, and they are particularly 

favored by Athenians.130 The majority of exedrai are set up between 167 and 100, 

and of those that preserve inscriptions approximately half honored Athenian 

families. 

These exedrai represented significant investments of capital for Athenian 

families, while at the same time the private dedication of portrait statues at 

Athens seems to decline.131 The representation of families in groups of 

freestanding portraits on multi-statue bases was simply never the norm at 

Athens, and the fashion for exedrai so apparent among Athenians on Delos 

                                                
130 The idea of the exedra as a base for publicly awarded statues, however, must not have 
completely faded, but was instead taken up occasionally by sub-city groups (no. 78, set up c. 160-
150; the exedra at the Clubhouse of the Poseidoniasts, set up c. 90 BCE. Finally, around 43 BCE, 
the Athenian demos, along with those living on the island, set up a semi-circular exedra with the 
portrait statues of two men, one of whom was a Roman official (ID 1613, 1622). Perhaps the 
resurgence of the exedra as a public monument should be associated with the economic 
downturn brought about by the sacks of the first century. While the island continued to be 
inhabited, individuals and families were not as able or interested in investing in the statue 
landscape of Delos. 
131 Stewart 1979; Keesling 2007. Stewart’s (1979, 67) contention that Athenian sculptors were 
pushed abroad relies on signatures and the assumption that these artists were “signing” all of 
their works. That these portraitists took up residence on Delos seems unlikely given the complete 
absence of evidence for large-scale bronze casting on the island. Their primary clientele, however, 
may have indeed been Athenian residents of Delos. 
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never gets any traction at home.132 Why? Might Athenians have been using 

portrait monuments differently at home and abroad?  

IV. Exedrai, Portrait Monuments, and Athenian Identity on Delos 

 Inscriptions on statue bases work to define the parties involved, to give a 

sense of their identity in shorthand.133 This identity, often presented in ethnic or 

civic terms, defined the person not just as an individual, but as a part of a larger 

community or series of communities. How these communities were described or 

represented depended on context. Athenian citizens, for example, did not 

usually describe themselves as “Athenian” in the statue monuments they set up 

at Athens. Instead, they used a more local designation: their demotic, which 

signaled the deme, or civic subdivision, to which each citizen belonged. While 

the demotic was most commonly used at Athens, it is also known from 

inscriptions at a few external contexts, namely from Delos and from the Athenian 

treasury at Delphi, as if these places were, in effect, Athenian soil.134 In general, 

Athenians did not use the demotic outside of Athens, and locals tended not to 

indicate their civic or ethnic status on monuments set up at home.135 The civic 

and ethnic designations are typically, but not always, used as a means of 

identification outside the community, and thus are more common in Panhellenic 

                                                
132 One large family group is known from the early Hellenistic Acropolis at Athens: Löhr 2000, 
139-42, no. 161; Keesling 2007, 143-44. More common was the collocation of individual statues 
representing family members or statue pairs. See Keesling 2007, 144, n. 19. 
133 Similar to the way Meyer (1993) envisions Athenian epitaphs to work. 
134 Fraser 2009, 56. 
135 Delphi, for example, was a Panhellenic sanctuary that received statue dedications from cities, 
groups, and individuals throughout the Mediterranean. Those whose inscriptions do not include 
any kind of political designation (civic or ethnic) are generally thought to be set up by Delphians. 
See Jacquemin 1999.  
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or regional contexts of statue display, where the viewing audience would have 

been diverse.136 Despite these general tendencies, there is a great deal of 

flexibility in how and where the various designations of civic and political 

identity were employed.137  

 On Delos, Athenians described themselves in some cases using their civic 

designation (Αθηναῖος), and in other cases using their demotic. It has been 

suggested that the use of Αθηναῖος rather than the demotic might indicate a 

naturalized Athenian citizen who had not presented himself to his chosen deme 

at Athens.138 There is no discernable chronology of usage, as far as I can tell, but 

there are a few notable patterns of usage. Portrait statues publicly awarded by 

the Athenian demos or other Athenian civic bodies usually include the name of 

the presiding epimeletes, and they exclusively use the demotic plus patronymic 

in identifying him.139 Athenian family monuments on Delos tend to employ the 

demotic (combined with the patronymic) much more frequently than the more 

general civic designation of Αθηναῖος (also usually combined with the 

patronymic). Foreigners who set up statues to Athenians refer to them using 

either designation, though the use of Αθηναῖος is more common in these 

                                                
136 Fraser (2009, 61-2, 75-8) understands the ethnic designation, in particular, as an expression of 
the foreigner, though this is not always the case. Moreover, his evidence is derived exclusively 
from public documents; he does not take privately used designations into account. Saba (2011, 
396) comments that most sources of information on the Greek family are epigraphical and official 
(public) in nature, except for epitaphs. She completely overlooks private statue dedications, as 
well as representations in art. 
137 Fraser 2009, 10-11. 
138 In his lavish monument in the Kabirion, Helianax, whose name is unique among known 
Athenians, refers to himself repeatedly as Αθηναῖος. See, e.g., ID 1552, 1563. Dürrbach (1921, 215) 
has suggested that Helianax was Rhodian by birth. On the ethnic as indicative of naturalized 
citizens, see Baslez 1985. 
139 E.g., ID 1586, 1587, 1592, 1593, 1604 bis, 1605, 1621, 1624, 1626.  
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dedications.140 Otherwise, the usage of these designations seems somewhat 

arbitrary. The inscriptions on Exedra 160, for example, a private family 

monument, give the names of two brothers, Artemidoros and Hephaistion, along 

with their demotic (Μελιτεὺς). These same two brothers also appear in a public 

document on Delos, in which one is referred to as Μελιτεὺς and the other as 

Αθηναῖος.141 This anecdote should not suggest that the use of the demotic versus 

civic terminology was meaningless, but rather that private documents, such as 

statue dedications, may be more indicative of conscious efforts at self-

representation. On their private family monument, Artemidoros and 

Hephaistion made clear how they saw themselves: as members of the Athenian 

deme Melite. I suggest that the use of the demotic was a strategy of 

representation opposed to the more general term Αθηναῖος, which was the civic 

designation used, for example, in the “signatures” of Athenian sculptors on 

Delos, who may not have been Athenian citizens but who could claim Athenian 

residency and pedigree (at least in terms of sculptural schools) nonetheless.142 A 

statue of Apollonides, son of Theophilos, set up by Attalos II at Pergamon 

includes no ethnic designation at all, which may indicate his Pergamene 

citizenship.143 However, on a statue of the same man set up by Attalos at Delos, 

and another of his brother, Theophilos, set up by Attalos at Athens, their demotic 

                                                
140 See, for example, ID 1554, 1703, 1704 (foreigners using the demotic); ID 1534, 1537, 1541, 1559, 
1602 (foreigners using Αθηναῖος). 
141 ID 2595. 
142 There are, of course, exceptions: in ID 1845 Dionysios, son of Nikon, of Athens refers to himself 
only as Athenian, while on another statue base he is listed as epimeletes of the island and 
referred to as Παλληνέως (ID 1551). For Athenian sculptors, see, for example, ID 1646, 1648, 1649, 
1657. See also Stewart 1979, 101: “If the one hundred and seven Attic sculptors known to have 
practiced during the three centuries covered by the preceding studies have anything in common 
at all, it is their shared use of the ethnic Αθηναῖος.” 
143 Geagan 2011, 177. 
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(Ἁλαιέα) is notably included.144 While they were likely naturalized Athenian 

citizens, the emphasis on their citizenship (and thus their presence in Athens, 

where they would have had to present themselves to their new deme) is striking, 

particularly because they are being identified as Athenian citizens by the 

Pergamene state.  

 The use of the demotic on privately dedicated statue monuments—fairly 

standard practice in Athens proper, but less so outside of Athens—probably 

functioned as a means of highlighting citizenship in nominally Athenian spaces 

like Delos. Citizenship was, of course, intimately bound up with domestic 

politics and family pedigree. Family pedigree mattered not only in establishing 

citizenship, but also in issues of hereditary honors and priesthoods, as well as in 

the transfer of property. Proper lineage was asserted by the use of the 

patronymic in inscriptions and by the physical representation of the family unit 

in portrait groups, like those on the many Delian exedrai.145 The statue base, the 

statues themselves, and even the location of the monument, helped to further 

articulate the identities offered in the inscription. Individuals were presented as 

members of larger units, and on exedrai, the family was the most visible and 

prominent of these identities on display.146 

 Families as visualized on exedrai were, however, far from the scenes of 

private life and familial intimacy so familiar from late Classical Attic grave reliefs 

and even the funerary reliefs from Rheneia, the island where the inhabitants of 

                                                
144 ID 1554 and Geagan 2011, H328, respectively. 
145 As suggested by Meyer (1993) in regard to their use in fourth-century Athenian epitaphs. 
146 A similar concern for visualizing belonging to family groups is seen in late Classical grave 
reliefs and their epitaphs: Meyer 1993, esp. 109-11. See also Pomeroy (1997, 67), who remarks that 
“[f]amily membership was a critical factor in shaping a person’s identity.” 
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Delos were buried. In contrast to the complex figural compositions of many 

reliefs, the cuttings on exedrai for the bronze portrait statues indicate that they 

stood independently, connected only by their base. The statues did not touch, 

look at one another, interact, or “tenderly embrace.”147 They presented a civic 

conception of the family, not an emotional one; together they visualized a social 

and economic unit, the oikos, a subset of the Hellenistic city created through 

alliance, marriage, and childbirth.148 Family monuments like exedrai worked in a 

very different way than did funerary reliefs, and necessarily so. Their primary 

aim was not to individualize the family or its members—quite a different 

understanding from the modern concept of portraiture—but to project its 

influence, wealth, piety, and longevity, as well as its place within the larger social 

fabric of the city. In these aims, the exedra was designed to succeed. 

 Given the number of exedrai dedicated by Athenians, and given that some 

of the same prominent families were making dedications at both Athens and 

Delos, it is surprising that only one exedra is known from the Hellenistic period 

at Athens. Why is this monument type so popular among Athenians on Delos 

and not at Athens itself? The exedra was surely known to Athenians by the 

second century, not only from Delos, but also from major Panhellenic sanctuaries 

such as Delphi, Olympia, and even Epidauros. Moreover, one Kleopatra, 

daughter of Theodoros—a relative of the Kleopatra known from Delos, as well as 

of Theodoros and Myro, who dedicated a family exedra on Delos—set up a semi-
                                                
147 Cohen (2011, 467) on the funerary stele of Xanthippos. 
148 In one of the few scholarly assessments of the way families were visualized in ancient Greece, 
Cohen (2011, 467) argues that “Greek art presents the family primarily as an emotional rather 
than a social or economic unit.” This position cannot be sustained if exedrai and other family 
portrait monuments are taken into account. On strategies of marriage, see Cox 1998; 2011, esp. 
238-41. 
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circular exedra in the Athenian Agora!149 Kleopatra’s exedra, which was set up 

around the same time as that of Theodoros and Myro on Delos (c. 140), and 

supported the portraits of at least two of her male family members, is the only 

known non-Roman example from Athens.150 This understanding of the relative 

popularity at Athens versus Delos should not be taken as an argument ex silentio. 

Admittedly, the continuous occupation of the city of Athens means that much 

less of Hellenistic Athens is materially visible than Hellenistic Delos. 

Nevertheless, those prime locations in Athens where one would expect to find 

exedrai—in the Agora and on the Acropolis—have been well excavated. The 

Acropolis has revealed evidence for no exedrai at all, and the Classical Agora 

evidence for only one or two.151 The remains of two other exedrai—one semi-

circular and one pi-shaped—are visible today in the Roman Agora. 

Unfortunately, no inscriptions are visible and they have not been published. 

Their findspot in the Roman Agora, however, necessitates a Roman date, if not 

Italian dedicators: at least one Italian family set up an exedra on Delos.152 This 

evidence, then, suggests that the exedra, although a clear option for statue 
                                                
149 Geagan 2011, H329. 
150 Only one other exedra is known from Attica, at Ikarion (see Appendix I). This assertion should 
not be taken as an argument ex silentio. The continuous occupation of Athens, reuse of ancient 
materials in later construction, and circumstances of excavation make the statue landscape of 
Hellenistic Athens more difficult to reconstruct than that of Hellenistic Delos. Nevertheless, 
because of their architectural character, it is very difficult for this kind of monument to vanish 
from the archaeological record. Moreover, the remains of at least two exedrai—one semi-circular 
and one pi-shaped—are visible today in the Roman Agora at Athens, though they are clearly not 
in situ. Unfortunately, no inscriptions are visible and they have not been published. Their 
placement, however, suggests a Roman date, if not Roman dedicators: at least one Roman family 
set up an exedra on Delos (ID 1978), and it seems likely that other Roman families were behind 
the examples in the Roman Agora at Athens. This evidence, then, suggests that the exedra, 
although a clear option for statue monuments at Athens, was simply not as popular at there as it 
was on Delos in the Hellenistic period.  
151 In addition to the inscribed exedra blocks for the family of Kleopatra, there may have been a 
large rectangular or pi-shaped exedra near the Prytaneion. However, even if it has been correctly 
identified, it may be Roman in date. See Appendix I. 
152 ID 1978. 
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monuments at Athens, was simply not as popular at home as it was on Delos in 

the Hellenistic period.153 

 Exedrai themselves do not seem to have had a specifically Athenian 

connotation at Delos, at least as far as can be determined from the surviving 

inscriptions. Rather, foreign families—including Athenians after 167—adopted 

what was already emerging by the end of the third century as a local preference. 

So is the number of exedrai constructed after 167 simply a result of Athenians 

conforming to the local statue habit? I suggest that there were other factors 

contributing to the popularity of exedrai among Athenians on Delos. As a statue 

base, the monument type worked to ensure continued visibility in a dense and 

changing statue landscape. However, because of the high number of exedrai here 

they were not as effective at making their statues stand out from the crowd, 

especially not in places of high density, such as the Dromos and the Portico of 

Antigonos. Nevertheless, they were still an effective means of displaying group 

identity, even more than traditional pedestal-type bases. The shape of the exedra, 

whether semi-circular or rectangular, carved out its own space amid other 

monuments. Its sides projected out into space, enclosing the bench at its center 

and heightening the appearance of the statues as a subset of the broader statue 

landscape. As argued in the previous chapter, this monument type was 

particularly suited to displaying family networks—a particular concern for 

Athenians on Delos. 

                                                
153 The stoas lining the processional way leading from the Diplyon gate to the Agora are another 
possible location in Athens for the dedication of exedrai, though because this area is covered by 
modern buildings, it has not yet been excavated. Nevertheless, even if exedrai were set up in in 
this location, it is unlikely that the total number from Athens could approach the sum found on 
Delos. 
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 Between 150 and 100 a major political shift occurred in Athens. The 

political power that had for so long been concentrated in the hands of a few 

traditionally aristocratic families was now being usurped by a new plutocracy 

who had risen to wealth and influence through commercial investments on 

Delos.154 These nouveau riche included some familiar names: Sarapion of Melite, 

who set up a statue of his daughter in front of the Portico of Antigonos, and 

Medeios of Peiraios, who set up a large family exedra near the Agora of 

Theophrastos.155 After 166, prominent Athenian families—like that of 

Kleopatra—had members (or even whole branches) living both in Athens and on 

Delos,156 and the same men who served as epimeletai on Delos (counted among 

the most powerful political positions in the Athenian hierarchy) often served as 

the eponymous archon (the chief magistrate) at Athens. Medeios, for example, 

served as epimeletes of Delos in 97/6 and as eponymous archon at Athens in 

101/100, and again (unconstitutionally) in 91/90.157 Both cities served as effective 

power bases for large and wealthy families, and there is no reason why members 

of these families could not travel back and forth, maintaining property and even 

                                                
154 On the Delian-Athenian economy, see Day 1942, 100; Rauh 1993. On social mobility in this 
period, see Geagan 1992; Habicht 1997, 287-96. The family of Medeios may have already been on 
the rise a generation earlier. See the extensive family stemma in Turner (1983, 277). Remarkably, 
this family can be traced through twelve generations (and six centuries). 
155 ID 1870 and 1869, respectively. 
156 Geagan (2011, 179) discusses the close relationship of the Delian family to Athens and the 
Athenian family to Delos. He goes so far as to call Kleopatra’s husband, Dioskourides, 
“Dioskourides of Delos,” though he is clearly represented as an Athenian citizen of the deme 
Myrrhinous in the inscription on his portrait base. 
157 He remained archon for unprecedented third and fourth terms, as well, but finally 
relinquished power in 88. Medeios as epimeletes: ID 1711, 1757, 1761, 1816, 2400. On Medeios as 
archon, see Habicht 1997, 301-2. See also Tracy 1982. 



 

 102 

households in both places.158 Even so, the powerful new elite so evident in the 

statue dedications on Delos are largely absent at Athens, with the notable 

exception of the family of Kleopatra. Why the difference, both in terms of the 

power players represented and the kinds of monuments they set up? 

 Medeios set up his family exedra on Delos around the time he served his 

first term as eponymous archon at Athens or, more likely, when he served as 

epimeletes of Delos.159 Kleopatra had set up her exedra in the Athenian Agora 

about a generation earlier; he could have easily followed suit. Either there was 

some disadvantage in doing so, or there was some advantage to setting the 

monument up on Delos—or both. Here we can only speculate, but perhaps it 

was simply more acceptable to dedicate such lavish family monuments on Delos 

than at Athens, or perhaps Medeios was signaling in a relatively permanent way 

his connection to Delos as the source of his (and his family’s) wealth and 

position. He was certainly commemorating the prominent religious roles his 

children played at Delos, and thus his family’s service to the city. Whatever his 

motives, it is clear that patrons were making choices about where—in regional 

terms—to set up monuments, and local customs and habit must have played a 

role in determining what kind of statue monument to set up. Exedrai may have 

been particularly welcome on Delos due to the number of processions and 

festivals known from the Hellenistic period, and this kind of ostentatious multi-

                                                
158 According to Orbis (http://orbis.stanford.edu/), the travel time between Athens and Delos 
took less than two days, and usually closer to one. It would have been fairly easy for a wealthy 
family to maintain two households, one in Athens, one on Delos. 
159 The inscription can be dated roughly to c. 120-90 both by the career of Medeios and the artist 
who signed the base, Eutychides, who is known from numerous other signatures at Delos and 
Athens. See Marcadé 1957, 46-56. 
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statue family monument may have been more acceptable in this context because 

of local precedent.  

 Athenians, of course, were not exclusively dedicating exedrai on Delos. 

Just as at home, individuals and small groups of family members were setting up 

single-statue monuments in civic and religious contexts throughout the island.160 

There are, however, no spaces for statue display on Delos restricted to Athenian 

dedications as there are for Italians in the Agora of the Competaliasts or the 

Agora of the Italians. The space with the strongest Athenian connotation seems 

to have been the Agora of Theophrastus, but it was by no means an exclusive 

space. 

Perhaps because Athens controlled the island, the Athenian population 

did not have to carve out special space in the same way—public spaces were 

inherently accessible to them. As the frequent use of the demotic suggests, in 

dedicating on Delos, Athenians were, in some sense, dedicating on home turf. 

V. Summary 

 Portrait monuments were set up in a range of public and semi-public 

spaces on Hellenistic Delos, including agorai, sanctuaries, the theater, the 

gymnasium, ethnic clubhouses, and even domestic contexts. Exedrai appear only 

in the most public contexts—with the exception of the exedra in the Clubhouse of 

the Poseidoniasts—likely due to their functional nature as small-scale civic 

benefactions. They cluster in two main areas: along the Dromos and in front of 

                                                
160 Such as the Agora of Theophrastus, Mt. Kynthos, and Serapeion C. See, for example, ID 1560, 
1562, 1563, 1569, 1570, 1581, 1582. Non-Athenians also set up portraits of Athenians: ID 1534, 
1541. 
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the Portico of Antigonos within the Sanctuary of Apollo. Although the earliest 

examples were public awards or hybrid monuments, during the apex of their 

popularity (c. 167-100), they were usually private family dedications. Exedrai 

visualized families in a particular way, as a social and economic unit that 

emphasized pedigree and lineage, as well as hereditary honor, power, and 

property. 

About half of the exedrai that preserve inscriptions are connected to 

Athenian families, who invested considerable sums of money to dedicate such 

spectacular multi-statue monuments on Delos. In contrast, only one Hellenistic 

exedra is known from Athens. This kind of family monument was never popular 

at Athens, perhaps due to local dedicatory habits, but the exedra was acceptable, 

indeed, desirable at Delos because of local precedent and visual prominence. 

This is surely a case of dedicatory habits being influenced by site-specific norms, 

customs, and concerns. 
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Ch. 3: Portraits in Context: Delphi and Thermon 

Καὶ ἕως µὲν τούτου πάντα κατὰ τοὺς τοῦ πολέµου νόµους καλῶς καὶ 
δικαίως ἐπράττετο τὰ δὲ µετὰ ταῦτα πῶς χρὴ λέγειν οὐκ οἶδα. λαβόντες 
γὰρ ἔννοιαν τῶν ἐν Δίῳ καὶ Δωδώνῃ πεπραγµένων τοῖς Αἰτωλοῖς τάς τε 
στοὰς ἐνεπίµπρασαν καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ τῶν ἀναθηµάτων διέφθειρον, ὄντα 
πολυτελῆ ταῖς κατασκευαῖς καὶ πολλῆς ἐπιµελείας ἔνια τετευχότα καὶ 
δαπάνης. οὐ µόνον δὲ τῷ πυρὶ κατελυµήναντο τὰς ὀροφάς, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
κατέσκαψαν εἰς ἔδαφος. ἀνέτρεψαν δὲ καὶ τοὺς ἀνδριάντας, ὄντας οὐκ 
ἐλάττους δισχιλίων· πολλοὺς δὲ καὶ διέφθειραν, πλὴν ὅσοι θεῶν ἐπιγραφὰς ἢ 
τύπους εἶχον τῶν δὲ τοιούτων ἀπέσχοντο. (Polybius 5.9) 
 
Up to now all that had been done was right and just according to the laws 
of war, but what shall I say of that which followed? For mindful of what 
the Aitolians had done at Dion and Dodona, they [the Macedonians] 
burned the stoas and destroyed what was left of the votive dedications, 
some of which were of costly material and had been elaborated with great 
skill and expense. Not only did they destroy the roofs of these buildings 
with fire, they leveled them to their foundations and toppled all the 
statues, which numbered no less than two thousand; and many of them 
they destroyed, sparing only those that were inscribed with the names or 
figures of gods. Such as these they left alone.1 

 

When Philip V entered the Aitolian federal sanctuary of Thermon in 218, 

intent on retribution for the sack of Dion and Dodona a few years earlier, he 

found an impressive display of wealth and might in the form of monumental 

buildings, captured arms, and dedications of all sorts, including many bronze 

statues.2 Polybius may well have exaggerated the number of statues for dramatic 

effect, but the archaeological evidence supports the general impression he 

constructs in his reader’s mind: the statue landscape of the sanctuary was truly 

spectacular. It was certainly on par with the Epirote federal sanctuary of Dodona 

in terms of statue dedications, thus making Philip’s sack of Thermon something 

                                                
1 Translation adapted from the Loeb 2011 edition. 
2 Polybius (5.8) places the number of captured arms at some 15,000. 
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of “an eye for an eye.” It was not only international economic and religious hubs 

like Delos attracting dedications in the Hellenistic period. In addition to the two 

federal sanctuaries at Thermon and Dodona, many cities throughout central and 

northern Greece attracted an impressive number of statue dedications during the 

Hellenistic period. Despite the numbers of preserved statue bases in the agorai of 

Kassopi, Megalopolis, Oiniadai, and Nea Pleuron (fig. 20), not to mention the 

sanctuaries at Thermon and Dodona, the role of statues at these sites has been 

largely ignored. Inscriptions tend to be the measure by which the value of statue 

bases are judged, so at sites like Kassopi and Dodona, where very few 

inscriptions are preserved, they have not received sustained attention in the 

scholarship.3 Even when statue bases do preserve inscriptions, they generally 

play second fiddle to more overtly political documents. Research on Greek 

federal states has been driven most often by a desire to understand their political 

organization and to determine how different governmental bodies functioned in 

relation to one another.4 In this endeavor, citizenship decrees, treaties, and 

manumission records have been mined for insight into the mechanisms of 

government and the relationships between federal and local political institutions. 

The role of statue dedications and their significance as material evidence should 
                                                
3  There are, of course, a few notable exceptions. Carapanos (1878), for example, painstakingly 
docuemtned the excavated statue bases at Dodona before they were reburied. Mackil (2013) 
investigates the role of ritual, including group dedication at sanctuaries, in the formation of 
federal states, and Jacquemin (1985) discusses the statue dedications—public and private—made 
by the Aitolians at Delphi. This last is a focused study, however, without discussion of the 
meaning of these dedications in the broader context of statue dedication in the Hellenistic period. 
4 Larsen’s Greek Federal States: Their Institutions and History (1968) remains the essential text. See 
also Beck 1997. The topic of Greek federalism has seen a resurgence of interest in the last two 
decades, and several important new studies have been published in just the last few years, 
including Scholten 2000, Mackil 2013, Meyer 2013, Funke and Haake 2013, and Beck and Funke 
2015.  
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not be overlooked. Examining the choices made regarding where a statue is set 

up, who it represents, and how those involved identify themselves in relation to 

each other and to the state should open up new ways of thinking about the 

workings of Greek federal states.  

As we have seen on Delos, the location of a portrait dedication within a 

site imbued the dedication with meaning and contributed to the elaboration of 

social and political identity. Even if the patron had to request space officially 

from the local authorities, there was probably some degree of choice involved in 

where the monument was situated within the larger site. In this chapter I 

broaden the geographical focus beyond a single site to consider the implications 

of choosing a location for statue dedication on a regional level. What did it mean 

for an individual, family, or state to set up a statue at one sanctuary or city rather 

than another? How did the broader location of a statue work with its other 

components—portrait, inscription, and micro-context—to express the identity of 

the person(s) or group who set it up? I shall argue that the statue dedications at 

Delphi and Thermon are material evidence for the ways in which the state, 

member cities, and citizens could leverage the practice of statue dedication to 

articulate political and social identity to different audiences. In particular, 

portrait dedications were a primary tool that individuals and families used to 

construct their public identity in relation to various political units. 

The sanctuaries at Thermon and Kalydon were the main religious centers 

of the Aitolian League in the Hellenistic period—though Thermon served as its 

political core, as well. The great Panhellenic sanctuary at Delphi, however, is 
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generally regarded as the unofficial third federal sanctuary of the Aitolians 

during the League’s domination of the Delphic Amphiktyony in the third 

century. Comparing the Aitolian practice of statue dedication at Thermon and 

Delphi will help to reveal what role choice, visual strategy, and audience played 

in setting up a portrait statue in the context of a federal system. This comparison 

also allows me to explore portrait dedication—and the use of exedrai—not only 

as part of the integral history and development of a site, but also as part of the 

regional practices of statue dedication and display. Looking at how, when, and 

where statues were deployed within a regional network will help clarify not only 

broader patterns of statue dedication in the Hellenistic world, but also how 

dedicatory practices contributed to the formation, elaboration, and alteration of 

sacred and political spaces. 

I first briefly sketch the relevant history of the Aitolian League, or koinon, 

before summarizing the dedicatory activity of Aitolians at both Delphi and 

Thermon. The core of the chapter draws on this evidence to consider how 

Aitolians leveraged the statue monuments they dedicated, and the contexts in 

which they did so, to articulate identity and to reinforce social and political 

bonds. The evidence makes clear that there are significant differences in the 

numbers of dedications made, who was setting them up, what kinds of 

relationships they expressed, and how space was manipulated to achieve various 

goals. The Aitolian dedications at Delphi in the third century have been a 

particular focus of study, and as a group they have misleadingly been taken as 

evidence that Delphi was tantamount to a federal sanctuary of the Aitolians at 
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this time, and/or that Delphi was a sanctuary in decline. When the fuller range 

of evidence is brought to bear, neither of these assertions can be maintained. 

I. Hellenistic Federalism, Personal Identity, and the Aitolian 
League 

Until the Aitolian League was formed in the second half of the fourth 

century, the Aitolians had been a group of smaller ethnic communities united by 

common blood, common territory, and common religion.5 Even after these 

communities were organized into a federal state, their identities, as well as those 

of their citizens, did not significantly change. These individuals had been born 

Aitolians and they remained Aitolians, just as they remained citizens of their 

home city. Their ethnos had been formally transformed into a political 

community, granting them an official double identity as a citizen of both a city 

and a federal state.6 Different federations dealt with compound citizenship in 

different ways, and even within a single state the balance between the two could 

vary in importance depending on the circumstances. In Aitolia federal 

citizenship generally outweighed local citizenship; nevertheless, local identity 

and citizenship were often still projected in various ways.7 There were certainly 

times at which an individual might want to stress one level of her identity over 

another, as we shall see, and political bodies may have particular motives for 

                                                
5 On ethnicity in ancient Greece, see Hall 1997, 2002, 2007; cf. Antonaccio 2010. 
6 There is no single model of federalism in the Hellenistic period, but double (or even triple) 
citizenship is characteristic of the Aitolian League. See Beck and Funke 2015, 17-18; Funke 2015, 
esp. 94-97. See also Rhodes 1995; Beck 1997, 174-85; McInerney 2013. 
7 The fairly standard formula for referring to citizens of federal states by a third party included 
both their local and regional ethnics: "Athenaios, the son of Nomios, a Lycian from Patara.” See 
Fraser 2009. 
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identifying individuals in particular ways. These levels of identity were often 

articulated, negotiated, and performed on a political and social stage, that is, 

publicly, by participating in festivals, sponsoring civic projects, or holding a 

religious or political office. These ephemeral actions were sometimes 

memorialized by setting up an inscribed stele or a statue monument that 

recorded the details of who and what was involved. When, for example, Lykos, 

son of Diokles, of Kalydon, helped pay down the debt of the city of Pleuron, the 

city commemorated the benefaction by setting up a portrait statue of Lykos at 

Thermon:8 

[πόλι]ς Πλευρωνίων Λύκον 
[Διο]κ̣λέος Καλυδώνιον 
[χρε]ολυτήσαντα καὶ 
[εὐε]ργέταν γενόµε 
[νον] αὐτᾶς ἀνέθηκε 
 
The city of Pleuron set up Lykos, 
Son of Diokles, a Kalydonian, 
Being a deliverer from debt and 
A benefactor to it [the city] 

 

 The placement of the monument in the federal sanctuary of the Aitolian 

League enhanced the prestige of this award, and it emphasized the political and 

social bonds between the two Aitolian cities and their leading figures. Moreover, 

the inscription clearly laid out the relationships between the parties involved, 

acknowledging a clear inequality, even if only a temporary one.9 Portrait statues 

                                                
8 IX	  1²	  1.70	  =	  SEG	  3.436.	  
9 The expensive bronze portrait statue rewarded Lykos’ service with social capital, but it also 
benefitted the city of Pleuron by visually asserting its return to solvency. It should be noted that 
despite Lykos’ service to the city of Pleuron, the city asserts its position of authority by occupying 
the prestigious first line of the inscription. 
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set up by federal states, by member-cities, and by prominent families and 

individuals were an important means of cementing relationships and rewarding 

proper civic behavior. They were also an effective way of communicating various 

levels of identity.  

 Despite, and in part because of, their formulaic nature, portrait statues 

played an important role in how these monuments communicated information to 

their audiences. Together with their inscribed bases, as well as their locations, 

portrait monuments constructed the identity of the individuals represented in 

relation to the dedicator and to the viewer. The statue itself communicated 

gender, class, age, social role, and ethnicity, while the inscription provided 

details: who set up the statue, who it represented, and why. Portraits also serve a 

didactic role that worked hand in hand with the construction of individual and 

communal identity. Raised on a pedestal and presented in gleaming bronze, they 

set the subject up as an exemplar of social behavior, worthy of honor and 

emulation.10 We cannot be certain what the portrait statue of Lykos looked like, 

but it probably presented him within an established and widely recognized 

visual language of statue types—perhaps in the civic costume of the himation, 

befitting his non-military public service.11 It held him up as a standard of civic 

behavior, signaling to its viewers that this is how a Kalydonian—and a good 

Aitolian—behaves. At regional and Panhellenic sanctuaries, portrait statues 

                                                
10 Stewart (2015, 36) observes that “[b]ronze is hard, strong, resilient, and flexible, and a body 
made of it naturally takes on some or all of these attributes in the observer’s mind…” 
11 Bronze fragments found at Thermon indicate the standard range of male statue types, 
including nude statues and armed statues. See Papapostolou 2014, fig. 97. 
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helped define these kinds of social and political communities not only for local 

citizens, but for outsiders, as well. They mark the community of the dedicator 

and of the honorand as part of normative Greek culture. Portrait statues were 

thus a means of constructing and reinforcing shared identity, as well as a method 

of maintaining social order in the face of significant political changes. 

 When in the third century the Aitolian League began to expand its 

territory and citizen body (see figs. 21, 22), the issue of Aitolian identity became 

more complicated and portrait statues became an increasingly valuable political 

and social tool for states and individuals alike. As Aitolia came to include cities 

that had formerly belonged to other ethnic or regional communities, such as 

Oiniadai, Naupaktos, Chaleion, Amphissa, and Herakleia, not all “Aitolians” had 

been born Aitolian. Moreover, not all newly incorporated cities remained part of 

the Aitolian League permanently.12 Although citizenship in a federal state could 

be advantageous both to cities and to individuals, it is not clear that every city 

joined the Aitolian League willingly, though some certainly did.13 Moreover, 

there is evidence to suggest that when Aitolia lost cities to Philip during the 

                                                
12 Oiniadai, incorporated in 330 was later lost to Akarnania by 311. Naupaktos was incorporated 
in 338, lost shortly thereafter and eventually regained by 280. See Grainger 1999, 41-7, 51, 87-8.  
13 On the advantages of membership in a federal state, see Grainger 1995, 315, 324; Errington 
2008. The year after Herakleia was incorporated into the Aitolian League, it was attacked by the 
Gauls. The Aitolian League fortified the city with a garrison of soldiers and Pausanias (10.21.1) 
tells us that the Aitolians protected the city as if it has always been Aitolian. Membership in 
federal states like the Aitolian League may also have been advantageous to individuals. Local 
elites could expand their political and social influence into the international sphere by serving as 
federal officers. See Roy 1998. On the means of Aitolian expansion, see Grainger 1995, 1999. Initial 
attempts to incorporate Naupaktos by force were not successful, whereas the city later seems to 
join the federation peacefully and willingly. Pausanias (10.21.1) reports that Herakleia was 
"forced" to join the Aitolian League, but the relatively quick participation in League governance 
by citizens of Herakleia may indicate that this was not the case. On Herakleia’s incorporation into 
the League, see Grainger 1995, 316. Moreover, the Keans seem to have lobbied, with the help of 
Naupaktos, to join the League. See Scholten 2013, 104. 
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second and third Macedonian wars, some citizens of those cities still continued to 

identify themselves as Aitolians, and even continued to serve as Aitolian 

hieromnemoi at Delphi.14 There was obviously a great deal of flexibility in how a 

person could choose to identify herself, and it is important to remember that 

personal or cultural (ethnic) identity is not always the same as political identity. 

Identity was a fluid concept that could be employed as a political and social 

tool—an especially important one considering the shifting alliances among 

various federal states, poleis, kingdoms, and even Rome during the Hellenistic 

period. The rise and expansion of Hellenistic federal states like the Aitolian 

League meant that the connections between smaller political nodes were often no 

longer based on blood;15 they were now linked by social and political ties.16 These 

bonds could be broken more easily, so it was vital to have a mechanism in place 

for reinforcing, stabilizing, and visualizing them. These aims were accomplished 

through publicly inscribed treaties and honors, and, more important for this 

discussion, through honorific portrait statues. Through context, form, and 

inscription, portrait statue monuments helped not only to articulate and 

emphasize layers of personal, political, and social identity, but also to cement 

political and social connections in a dynamic and increasingly complicated 

world.  

                                                
14 Grainger 1999, 335. 
15 Mackil (2013, 1, n. 3) calculates that at least 40% of poleis on the Greek mainland and in the 
Peloponnese belonged to or were incorporated into federal leagues. 
16 McInerney (2013, 469-72) explains the structure of Hellenistic federal states as a network of 
political nodes which develop ties (i.e. religion, economics) based on particular needs. In this 
model the ties between nodes are as important as the nodes themselves. 
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II. Aitolians at Delphi 

“The Aitolians have statues of most of their generals, and images of 
Artemis, Athena, and two of Apollo, dedicated after their conclusion of 
the war against the Gauls…” (Pausanias 10.15.2) 

 

 By the end of the fourth century the Aitolian League had begun to expand 

its territory into the region of Phokis, but it was not until 279, when the Aitolians 

successfully defended Delphi against a Gallic invasion, that it was able to solidify 

and even legitimize its growing control over the sanctuary at Delphi.17 Before this 

turning point, the Aitolians had apparently not dedicated any monuments at 

Delphi; immediately afterward there is a flurry of activity by the koinon.18 

Capitalizing on the temporary good will among other Greeks for their protection 

of Delphi, the Aitolians dedicated a series of statue monuments aimed at 

legitimizing their dominance at Delphi and proclaiming their Greekness.19 They 

set up two monuments on the temple terrace that grouped the portrait statues of 

Aitolian generals together with those of gods, and they set up a single-statue 

portrait monument honoring their strategos, Eurydamos, who had led the 

Aitolians against the Gauls.20 They also set up a statue of Aitolia personified, 

seated on a pile of Gallic arms, and a group of three Aitolian heroines. In the 

                                                
17 This narrative is usually told, at least in part, from the growing number of votes the Aitolian 
League claimed on the Amphiktyonic council through its member states. See Flacelière 1937; 
Grainger 1995, 1999; Scholten 2000, 235-52; 2013, 102.  
18 Scholten 2000, 38. Although the Aitolian koinon maintained control of Delphi until 189, the 
only public dedications date to a relatively short span of time between the Aitolian victory in 279 
and the mid-third century. 
19 Grainger 1999, 104; Scholten 2000, 40-1; 2013, esp. 99-102. 
20 Pausanias mentions the statue groups just after the colossal statue of Apollo (10.15.2), and the 
portrait of Eurydamos just after the Omphalos (10.16.4). 



 

115 

 

second half of the century, Aitolian individuals and families likewise exploited 

the increased value of Aitolian stock, dedicating lavish multi-statue monuments 

at Delphi. Pleistainos, son of the famous Eurydamos, together with his daughter, 

Lakedaimonia, set up a large private family monument, as did a woman named 

Aristaineta, whose dedication included not only her own portrait, but that of her 

parents and son. Three generations of an Aitolian family were also represented 

on Lykos’ grand six-statue monument, as well. Private dedications, however, 

were not limited to honoring family members. Two other Aitolians, Sosippos and 

Lamios, each set up a portrait monument in honor of the Ptolemies.  

 Despite the picture often painted of third-century Delphi as a sanctuary in 

decline, reduced to the status of a federal sanctuary under the Aitolians, the 

statue landscape tells a slightly different story.21 Over 100 new monumental 

dedications were made in the third century,22 and only 15 of these were set up by 

Aitolians or their koinon (see Appendix II). To be sure, the Aitolians held a tight 

grip on Delphi throughout the third century, but this is hardly a picture of 

stagnation and decline, and not at all the largely inward, federal focus of 

dedicatory activity that we see at Thermon in the third century.23 Moreover, there 

were new major building projects at Delphi at this time (fig. 23). The massive 
                                                
21 Scholten (2000, 41) characterizes the Aitolian dedications as an “obnoxious display.” Cf. Mackil 
(2013, 213-14), who focuses on the religious aspect of the Aitolian dedications. Scott (2014, 174) 
suggests that the experience of the sanctuary in the third century would have been one of decline. 
22 This number is, of course, based on preserved monuments that can be dated through their 
inscription or archaeological context. There may well have been more. 
23 In contrast to the military occupation of the sanctuary by the Phokians, the Aitolians dominated 
the sanctuary politically (see Scott 2014, 183). Despite control over the Amphiktyony, the Aitolian 
League did not award their citizens excessive honors. Moreover, archaeological evidence 
indicates that the Aitolian League and their member cities set up many more statues at Thermon, 
the primary sanctuary of the Aitolian League, than at Delphi. Delphi may have been under the 
thumb of the Aitolians, but it did not function as a federal sanctuary. 
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West Stoa and the Stoa of Attalos both date to the third century, and there was 

sufficient interest in setting up new monuments—and perhaps a lack of existing 

space for large monumental dedications—that Attalos requested and was 

granted the exclusive right to the space in front of the stoa he built.24 Other minor 

projects were also undertaken around the sanctuary in preparation for the newly 

reorganized Aitolian festival, the Soteria, first celebrated in 242.25 

 The Aitolians certainly left their mark on Delphi in terms of statue 

dedications in the third century, and whether the koinon actually built the West 

Stoa or simply appropriated it for the display of captured Gallic arms may not 

have made a substantive difference to the experience of a visitor.26 The massive 

inscription, in which the Aitolians proclaimed their dedication of the Gallic 

shields hung inside the stoa to Apollo, would have labeled the structure as 

“Aitolian.”27 Nevertheless, it is worth asking if the overall experience of the 

sanctuary was one of Aitolian domination, or if their control of the space was 

more political than visual. Compared to the total number of monuments, 

buildings, and dedications already standing at Delphi, many of which had been 

set up as expressions of victory and power by other states and individuals, the 

additions made by the Aitolian League were ultimately quite few. Nearly all of 

them can be assigned to the temple terrace, with the exception of the column-

                                                
24 CID 4.85 = SIG3 523. 
25 Scott 2014, 175-76, with additional bibliography. The Soteria was initially organized after the 
Aitolian defeat of the Gauls. 
26 On the West Stoa and its statue monuments, see	  de la Coste-Messelière 1925; Coulton 1977, 69, 
fig. 22; Amandry 1978; Bousquet 1985; Bommelaer 1991, 219-20; Scholten 2000, 38 n. 31; Mackil 
2013, 213-14; Pouilloux and Roux 1963. 
27 See Amandry 1978; Scholten 2000, 40. 
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monument of Lykos, which may have been set up in the Aire, and the monument 

of the Aitolian heroines, which is located along the southernmost leg of the 

Sacred Way.28 Because the temple terrace had always been a popular context for 

statue dedications at Delphi, the Aitolian monuments would have been only one 

narrative of power viewed against many others. Although they would have 

looked shiny and new for a time, they were not the only new dedications, and 

the Aitolian monuments would have been viewed in conjunction with and as 

part of an ancient and dense landscape. The patterns apparent with the help of 

reconstructed plans and spreadsheets of data, therefore, may skew the reality of 

the situation on the ground. Even so, the koinon of the Aitolians is certainly the 

most prominent group active in the first half of the third century, with five 

monumental statue dedications, three of which are associated with their military 

victory over the Gauls and the “liberation” of Delphi in 278. All three of these 

included honorific portraits.29  

 Despite the relatively low number of monumental dedications made by 

the Aitolian League, their influence and power could have been manifested in 

ways not visible in the archaeological or epigraphic records. Control over the 

Amphiktyony meant, at least to some degree, control over the sanctuary space 
                                                
28 There is some question as to whether or not this was the original location of the statue base. It 
was expanded in the Roman period and may have been moved, as well. See Bommelaer 1991, 
123. 
29 Jacqumin 1999, nos. 288, 289, 290, 291, 293. Flaceliere (1930, 393-94) hypothesized that no. 288 
was dedicated by the koinon of the Aitolians and that it supported the portraits of at least two 
victorious generals. This interpretation was accepted by Jacquemin 1999. The Aitolians also 
dedicated captured shields at Delphi, hanging them on the Temple of Apollo. This act emulated 
the Athenian dedication after their victory over the Persians and placed the Aitolian koinon as 
Athens’ natural successor as the guardian of Greece’s liberty. See Scholten 2000, 39-40. Finally, as 
noted above, all except one of the dedications made by the koinon of the Aitolians were set up in 
the wake of the victory over the Gauls.  
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and over the honors bestowed on individuals, cities, and states. The Aitolian 

League, therefore, may have controlled sanctuary space by denying permission 

(explicitly or tacitly) for certain portraits to be set up at Delphi.30 In addition to 

the power to deny or discourage certain monuments, political control over the 

sanctuary also could have enabled the Aitolians to emphasize chosen 

monuments. The celebration of the Soteria, for example, especially after its 

reorganization in the mid-third century, would have provided an excellent 

opportunity to draw special attention to Aitolian monuments in the sanctuary.31 

 The statue monuments set up by the Aitolian League or individuals who 

identified themselves as Aitolian were not the only ones to honor Aitolians. A 

number of citizens had their portraits set up by other poleis and individuals. 

Although some of these monuments are connected to military victories and can 

be seen as a reward for services rendered, some of these statue monuments were 

probably intended as a means of ingratiating and connecting the dedicant to the 

new authority at Delphi by honoring one of its citizens. It should be noted that, 

in most cases, the party setting up the monument is listed first in the inscription, 

highlighting its role in the dedicatory process. When, for example, the city of 

Eretria dedicated a portrait of an Aitolian man named Neoptolemos to Apollo 

Pythios shortly after 278, it placed itself in the nominative position, the position 

                                                
30 This may have been the reason why a portrait of T. Quintus Flamininus (Jacquemin 1999, no. 
191), who defeated Philip in 197 and proclaimed the freedom of all Greece at the Isthmian games 
in 196, was not set up until after the Aitolians had been removed from power at Delphi, around 
190 or 188. See Daux 1936, 593-95. On prohibitions, see Ma 2013, 71. 
31 Although there is no direct evidence for this at Delphi, Chaniotis (1995, 155) points to several 
examples of statues receiving special attention during festivals. On Aitolian propaganda in the 
context of the Soteria, see also Champion 1995. 
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of agency, while Neoptolemos is relegated to the accusative position, as the party 

being acted upon:32 

Ἐρετριέων ή π̣όλις Νεο[π]τόλεµον Φ̣[ύ]σ̣[κου] 
Αἰ̣τωλὸν Ἀπόλλωνι Πυθίωι 
 
The city of the Eretrians [dedicates a statue of] Neoptolemos, son of 

Physkon,  
An Aitolian, to Apollo Pythios33 

 

The city of Erythrea (of Thermopylai) also set up a portrait to honor an 

Aitolian—a general—and an unknown city set up a portrait of an Aitolian, as 

well.34 Sometime in the second half of the third century Chaleion, a Lokrian city 

that had been incorporated into the Aitolian League by 270 set up a statue of an 

Aitolian, and Heiron, son of Thoinon, from Chaironeia, set up a portrait of 

Theodotos, son of Antibolos, an Aitolian from Kalydon.35 Two portraits of 

Charixenos of Trichonos, an Aitolian general who had helped release captured 

Athenians near Delphi, were set up in the second half of the third century.36 In 

the last quarter of the third century or the first quarter of the second, the city of 

Delphi set up a portrait of the Aitolian general Pantaleon, and around 200, a 

portrait of another Aitolian.37 Between 220 and 217 a group of exiles from Achaia 

                                                
32 Syll.3 411; Jacquemin 1999, no. 286. On the “politics of the accusative,” see Ma 2013, ch. 2. 
33 This translation is my own. 
34 Jacquemin 1999, nos. 287, 519. 
35 Flacelière 1929, no. 3; Jacquemin 1999, nos. 104, 107. On the incorporation of Chaleion, see 
Grainger 1999, 95. 
36 Flacelière 1929, nos. 4, 5; Jacquemin 1999, nos. 500, 501. On Charixenos, see Shear 1978, 64 n. 
185; Grainger 2000, 134. 
37 Jacquemin 1999, nos. 187, 207. The portrait of Pantaleon likely represents Pantaleon II, three-
time strategos of the Aitolian League, who saved Eumenes II from assassination near Delphi. The 
assassination had been arranged by a prominent Delphian woman, Praxo, and so this portrait 
may have been a means of distancing the city from the actions of an individual (whether it was 
sincere or not is another question). On Praxo, see below, n. 80. 
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set up a portrait of one Simos of Aitolia, and toward the end of the third century, 

the city of Axia in western Lokris, which had likely been folded into the Aitolian 

League in the course of the third century, set up a portrait of Ladikos, an Aitolian 

from Kallipolis.38 If these portraits are included in the number of Aitolian 

monuments set up at Delphi in the third century, over one quarter of the total 

number of statue dedications made were set up by or for Aitolians. Conversely, 

nearly three quarters of third-century monumental dedications were unrelated to 

the Aitolians—a statistic that throws into doubt the characterization of Delphi as 

a de facto federal sanctuary, particularly when compared with the statue habit at 

Thermon during the same period. 

III. Statue Dedications at Thermon 

Thermon, the religious and political heart of the Aitolian League, developed in a 

very different way than did Delphi. Thermon was, first of all, an extra-urban 

sanctuary. No nearby polis dominated the site; rather, the cult at Thermon 

strengthened ties between local communities and tribes through common ritual 

and political participation.39 Evidence for cult activity in the Iron Age, including 

prestige architecture, as well as the construction of a large Doric temple (and two 

smaller temples) in the seventh century, indicates the early regional importance 
                                                
38 Flacelière 1929, no. 10; Jacquemin 1999, nos. 7, 98. On Simos, son of Simos, of Pleuron, see 
Grainger 2000, 298. On the expansion of the Aitolian League into Lokrian territories, see Grainger 
1995; 1999, 94.  
39 In contrast, Kalydon, another important Aitolian sanctuary, was also the site of a significant 
city. During the Hellenistic period proximity of hometown to Thermon does seem to have been a 
factor in the election of senior magistrates; men from smaller and more distant Aitolian cities, 
however, were by no means excluded. See O’Neil 1984-1986, 51; Grainger 1999. On the use of 
common cult and myth as a tool of political cohesion, see Antonetti 1990; Funke 2013, esp. 49-52; 
Mackil 2013, esp. 147-236. 
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of Thermon as a religious center for the ethnically Aitolian tribes.40 The site only 

began to play an overtly political role in the fourth century, a development 

linked with the rise of the Aitolian koinon.41 The enlargement and 

monumentalization of the sanctuary as a political center, however, did not occur 

until the third century (fig. 24). The political importance of Thermon was always 

bound up with religion.42 One of the two yearly meetings of the primary 

assembly of the Aitolian koinon occured during the Thermika, a cultic festival 

celebrated exclusively at Thermon.43 The stoas and buildings constructed in the 

third century were certainly tied to the elaboration and development of religious 

festivals held at Thermon in the Hellenistic period, but they also met the 

increasing political needs of the koinon at this time. The third century was the 

time of greatest expansion for the Aitolian League, and as the number of its 

member cities grew, so too did the attendance at its festivals, the number of 

representatives in its federal government, the public signals of its bureaucracy 

and political actions, and the need to solidify political ties with newly acquired 

communities and cities.44 All of these needs required particular spaces and 

buildings; as a result, during the third century the sanctuary at Thermon gained 

a bouleuterion and three large stoas. The massive east and west stoas, which are 
                                                
40 Mackil (2013, 177-84) presents a brief summary of the early cultic activity at Thermon with up-
to-date bibliography. 
41 On the early history of the Aitolian League, see Grainger 1999, 29-53. Its political importance to 
the koinon in the fourth century was likely heightened after the loss of Kalydon to the Achaians 
by 389. See Mackil 2013, 62, 202. 
42 Mackil 2013, 179, 202-5. 
43 Polyb. 5.8, 18.48. See also Holleaux 1905; Larsen 1952, esp. 1-8; Funke 2013, 52-3. The second 
meeting occurred during another festival, the Panaitolika, whose location rotated among Aitolian 
cities. 
44 On the expansion of the Aitolian League in the Hellenistic period, see Grainger 1995, 1999; 
Scholten 2000, 235-52. 
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the longest stoas in western Greece (173 and 164 m long, respectively),45 created 

an impressive processional way that connected the Temple of Apollo with the 

Bouleuterion—a space that also served as an ideal setting for statue display (fig. 

25). The dromos at Thermon was lined primarily along its eastern side, but also 

along the southern end of its western side, with stelai, bronze portraits, 

equestrian statues, and a number of exedrai.46 Together with the portrait statues 

and monumental inscriptions, these building projects—considerable monetary 

investments—expressed the interrelatedness of cult and politics at this site and 

visualized the strength, breadth, and economic stability of the League to all those 

who visited. In short, during the third century Thermon began to look like a 

major political and cult center in Hellenistic Greece.  

 Just as at Delphi, the monumentalization of political and honorific texts 

was important. At Thermon, however, these inscriptions—manumission records, 

political alliances and treaties, as well as the award of public honors—were set 

up commonly as monuments in their own right (rather than being carved onto 

existing buildings, walls, and monuments), as the numerous stelai bases attest. 

Based on the cuttings for the inscribed slabs, some of these documents would 

have been truly monumental. Polybius’ description of Thermon, along with the 

preserved statue bases and foundations, indicate a rich portrait landscape at the 

site, though only a small number of tantalizing inscriptions survive.  
                                                
45 Papapostolou 2014, 163. For comparison, the porticos along the Dromos on Delos were c. 70m 
long (the Portico of Philip was later extended), the Portico of Antigonos on Delos was c. 120m 
and the West stoa at Delphi was c. 75m. 
46 The South Stoa, the longest at the site (approximately 185 m), is not yet fully excavated. Cf. 
Papapostolou (2014, 160, 174), who labels the dromos an “agora” and who claims that no statue 
bases or exedrai were set up in front of the West Stoa.  
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 In contrast to that at Delphi, the statue landscape at Thermon accrued 

over a relatively short period of time—primarily between the monumentalization 

of the sanctuary in the third century and the end of the second century.47 

Nevertheless, the sanctuary was the setting for an impressive number of bronze 

portrait statues. If we are to believe Polybius (5.8-9), in addition to the 15,000 

dedicated arms, spoils of victory, that were hanging inside the stoas, costly 

dedications of all kinds, including at least 2000 bronze statues depicting both 

men and gods, could be seen nearby. Even if this number is an exaggeration, it 

points to the impressive display of monuments along the dromos. One of these 

monuments, likely set up near the southern end of the East Stoa, was a large 

statue of an armed woman, a personification of Aitolia seated on a pile of 

captured Gallic shields, set up to commemorate the Aitolian defense of Delphi in 

279. Alongside the statue of Aitolia stood bronze portraits of Aitolian 

magistrates, officials, and citizens. Only a precious few bases and inscriptions 

survive relative to the number of monument foundations that can still be seen at 

Thermon, and it is problematic to draw conclusions from such a small, and 

perhaps unrepresentative, sample. What follows here, therefore, is an overview 

of the surviving evidence and any conclusions must be considered tentative.  

 The koinon of the Aitolians honored many of its highest officials with 

portrait statues at Thermon. For example, a portrait of the Aitolian hipparch—that 

is, the cavalry commander and second-highest ranked officer in the League—

Paidios, son of Stratippos, of Herakleia, was set up at Thermon and dedicated to 
                                                
47 Cult activity seems to cease at Thermon by the first century. See Mackil 2013, 203.  
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the gods.48 The inscription tells us that the statue was made by Lysippos of 

Sikyon, perhaps a younger relative of the famous fourth-century sculptor from 

Sikyon.49 The Aitolians likewise set up portraits of Archidamos, son of Pantaleon, 

of Pleuron and Nikostratos, son of Nikostratos, of Naupaktos.50 In addition to 

serving as hipparch of the Aitolian League, Archidamos commanded the Aitolian 

forces against Aigeira, where he died in 219, and Nikostratos served as Delphic 

hieromnemon, as had his father before him.51 Two other hipparchs, their names 

now lost, were similarly honored by the koinon.52 One Opsinos and one Skauron, 

as well as an unknown individual, were honored by the Aitolians with portrait 

statues, though the inscriptions are too fragmentary to be sure of the reasons for 

the honors.53 The koinon also set up a portrait of Kleisios, son of Lykon, of 

Pleuron because of his excellence and his good will.54 Kleisios received a rare 

honor, indeed, as his name is given prominence of place on the inscribed statue 

base: 

Κλεισί̣αν Λύκου Πλευρώνιο̣ν 
τὸ̣ κοινὸν τῶν Αἰτωλῶν 
ἀρετᾶς ἕνεκεν καὶ εὐνοίας 
τᾶς εἰς αὐτούς 

 

This is the only preserved example at Thermon of an honorand’s name 

appearing first, being given prominence over the granting authority of the koinon 
                                                
48 IG IX I2 1.52 = SEG 2.355, 3.437. 
49 See Papapostolou (2014, 180) for the persuasive suggestion that the Lysippos mentioned in the 
inscription is not the fourth-century sculptor. 
50 IG IX 1² 1.57, 1.58. 
51 Grainger 2000, 109 (Archedamos 3), 255 (Nikostratos 6). Nikostratos was Aitolian hipparch in 
229/8 and hieromnemon from 228-22. 
52 IG IX 1² 1.55, 1.63. 
53 IG IX 1² 1.62, 1.66, 1.61. 
54 IG IX 1² 1.53. 
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of the Aitolians. Still, Kleisias’ name appears in the accusative case, for he is the 

party being acted upon; the koinon retains the agency of the nominative case. 

Although no specific service is mentioned in the inscription, such distinction 

suggests he was a figure of major importance in the Aitolian League.  

 The foundations and bases at Thermon preserve an array of possible 

formats for the statues set up by the koinon. Single-statue monuments are the 

most numerous, but there are also two large semi-circular foundations (fig. 25 

nos. 13, 31), whose bases—like similar examples at Delphi—would have 

supported groups of statues. The few large square foundations probably 

supported triangular column monuments or single-statue monuments of 

particular honor, perhaps like the portrait awarded to Kleisios. One of the most 

striking features of the statue landscape at Thermon, however, is the impressive 

number of equestrian monuments—perhaps as many as 19. It seems likely that 

many of the hipparchs awarded portrait statues by the koinon would have been 

represented in this particularly appropriate format (fig. 26). This evidence also 

suggests that equestrian statues were used for non-royal portraits more often 

than is usually presumed.55 

 Another notable statue monument erected at Thermon by the Aitolian 

koinon is the rectangular Exedra of the Ptolemies, located near the southern end 

of the East Stoa, which carried nine bronze portraits depicting Ptolemy III and 

                                                
55 A similar trend can be observed at Dodona, the federal sanctuary of the Epirote League. See 
Katsikoudis 2006. Note also that two of the foundations in front of the (Aitolian?) West Stoa at 
Delphi appear to have been equestrian monuments. 
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his family (fig. 25, no. 47).56 The Aitolians honored the Ptolemies for their 

excellence and for their beneficence towards not only the Aitolian ethnos, but to 

all Greeks. In doing so, the Aitolian League deftly indicated its leading role on 

the broader Hellenistic stage, and its ability to speak and act on behalf of all 

Greeks. This phrasing is echoed and personalized in the Exedra of the Ptolemies 

dedicated at Delphi by Lamios, a hipparch of the Aitolian League.57  

 The koinon was apparently making other kinds of statue dedications, as 

well. Two inscribed bases mention no honorand in their inscriptions.58 It is 

unlikely, therefore, that these bases carried portrait statues, but they may have 

supported statues of Apollo, to whom both of these dedications were made. 

Probably one of the earliest monuments set up by he Aitolian koinon at Thermon 

was a large statue of an armed woman, a personification of Aitolia seated on a 

pile of captured Gallic shields. A seemingly identical monument was set up by 

the Aitolian koinon at Delphi in celebration of their victory in 279.59 

 The Aitolian League was not the only political body to set up statues at 

Thermon; individual Aitolian cities dedicated portraits there as well. One of the 

most spectacular portrait monuments was set up around 200 by the city of 

Pleuron to honor Lykos II, son of Diokles, of Kalydon. To thank Lykos for his 

                                                
56 IG IX 1² 1.56. The exact date of the monument is a source of debate, but it was set up between 
240 and 221. See Huß 1975; Bennett 2002. 
57 On Lamios, see also below, pp. 163-65, 236-37. 
58 SEG 25.616; SEG 25.617. Both of these bases were found in the vicinity of the East Stoa. See 
Mastrokostas 1965, 152, nos. 2, 3. 
59 Jacquemin 1999, no. 291. The appearance of the statue monument is known from preserved 
base fragments, as well as from Aitolian coins of the third and second centuries. See Funke 2013, 
52; Jacquemin 1985; Knoepfler 2007; Antonetti 2012; Mackil 2013, 213-14; Papapostolou 2014, figs. 
15-17. 
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euergetas and his willingness to take over repaying Pleuron’s public debt, his 

bronze portrait was set on top of a large pillar-base in front of the Bouleuterion.60 

The city of Lamia, which was likely incorporated into the Aitolian League in the 

late 260s, set up a portrait of Hagetas, a strategos of the League from Kallipolis, 

around 218-212. As strategos, Hagetas was probably represented as an armed 

military man (see fig. 8), in contrast to Lykos, who would almost certainly have 

been depicted wearing the himation, a costume that befitted and highlighted his 

civic service.  

 The city of Kytinion in Aitolia set up a portrait of Alexandros of 

Trichoneion. The inscription is minimal, listing only the two parties involved and 

omitting even the usual vague reasons for such an honor.61 Nikostratos of 

Kalydon was awarded a statue at Thermon by the city of Hyaea, a Lokrian city 

that had been absorbed into the Aitolian League by 280. Similarly, the Aitolian 

strategos Lykopos of Kalydon was honored with a portrait statue by the Lokrian 

city of Opous, together with the Lokrians and the Opountians.62 Opous had 

become part of the Aitolian League perhaps as early as 270, but surely by the 

mid-260s, although this monument was likely set up considerably later, around 

the end of the second century. While its dedication at Thermon suggests active 
                                                
60 IG IX 1² 1.70 = SEG 3.436.  
61 IG IX 1² 1.68. Kytinion is known from an appeal to Xanthos for financial aid in rebuilding its 
walls after an earthquake and then a sack by Antigonos Doson (SEG 38.1476). If this sack did 
occur as part of the Macedonian campaign against the Aitolians, Kytinion would seem to be part 
of the Aitolian League at this time. The ambassadors to Xanthos identify themselves as Dorians 
from the Metropolis, but also as Aitolians, so it is strange that the city did not turn to its federal 
government for aid rather than arguing for a relationship with Xanthos based on a strained 
argument for a shared mythical ancestry. Perhaps the koinon was financially tapped out given its 
military commitments, or perhaps we have here an example of more informal ties between a city 
and a federal government? See Hornblower 2011, 83; Grainger 1999, 240; Scholten 2000, 103. 
62 IG IX 1² 1.72. 
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participation in the Aitolian League, the inscription makes clear that local 

identity—even a century after incorporation into the League—was still a 

meaningful and accepted component of social and political identity among 

communities that were not historically Aitolian, and that this situation was at 

least tacitly accepted by the Aitolian koinon.63 These monuments, set up by both 

the League and its members, illustrate the strong ties between the political nodes 

of the Aitolian League, old and new, both in terms of cities and prominent 

individuals. They acted as a visual expression and reinforcement of the complex 

political network being constructed and negotiated in the third and second 

centuries. 

 But just as at other sites of statue dedication in the Hellenistic world, 

social and political networks were also being constructed on an individual level. 

Although the inscriptions are quite fragmentary, there is evidence for at least two 

privately dedicated portrait monuments at Thermon, one for a woman (set up by 

her husband) and another for a man.64 These two inscriptions are essential for 

establishing the nature of the statue landscape at Thermon as a mix of private 

and public monuments, and it is important to note that women as well as men 

were being honored here with portraits.65 Because exedrai were used for private 

family monuments more often than not, the number of exedrai at Thermon 

suggests that more private monuments were set up here than are preserved in 

                                                
63 There is also evidence for the city of Opous’ active participation in the League as early as 260, 
when an Opountian man served as proxeny-sponsor for the Aitolian League. See IG IX1 1.17B; 
Grainger 1995, 335. 
64 IG IX 1² 1.67, 1.75. 
65 On public and private portrait honors for women, see Dillon 2010, 38-51. 
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the epigraphic record. The fragmentary inscribed block recording a portrait of 

the son of Nikostratos of Naupaktos, for example, may have belonged to a 

privately dedicated exedra.66 

 The surviving inscriptions and bronze statue fragments from Thermon 

reveal a thriving statue dedication practice at the site in the third and second 

centuries, the time during which the Aitolian League controlled Delphi. 

Dedicatory activity seems to have been concentrated at their federal sanctuary 

rather than at the prestigious Panhellenic sanctuary of Delphi, a display context 

to which the Aitolians certainly had access. Patterns of statue dedication that 

might once have been attributed to (lack of) access, might be more productively 

explored as the result of conscious choice on the part of dedicators. I suggest that 

the regional statue habit might be more complex than it appears at first glance. A 

bigger, more prestigious context was not always preferred over a smaller, more 

local context. The implications of this perspective will be discussed in greater 

detail below. First, however, it seems best to continue the comparison between 

Delphi and Thermon, considering how the portrait statues set up at these two 

sites represent, visualize, and reinforce a regional political network among cities 

and individuals, and how these monuments operate—visually and spatially—

within the contexts in which they were set up. 

                                                
66 I have not able to obtain a permit to examine any of the inscribed blocks or bases at Thermon. I 
intend to apply again in the summer of 2016, with the hope that I can incorporate a careful 
examination of the blocks into this study. 
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IV. The Statue Landscapes at Delphi and Thermon: Considerations 
of Space and Strategies of Distinction 
 Locating your monument in the most desirable and visible place was the 

guiding principal of statue dedication in ancient Greece, but the contexts in 

which statues were displayed were complex and dynamic. The best place to set 

up a statue was not a single, fixed location; rather it depended on the goals and 

agendas of the person or group who decided where the statue would be placed, 

as well as on the particulars of the site as it changed over time. Location could be 

employed as a strategy to create or amplify social or political messages either 

through association or opposition, assuming there was space available in the 

desired area.67 The long history of statue dedications at Delphi meant that 

existing monuments, as well as the networks and narratives they constructed, 

had to be negotiated by later dedicants. The third-century stoas that 

monumentalized the sanctuary of Thermon, in contrast, presented something of 

a blank slate for statue dedications. How did these different spatial 

circumstances influence habits of statue dedication?  

 All the statue monuments set up at Delphi in the Hellenistic period were 

inserted into a landscape already thick with dedications, with the knowledge 

that monuments would continue to be added. By this time, empty space in the 

most desirable areas of the Sanctuary of Apollo was a limited resource. As 

statues continued to accumulate, visibility became restricted and monuments 

jockeyed for position. A dedication might easily be overlooked or overshadowed 

                                                
67 Elegantly demonstrated by Scott (2010). 
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by a crowd of later monuments. Spatial limitations and the threat of obscurity 

certainly did not prevent new statue dedications at Delphi; on the contrary, the 

landscape continued to expand and change over the course of the Hellenistic 

period. As the statue landscape of Delphi developed through the addition of 

monuments, new strategies of distinction developed—ranging from statue style 

to display location to base type—in order to establish and ensure prominence 

amid the dense accumulation of statues. The spatial dynamics of statue 

dedication at Thermon, like those at Delphi, were profoundly shaped by the 

physical and political context of the site. Spatial competition among monuments 

was relatively low because the massive Hellenistic stoas provided plenty of 

prime real estate for statue display. Even so, the statue landscape was constantly 

changing and growing. Thus we see some of the same strategies of distinction 

that are so apparent at Delphi.  

 In addition to the new forms of monuments that appear and the new 

spaces built to display them, several other significant changes in statue 

dedication practice deserve special attention. At many sites, and particularly at 

Delphi, individuals and families begin to play a much larger role at than they 

had during the Classical period, honorific portraiture seems to eclipse traditional 

kinds of statue dedications in popularity, and the broader scope of Hellenistic 

politics is visualized through the portraits of foreign kings and their courtiers. 

The political and social climate of the Hellenistic period played shaped the statue 

landscapes of Delphi and Thermon, not only in terms of what kinds of statue 
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monuments were set up, but also in terms of who set them up, where they were 

located, and even how they looked.   

Format, Pose, and Style as a Strategy of Distinction 

 Statue monuments clearly operated on a spatial level—contesting, 

upholding, refining, or elaborating the narratives presented by nearby 

monuments through their very presence—but the statues themselves played an 

important role in how these monuments communicated information to their 

audiences. Location and inscription comprise only part of a monument’s power. 

Although this visual component is not usually preserved, we can recover their 

appearance from representations in other media, from marble copies, from 

fragments, and from those precious few originals that have been recovered from 

the ground and from the sea.  

 During his visit to Delphi, Pausanias saw the portrait of Eurydamos that 

had been set up by the Aitolian League. He tells us, almost as if reading the 

inscription from the statue base, that Eurydamos, strategos of the Aitolians, led 

them against the Gauls.68 This portrait monument would have made Eurydamos’ 

military role explicit in two ways: first, through the inscription and, second, 

through the statue itself, which almost certainly depicted him as an armed 

military man. He was likely dressed in armor with a spear and shield, and 

bronze fragments from Thermon suggest that some of the military portraits there 

                                                
68 10.16.4. 
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were represented in exactly this fashion.69 In contrast, the portraits of 

Eurydamos’ son, Pleistainos, and his daughter (Eurydamos’ granddaughter), 

Lakedaimonia, which stood together at Delphi, probably wore the traditional 

civic costume of himation. This civic costume befitted their private, non-military 

statue monument and would have set their portraits apart from those of 

victorious generals and athletes.  

 Portrait statues always signaled belonging to one or more groups, and this 

function may have been part of the drive to set up portraits in the first place. But 

the other, almost contradictory, aim in setting up a portrait statue was 

distinction. Pleistainos and Lakedaimonia, for example, may have wanted to 

indicate their membership in the Aitolian and Greek elite by setting up a bronze 

portrait monument at Delphi, but they also wanted to stand out among this 

group by setting their statues up on an extravagant bi-columnar base. 

Distinction, however, did not rely only on the form of the base; it could be 

attained through more modest means, as well. Bronze portraits could employ a 

number of different formats indicating social role and/or age category. Men, for 

example, could be represented as soldiers, statesmen, intellectuals, athletes, and 

poets.70 The formats for female portraits were more limited in terms of the social 

roles they depicted, but still quite visually diverse.71 Each format could be further 

                                                
69 Some of the small bronze fragments found at Thermon surely belonged to such armed military 
portrait statues. See Papapostolou 2014, fig. 97. Dillon (2006, 107-9; forthcoming) discusses the 
various possibilities for how military portraits may have looked. See also Baltes (forthcoming) on 
the ways in which military and civic costume might be employed in visual opposition to nearby 
portrait monuments. 
70 See, for example, Smith 1988, 1993; Zanker 1995; Dillon 2006, esp. 73-98; forthcoming. 
71 Dillon 2007; 2010, esp. 60-102. 
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individualized through slight (or not-so-slight) variance in pose or stance, 

gesture, dress, hairstyle, and face.72  

 In the same way that athlete statues in active poses or even a statue like 

the Doryphoros would have looked strikingly life-like in comparison with the 

static, kouros-like portraits of Kleobis and Biton, so too the naturalism and 

physiognomic detail of Hellenistic statues would have marked them as 

something new and stylistically apart from earlier statues dedicated at Delphi.73 

Posidippos, the Hellenistic poet, entreats sculptors to leave behind the older style 

of Polykleitos and emulate instead the modern, realistic works of Lysippos, 

whose portraits of Alexander were praised for their boldness and power.74 

Likewise, similarly detailed and naturalistic portraits made by Hellenistic 

sculptors were acclaimed for their life-like quality, almost as if the bronzes were 

about to move or speak of their own accord.75 The stylistic opposition present in 

Posidippos’ epigrams was certainly apparent on the ground at places like Delphi, 

where old dedications stood side-by-side with newer ones.76 I contend that the 

“modern” Hellenistic style of portraiture, rich in detail and highly 

individualized, can thus be seen as a response to situational pressures; it 

functioned as a strategy of distinction.  

 Portraits like that of the so-called Delphi philosopher (fig. 27) were made 

in a discernably newer style than their older counterparts. More naturalistic 
                                                
72 Most recently, Masséglia 2015. See also Dillon 2010, esp. 103-34. 
73 On the use of naturalism in the early Hellenistic period, see von den Hoff 2007. 
74 AB 62; Asclepiades or Archelaus AP 16.20 = Asclepiades GP 43. 
75 Posidippos AB 63. 
76 AB 70: Posidippos contrasts Polykleitos’ fleshy figures with Lysippos’ leaner portraits of 
Alexander. See also Pliny HN 34.65; Stewart 2005. 
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depictions would have set newer portraits apart, grounding them in the present 

(or recent past) as opposed to the historical or mythological past. This style was 

particularly appropriate for honorific portraiture as these men and women were 

now being honored during their lifetimes.77 The new style—only one option 

among many—indicated that these figures were participants in the present, 

shaping the contemporary political, social, and physical landscape. Style was 

certainly being used as a tool during the Hellenistic period, being consciously 

manipulated to produce certain effects or suggest certain messages.78 Naturalism 

was particularly effective in this context because it was able to play against so 

many earlier statues. Locational specificity—that is, the existing statue landscape 

within which the portrait was set up—was one factor driving stylistic change. It 

is to this landscape we now turn. 

Base Form and Location as Strategies of Distinction 

 In terms of siting a monument within the crowded landscape of Delphi, 

two main strategies emerged. Dedicants could capitalize on available space (less 

of a problem at Thermon), often employing grand bases that would ensure the 

continued prominence and visibility of their statues. In chapter one I argued that 

it was precisely this kind of spatial tension and competition that led to the 

                                                
77 The faces of female portraits were generally much less individualized than male faces, 
balancing their public presence with generalized identities. The very presence of female portraits 
probably would have been enough to call considerable attention to their monuments. On the 
female portrait face, see Dillon 2010, 103-34.  
78 Recall the Orneaians, who used an archaizing style for their Hellenistic monument at Delphi in 
order to make it look older, as if it had been in place for centuries. See Scott 2010, 139-40. Styles 
could also be juxtaposed on a multi-statue monument to suggest age, position, or even divine 
status of the subjects. 
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development of new kinds of statue bases, such as the column monument, which 

was popular primarily at Delphi in the Hellenistic period. Because of its 

spectacular verticality, it could leverage a relatively small space for a massive 

monument, taking full advantage of whatever real estate was available. Another 

option was simply to create a new context for statue display, a new epiphanestatos 

topos in the landscape. The construction of three new stoas at Delphi, along with 

the architectural enclosures for the Daokhos and Krateros monuments (see fig. 

23), can all be seen as attempts to create new visual landmarks in a sanctuary 

crowded with dedications.79  

 Because of their architectural character, large statue monuments tend to 

have an advantage in the archaeological record—and on reconstructed plans—

because they are more likely to remain in situ. Even if they are moved or 

destroyed, their substantial foundations usually mark their place in the 

landscape. Single-statue bases, in contrast, tend to wander. They are relatively 

easy to move and to re-use; they are ready building material. Plans of Delphi, for 

example, often downplay the density of monuments and statues, representing 

only large foundations and those few bases found in situ.80 Even the large 

                                                
79 The West Stoa falls squarely in the tradition of lining special approaches or dromoi with stoas, 
a favored place for setting up statues. For example, the dromos leading from the Kerameikos to 
the Agora in Athens, the dromos leading to the sanctuary of Apollo on Delos, and the dromos 
leading to the Sanctuary of Apollo at Thermon, all of which were lined with stoas and statues. 
80 Compare, for example, the area of the temple terrace on the plans in Amandry (1984) and 
Bommelaer (1991) with that in Scott (2010). Scott’s inclusion of “wandering” monuments, based 
on their find-spot, gives a very different impression of the landscape in terms of monument 
density. 
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foundations indicated on many plans belie the crowded nature of the statue 

landscapes in Hellenistic cities and sanctuaries.81  

 The Delian Dromos is a rare case in which many of the statue bases are 

preserved in or near their original locations. Although we are not as lucky at 

Thermon, for a surprisingly large number of statue monuments set up at Delphi 

we can identify at least the general area in which they stood—and for a glorious 

handful we can identify the exact location where they were set up.82 Highlighting 

Hellenistic building activity, as well as those statue bases that can be assigned to 

the Hellenistic period, reveals striking patterns of spatial preference (fig. 28). The 

location of new monuments in the Hellenistic period must have been 

determined, at least in part, by where space was available, but there do seem to 

be a few favored locales for setting up a new monument: the so-called Aire; the 

temple terrace, particularly in the areas of its northeast corner and its 

opisthodomos; and in front of the newly constructed West Stoa. 

 A few Hellenistic monuments were set up along the lower stretch of the 

Sacred Way, a location that was home to some of the most spectacular Classical 

statue groups. The availability of space may have limited the number of new 

monuments, but the construction of a (relatively) small stoa near the main 

entrance at some point after 369, as well as a five-statue monument in front of it, 

and likely one or two of the niches on the northern side of the pathway (fig. 23), 

                                                
81 Jaw-dropping multi-statue groupings clustered at the main entrance of the sanctuary, lining the 
dromos with hundreds of bronze statues. Scott (2010, fig. 4.9) gives some indication of the crowds 
of statues that were supported by massive foundations. 
82 Study of the statue bases at Thermon is hindered by incomplete publication and difficulty of 
access. 
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indicate there was still space to be had at the end of the Classical period.83 Later 

reconfigurations of the sanctuary may have played a role in making the southern 

section a less desirable location in the Hellenistic period. The construction of a 

stairway leading from an eastern entrance directly up to the Aire, meant that the 

southern part of the sanctuary could be completely by-passed.84 Location along 

the southern processional route—a coveted position in the Archaic and Classical 

periods—no longer guaranteed visibility and prominence to the monuments set 

up there. As a result, the northern part of the sanctuary becomes the primary 

focus of dedicatory activity in the Hellenistic period.  

 The stretch of processional way between the Treasury of the Athenians 

and the Lesche of the Athenians was a popular locale among the Phokians, 

Lokrians, Thessalians, and Boiotians in the fourth century and it received several 

competing victory dedications at this time. These monuments, however, seem to 

have left open the bulk of the terrace that extended to the south, a place 

sometimes referred to as the Aire or the Halos (threshing floor). Although the 

Aire is not attested in inscriptions, its conscious and carefully maintained 

emptiness suggests its special, perhaps sacred or ritual character.85 It may have 

been reserved and used as a space for political and religious gatherings or for the 

                                                
83 The exact date of the stoa is debated. For an overview of these monuments, see Bommelaer 
1991, 103-18. 
84 The date of the stair is disputed widely, but the most recent scholarship places construction in 
the third century. See Bommelaer 1991, 146; Scott 2010, 140. 
85 Scott 2010, 42 n.8. The first known monumental dedication, the treasury of Corinth (Cypselus) 
was placed just to the east of the Aire, rather than next to the newly built temple. From the very 
beginning, then, some effort was made to leave this space open. The space receives a burial of 
special objects at the end of the fifth century, attesting to its sacred nature. On this topic, see 
Jacquemin 1999, 35-6, with earlier bibliography. 
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performance of religious ceremonies.86 The performative function of this space is 

supported and enhanced by its development in the Hellenistic period. In the 

course of the third century the southern portion of the Aire was framed by five 

semi-circular exedrai (fig. 29).87 All of these large monuments face, more or less, 

inward onto the Aire, focusing attention on that space and on the events taking 

place there, rather than directly on the Processional Way. A series of smaller 

rectangular exedrai (fig. 29) and simple benches were also set up nearby, lining 

the northern course of the Processional Way at this point. It is no accident that 

this series of bench-monuments was set up in this location. The rectangular 

exedrai faced south, opening toward the Sacred Way and toward the Aire. The 

majority of the exedrai at Delphi, in fact, were set up in this general area. There 

may have been additional statue monuments framing the Aire, but the central 

open space, although encroached by the Hellenistic exedrai, seems never to have 

been given over to statue dedications, despite its prominent position within the 

sanctuary. 

                                                
86 On political/religious gatherings, see Bourguet 1914, 124-27; McDonald 1943; Bergquist 1967, 
131-32; Jacquemin 1999, 33, 39. On religious performance, see Bourguet 1914; Bergquist 1967; 
Jacquemin 1999, 35; Amandry 2000. 
87 The number of exedrai is questionable. Although Daux’s plan (1932, 96, fig. 11), clearly 
indicates five exedrai, no traces of Exedra II are visible today, nor does there appear to be space 
for them where the plan indicates. Moreover, discussions of the foundations in von Thüngen 
(1994, cats. 8-12) are confused: she labels Exedra I as Exedra III, Exedra III as Exedra II, and a 
small rectangular exedra as Exedra IV, which is semi-circular. For the sake of consistency, I shall 
assume there were five exedrai, as Daux’s plan indicates. Another question regarding these 
exedrai is one of date. Because the original inscriptions are not preserved, these exedrai are 
difficult to date with precision. Von Thüngen has suggested that these examples are among the 
earliest known (late fourth-early third century), though her assessment is based solely on 
construction technique and does not take regional preferences into account. Based on the dating 
of some later inscriptions added to the exedra—unrelated to the statue dedications—at least some 
of them were constructed by the mid-third century (see von Thüngen 1994, cats. 8, 9, 18-19, 20-
21), and the majority of them would seem to date to the third century more generally. 
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 In contrast to the Aire, the East side of the temple terrace had been a 

favored location for monumental dedication since the Archaic period. The space 

was not dominated by any one polis in the Classical period, but rather served as 

the stage for a fugue-like flurry of dedications.88 Monuments begin to spill over 

into the northeastern and southeastern corners of the terrace in the course of the 

fourth century, but the western side of the terrace, near the opisthodomos, 

remained sparsely populated in terms of monumental dedications up until the 

Hellenistic period. Given the availability of space and pride of position near the 

temple, it is not surprising that so many Hellenistic statue bases were found near 

the opisthodomos. This spatial trend was probably also influenced by 

developments in the sanctuary space itself. The West Stoa, which occupied a 

large terrace just outside the peribolos, lined a western entrance to the sanctuary 

on the level of the temple terrace. Stoas were an ideal backdrop for the display of 

statues, and its presence likely ensured more circulation on the west side of the 

temple terrace, making the general area more appealing for statue dedications 

than it had been during the Archaic and Classical periods.  

 Unlike Delphi, the Sanctuary of Thermon did not begin to accrue 

monumental statue dedications until the Hellenistic period, and the monumental 

constructions of the third century provided a perfect backdrop. A number of 

stele bases can be seen today, no longer in situ, but clustered probably near 

where they were found at the northern entrance of the Dromos. Two exedrai, one 

unusual pi-shaped monument that does not appear to be an exedra, and several 
                                                
88 Scott 2010, 97-108. 
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statue base foundations abut the hillside nearby, facing onto the dromos (fig. 25, 

nos. 3-12). One semi-circular exedra was constructed on the western side of the 

dromos, with its back to the sacred spring (fig. 25, no. 1), and a rectangular 

exedra was set up just to the north of the West Stoa (fig. 25, no. 2). The East Stoa 

was lined with at least 37 statue monuments, including two semi-circular bases 

reminiscent of those that lined the lower processional route at Delphi (nos. 13, 

31),89 three exedrai, and numerous equestrian statues, some of which should 

certainly be associated with the hipparch portraits set up by the Aitolian League. 

The West Stoa, however, seems to have remained empty, save for a few 

monuments located near its southern end.90 This series of bases continued South, 

lining the short eastern side of the massive South Stoa. A large rectangular 

exedra (no. 67), which forms an acute angle with the short side of the West Stoa, 

should probably be associated instead with the South Stoa. It is clearly aligned 

with the latter building, creating, in effect, another dromos leading to a part of 

the sanctuary that has not yet been excavated. Although only the southeast 

corner of the South Stoa has been uncovered as yet, the presence of a base 

foundation there may indicate that, like the East Stoa, it was lined with 

monumental dedications. At least five monuments were set up in front of the 
                                                
89 Perhaps IG IX 12 1.60, which preserves names of Attalid soldiers, should be associated with one 
of these bases, rather than with an exedra. Cf. Catling 2004-2009; Mackil 2013, 123 n.194. These 
authors may have used the term “exedra” to refer to the semi-circular statue bases, rather than to 
actual exedrai.  
90 According to Papapostolou (2014, 174). On my visits to the site, it appeared that there may, 
indeed, be some monument foundations along the façade of the West Stoa. If Papapostolou is 
correct, it is not certain why the façade of the West Stoa was not colonized by statue dedications. 
Perhaps the large drain running the entire length of the building prevented or deterred the 
construction of bases over the paving slabs. It is interesting to note, however, that most of the 
bronze statue fragments found at the site come from the area of the West Stoa (Papapostolou 
2014, 171). 
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Bouleuterion, but placed so as to leave a large central space open for access to the 

building.  

 In general, the southern area of the dromos seems to have drawn a fiercer 

competition for space among monuments. Blocks of the base for the famous 

statue of Aitolia were found in this general area, and its presence would have 

heightened the prestige of this location.91 As monuments began to accumulate, 

both location and base type were employed here as a strategy of distinction. 

Peter Stewart observes that, “[t]o be particularly effective, an honorific statue 

almost had to be in the way. It benefitted from being in the midst of milling 

crowds, which perhaps ensured that it did not just become a neutral part of the 

environment, noticed only when erected, threatened, or moved.”92 The massive 

foundation between the West Stoa and the South Stoa (fig. 25, no. 65) is a perfect 

example of how this idea worked in practice. By restricting the flow of traffic on 

what was obviously an important path, it demanded the visitors’ attention; it 

forced an encounter with the viewer. A large foundation placed squarely in the 

middle of the dromos—lined up with both the center of the Bouleuterion and the 

South Stoa—employed a similar strategy (fig. 25, no. 56). It was literally in the 

                                                
91 Papapostolou 2014, 175, who suggests that the statue of Aitolia was set up next to Exedra no. 34 
(fig. 25). Foundation no. 32 seems large enough to accommodate the massive marble statue base, 
whose fragments were found nearby. It has been suggested by Mackil (2013, 213) that the semi-
circular exedra was set up “to house” the statue of Aitolia, and although the exedra would not 
have worked quite the way Mackil envisions, it seems plausible that the large rectangular base 
extending from the back of the exedra might have been large enough to support this monument. 
Monumental inscriptions were supposed to be erected near the statue (see Knoepfler 2007), but 
no stelai bases are known from this area. The exedra solution might explain this conspicuous 
absence: decrees documenting coalitions and sacred vows might be inscribed directly on the 
monument itself. Still, it would be an unusal use of an exedra, and I think it more likely that the 
statue of Aitolia stood near the exedra rather than on it. 
92 2003, 136. 
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way, an obstacle that had to be confronted and negotiated by those using the 

dromos. Perhaps this large foundation supported one of the tall triangular pillar 

monuments—also found at Delphi—whose blocks were uncovered nearby.93 If 

so, its aggressive location, its impressive height, and its unusual shape would 

have all called attention to this important monument amid a growing crowd of 

statues. We know that the statue of Lykos set up by the city of Pleuron enjoyed 

both a prestigious location near the Bouleuterion and an eye-catching base—one 

of the tall triangular pillars. His statue would have certainly stood out among the 

increasing number of honorific portraits at Thermon. In addition to the pillar 

monuments here, the exedra was a favored base type, as evidenced by the nine 

examples excavated at the site so far. 

Exedrai at Thermon and Delphi 

 Despite the history and topography of Thermon and Delphi differing so 

dramatically, exedrai at these sites were deployed in much the same way. Their 

particular locations were driven by site-specific needs or circumstances, but, 

broadly speaking, they were used again and again as framing devices, made 

effective by both their architectural character and their functionality. They point 

to special places in the landscape. The exedrai at Delphi that circumscribe the 

                                                
93 Remains of two triangular pillar monuments were found at Delphi. Based on a very 
fragmentary inscription in Doric dialect, as well as on comparison with the famous Nike of 
Paionios at Olympia, these monuments have been called Messenian, though an Aitolian origin 
has not been satisfactorily ruled out (cf. Bousquet 1961, 70). At least one of these pillars supported 
a bronze statue, much like the triangular pillar that supported the bronze portrait of Lykos at 
Thermon. The existence of these monuments at Thermon c. 200 BCE means that the base type had 
a much longer use period than indicated in Jacob-Felsch 1969. On the triangular pillars at Delphi, 
see Courby 1920-1927, 297ff; Bousquet 1961, 69-71.  
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Aire work in just this way; so, too, might the exedrai at Thermon. Although the 

newly formalized Dromos at Thermon was a blank slate for statue dedications in 

the Hellenistic period, the exedrai seem to cluster at the northern and southern 

ends, suggesting, perhaps, that these were points of special viewing interest. 

Moreover, the cluster of exedrai at on the northern part of the Dromos at 

Thermon is located between the Temple of Apollo and the massive stoas. It is 

almost as if the four exedrai in this area (fig. 25, nos. 1, 2, 6, 9) were used to 

monumentalize the Dromos in the empty spaces between these buildings. Exedra 

6, for example is an unusually massive construction. Set back into the hillside, its 

rectangular foundation course supports not just the blocks that compose the 

semi-circular bench-base, but also additional blocks built outward. The 

construction technique essentially creates a semi-circular niche. The effect creates 

an imposing monument, even though today it possesses little of its former 

splendor (figs. 25, 30). Just across the Dromos from Exedra 6 is another grand, pi-

shaped exedra (no. 2) which faced onto the Dromos. The exedrai, as well as 

another large pi-shaped monument (no. 10) and numerous stele and statue bases 

worked together to frame this section of the Dromos, where the topography did 

not allow for buildings.94 The accumulation here seems much more organized 

than the accumulation of monuments in open space north of the South Stoa on 

Delos. Instead of resulting in a rather chaotic jumble of bases, the monuments in 

this area of Thermon neatly line the Dromos. 

                                                
94 Papapostolou (2014, 160) notes that the topography of the site resulted in the East and West 
Stoas being offset by more than 50 m. 
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 The majority of the statue monuments at Thermon line the façade of the 

East Stoa and cluster at the southern end of the Dromos. Another four exedrai 

are found here, one semi-circular (no. 34) and three rectangular (nos. 35, 42, 47). 

Base no. 67 appears to be another rectangular exedra, as well. Of the nine exedrai 

at Thermon, only one preserves its full complement of inscriptions: the Exedra of 

the Ptolemies (no. 47), set up by the koinon of the Aitolians near the southern end 

of the East Stoa. According to the inscriptions, this monument carried the 

portraits of Ptolemy III, his wife, and their children, who the Aitolians honored 

for their excellence and goodness to the Aitolians and to all Greeks.95 The exact 

date of this honorific monument is debated—it falls somewhere in the 230s or 

220s—but more important for this discussion is what the monument represented 

to its audiences and why it was set up at Thermon.96  

 Like many Hellenistic statue monuments, and exedrai in particular, this 

one displayed the bronze portraits of a family, united on a single base. Ptolemy, 

his wife, and their children were almost certainly depicted in typical Greek 

fashion.97 Ptolemy was probably represented in heroic nudity, perhaps with a 

spear or scepter. The portrat statues of his wife and children, likely clad in the 

traditional himation, would have looked like many other statues of women and 

children that stood in the public spaces of Hellenistic Greece, only with royal 

attributes like diadems. The bronze statue of a boy from Crete gives us a good 

                                                
95 IG IX 1² 1.56.  
96 On the date of the exedra, see Huß 1975; Beyer-Rotthoff 1993, 166 n.143; Hölbl 2001, 52; Bennett 
2002; Grabowski 2012, 92, with additional bibliography.  
97 On the appearance of Ptolemaic portrait statues in Greece, see Smith 1988, 88. 
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idea of the appearance of portrait statues of children, which sometimes stood on 

family monuments next to those of their parents (fig. 31).98  

 But why was a monument honoring the Ptolemies set up here, when it 

presumably could have been set up at Delphi? The answer to this question might 

also help explain why we see a monument recording the names of Attalid 

soldiers at the federal sanctuary of the Aitolians.99 These “international” 

monuments may well represent a means of thanking external powers who were 

allies of the Aitolians, but if the aim were primarily an external audience, Delphi 

would have been a more appropriate (or at least more prominent) setting to 

which the Aitolians certainly had access. Like the stelai at Thermon that recorded 

alliances and friendships with other polities, these monuments probably served 

as a means of formalizing, visualizing, and reinforcing nascent (or even strained) 

political ties. Again, the question is one of audience. Why visualize these ties at 

Thermon, a federal sanctuary, where the audience would consist primarily of 

Aitolian citizens?  

 While many of the statue monuments at Thermon honor League 

officials—just the kind of monuments one would expect to find at a federal 

sanctuary—the Exedra of the Ptolemies and the monument honoring Attalid 

soldiers broadened the scope of the Aitolian League and placed it in the context 

of international politics. These statue monuments emphasized the League’s role 

as a power-player in Hellenistic politics, but this was a function the monuments 

                                                
98 The statue has been identified traditionally as part of a funerary monument, but it seems more 
likely to me that it once belonged to a family portrait group.  
99 IG IX 1² 1.60. 
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might also have performed at Delphi. They must, therefore, have been part of a 

broader visual message being carefully constructed at Thermon. Though much 

emphasis has been placed on the Aitolian dedications at Delphi, they were even 

more active at home. The monumentalization of their federal sanctuary, the 

lavish victory spoils on display, the number of bronze honorific portraits and 

presumably other kinds of costly dedications, and the extravagant festivals at 

Thermon all proclaimed the greatness—the military might, the wealth, the 

administrative organization—of the Aitolian League. And if the League, as 

Grainger suggests, accumulated new member cities more often through 

persuasion than through force, the sanctuary at Thermon would have been a 

powerful argument in their favor.100 The statue landscape would have 

demonstrated the benefits of membership, both to cities and to their ambitious 

elites, who may have been hungry for the chance to distinguish themselves on a 

larger stage. This kind of distinction was achieved by the son of Nikostratos of 

Naupaktos, whose portrait was included on the only other exedra at Thermon 

that preserves an inscription.101 One Nikostratos, son of Nikostratos, of 

Naupaktos, hipparch of the Aitolian League (229/228) and Delphic hieromnemon 

(228-222), is known from another honorific portrait at Thermon.102 It is likely that 

                                                
100 Grainger 1995; 1999. 
101 IG IX 1² 1.65. It is too fragmentary to determine whether this exedra was a private or a public 
dedication. 
102 IG IX 1² 1.58. 
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these portrait monuments honor two members of a powerful family, or perhaps 

even the same man.103 

 Whether public or private, the eight exedrai at Thermon were part of the 

larger statue landscape at Thermon, a landscape that signaled wealth, 

opportunity, success, and greatness. Thermon had all the trappings a major 

Hellenistic sanctuary should have; it looked the part. Anyone who had been to 

Delphi or Delos would recognize the parallel, though admittedly on a smaller 

scale. The Aitolians were aiming to place their own federal sanctuary on par with 

the great Panhellenic sanctuaries like Delphi, and the extravagant number of 

statue dedications was an essential component in keeping up with the Delphians.  

 There are at least ten exedrai preserved in the Sanctuary of Apollo at 

Delphi.104 In addition to the seven examples in and around the Aire, two small 

rectangular exedrai were set up at some point after 332 near the east end of the 

Temple of Apollo (fig. 23), in front of the tripod of Gelon. A large rectangular 

example, the Exedra of the Aitolians, was found destroyed in the area of the 

opisthodomos of the temple.105 A semi-circular exedra is also visible today in 

                                                
103 Grainger (2000, 255) lists only two men named Nikostratos from Naupaktos, father and son, 
both of whom served as Delphic hieromnemoi. 
104 I do not include here the niche-exedra, partially built into the hillside along the southernmost 
leg of the Sacred Way. There is also at least one bench fragment of a rectangular exedra currently 
visible in the Aire that has not been associated with any of the identified exedrai. One rectangular 
exedra is also located in the Sanctuary of Athena. 
105 Courby and de la Coste Messelière (1926) propose that it was originally set up along the South 
wall of the opisthodomos since the back is roughly finished and since no foundation of the 
correct size had been found in the area. They do not, however, consider the large rectangular 
foundation at the eastern end of the West Stoa, as indicated on Amandry’s (1984) plan. Cf. von 
Thüngen (1994, 65), who suggests it was set up near the stairs leading to the temple terrace, 
oriented north towards the Krateros Monument. The earliest of the later inscriptions was added 
to the right side of the exedra (on Block H), but most of them clustered near the left side (on 
Blocks A and C), perhaps suggesting that this side of the exedra was more visible. 
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front of the Krateros Monument (fig. 23), though it is clearly not in situ. These 

locations are certainly tied to Delphi’s function as a Panhellenic festival stage. By 

the Hellenistic period its sacred topography expressed the central importance of 

procession and spectacle to the experience of the space. Exedrai were set up in 

prominent locations and primarily in key points along the processional route to 

serve as seats of honor from which viewers could both look on and be seen. Their 

size and functionality assured their continued visibility and importance in the 

landscape, and they no doubt served their purpose well in the series of new 

festivals established at Delphi in the third and second centuries.106 At Delphi, 

however, exedrai served an additional function. 

 Like the polygonal wall, the Athenian Treasury, and even the Temple of 

Apollo, many of the exedrai at Delphi were used essentially as honorific 

billboards. Though, with one exception, their original inscriptions are lost—a 

circumstance that makes them difficult to date with precision—many of the 

exedrai at Delphi carry later inscriptions commemorating honors granted to 

individuals, usually by the city of Delphi.107 This kind of systematic reuse is 

characteristic at Delphi, and it does not interfere with or detract from the 

continued function of the exedrai as statue bases, or from the honors they 

                                                
106 For example, the Soteria established by the Amphiktyony around 277, later expanded and 
reorganized by the Aitolians in 246; The Rhomaia, established in 189, that included games and a 
sacrifice; and the Alkesippeia, a privately endowed festival established in 182 that included a 
procession, sacrifice, and banquet; the Eumeneia and Attaleia, established in 159 after the death 
of Eumenes II and a large donation to the sanctuary made by the Attalids. See Chaniotis 1995; 
Scott 2014, 192, 220-21. 
107 Von Thüngen (1994) attempted to date these exedrai based on construction technique. The 
problems inherent in this type of stylistic dating have already been pointed out (see, for example, 
Ratté 1997). The later inscriptions sometimes provide a terminus post quem, but for the purposes of 
this discussion, it is enough to say that the exedrai are Hellenistic. 
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initially visualized. If anything, the new inscriptions built upon and highlighted 

the honorific context constructed by the exedra, whether it was publicly or 

privately dedicated. In the same way that statues tend to cluster and accumulate 

in prestigious areas, so too do inscriptions at Delphi. Only one exedra at 

Delphi—the Aitolian Exedra—preserves inscriptions related to its original 

function as a portrait monument. 

 Of the nine blocks that composed the backrest of the rectangular Aitolian 

Exedra, two are missing, but it is apparent that this was a monument of 

considerable size (approximately 8.5 m long). Three inscriptions preserve 

information about its dedication.108 The first tells us that an Aitolian woman (her 

name now lost) dedicated [statues of] her father, her mother, and her brother to 

Apollo. The second, that one Antochos (no ethnic given) dedicated a statue of his 

son to Apollo. The third inscription preserves a fragment of an artists’ signature. 

Although the familial nature of the monument has been questioned, given the 

almost exclusively familial nature of private exedrai, it would seem that this is 

also what we have here.109 The Aitolian Exedra, likely set up in the second half of 

the third century, clearly became a fixture in the landscape, attracting at least 

nine second-century inscriptions recording various honorific decrees.110 The West 

side of the West end-block (A) was inscribed with three decrees, one honoring 
                                                
108 Courby and de la Coste Messelière 1926; Colin 1930, nos. 165, 166a-b. 
109 Jacquemin 1985, 32. 
110 Von Thüngen (1994, 66) dates the exedra to the second half of the third century based on its 
architectural typology. This date is supported by the flurry of private Aitolian dedications at 
Delphi at this time. The inscriptions are recorded and discussed in Courby and de la Coste 
Messelière 1926; Colin 1930, 235-41; Roussel 1926, no. 3. The precise dates for the later 
inscriptions are debated, but they generally fall within a fairly narrow band of 160-130 BCE. The 
two outliers date to the end of the third century and to 119/18.  
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two men from Herakleia, one honoring Thrason, son of Melainos, from Elatea for 

his goodness to the city, and one honoring a man from Leprias, who served as 

Theorodokos of the Pythian Games. The third block from the left (C) preserved 

four later inscriptions, two honoring men from Lamia with proxeny, one 

honoring four judges from Hermione, who adjudicated a dispute between 

Delphi and the Lokrians, and one honoring Antileon, son of Antileon, of Arsinoe. 

Block D was inscribed with the honors Delphi bestowed on Lykon, son of 

Kallikrateus, of Hypata, who was good-willed to the city and to the temple. It 

was decreed that the vote of honors be written and displayed in the Sanctuary of 

Apollo, in the epiphanestatos topos. This inscription is explicit recognition that this 

Hellenistic monument type created lasting focal points in the statue landscape. 

Finally, Block H records the honors granted to Philias, son of Mikkos, of 

Naupaktos, who, since he was good-willed, was appointed by the Aitolians as 

superintendent (epimeletes) both of the temple and of the city. The inscription, 

probably the earliest of the epigraphic additions, tells us that he served 

honorably, and in so doing he increased the existing goodwill of Delphi both 

towards himself and toward the Aitolians.111 

 There is an explicit conceptual link between this last example, dated to the 

end of the third century when the Aitolian League was still controlling Delphi, 

and to the original function of the monument. Just as the Temple of Apollo was 

deemed an appropriate location to record the theft of sacred treasure, an Aitolian 

                                                
111 The inscription has been dated to 201/200 or 200/199. For a discussion of this inscription see 
Roussel 1926. 
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monument, even one that was privately dedicated, was thought to be an 

appropriate location to record honors for an Aitolian official at Delphi. This 

addition reinforced the Aitolian-ness of both the monument itself and the context 

within the larger sanctuary it created. The relationship between the other 

inscriptions and the exedra are, however, not quite so straightforward.  

 Though the inscriptions honoring Antileon and Lykon do not declare 

them to be Aitolians, Arsinoe was a well-known Aitolian city and Hypata had 

been absorbed into the Aitolian League around 273, becoming its northernmost 

outpost by the early second century. Though Arsinoe remained in the Aitolian 

League, Hypata’s political affiliations after 168 are less clear until it was given to 

Thessaly by Rome around 30 BCE. Likewise, the city of Herakleia had been a 

member of the League since at least the 270s, and Lamia since at least the 240s. It 

is worth mentioning that the city of Lamia dedicated a portrait statue of an 

Aitolian strategos at the Aitolian sanctuary of Thermon around 218.112 Elateia, 

originally a city in Phokis, was probably incorporated into the League by the 

230s.113 Because official political identity and sociocultural identity are not always 

identical, some connection may be drawn between these decrees and the 

monument on which they were inscribed. All five of these cities had been 

members of the Aitolian League well into the second century114—and thus, the 

men who were being honored were (or had been) in some sense Aitolian. 

                                                
112 IG IX2 1.59. 
113 Scholten 2000, 154, 250 n. 36. 
114 In some cases the cities had been conquered by Roman forces but returned to the Aitolian 
League as provisions of the peace treaty. See Grainger 1995, Scholten 2000, Appendix A. 
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Aitolian identity—whether official or not—may have had a strong enough 

foothold in the public consciousness to make the connection between these 

decrees and the Aitolian Exedra appropriate.  

 The two remaining inscriptions that deal with citizens of Leprias and 

Hermione seem to have no overt relationship to the Aitolian League.115 Their 

presence on the exedra may indicate that a conceptual link was preferred but not 

always necessary. It may also suggest that exedrai, along with any monuments 

set up at Delphi, became, at least to some extent, property of both the god and 

the city. All of the later inscriptions on the Aitolian Exedra record honors that 

were, after all, granted by the city or people of Delphi. And although the two 

later inscriptions that are not related to Aitolians may indicate some attempt by 

Delphi to reassert control over Aitolian property after the sanctuary’s 

“liberation” by the Romans, they do not represent a wholesale de-Aitolianization 

of the monument. The inscription honoring Antileon of Arsinoe seems to be the 

last one added (119/18), indicating that the monument still retained an Aitolian 

pull. We cannot draw firm conclusions from a single monument, but 

appropriateness seems to have been a guiding force not only for statue 

dedication, but also for the subsequent addition of honorific decrees. 

                                                
115 Leprias became part of Elis in 245 with Aitolian support, though control of the city changed 
several times until finally returning to Elis permanently in 146. There is some evidence that 
Aitolians and Elians considered themselves kin. See Mackil 2013, 203 n. 217, 282-3, 314 n. 279. 
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V. Portrait Statues in Context and the Construction of Aitolian 
Identity 
 Each component of a statue monument—base, statue, inscription, and 

location—constructed and communicated facets of identity. Scott has 

demonstrated how poleis used the location of victory monuments within the 

landscape at Delphi to manipulate and challenge the civic and historical 

narratives created by other monuments.116 But what role did the larger context 

play? Returning to a question posed at the outset of this chapter, what did it 

mean for an Aitolian to set up a statue at Delphi, a Panhellenic sanctuary, versus 

Thermon, a federal sanctuary and the religious heart of the Aitolian League? 

What did that choice communicate about the polity, polis, family, or individual? 

 First I should briefly address the issues of choice. To what degree did an 

individual have choice when setting up a dedication at a major sanctuary? 

Control over space at Thermon was probably fairly centralized, as the site was 

under the control of a single administrative body, much like Olympia, which was 

controlled by a single polis. As a federal sanctuary, however, Thermon was not 

subject—at least not in the same way—to the desires and machinations of 

stronger external poleis, as Olympia certainly was.117 Smaller and newer member 

cities of the koinon are represented through dedications there, just as the citizens 

of newly incorporated Aitolian cities were able to serve as League officials. And 

although Greater Aitolia was quite expansive in terms of territory, many of its 

officials did come from nearby cities, meaning that the sanctuary’s governance 

                                                
116 Scott 2010. 
117 Scott 2010, 32-5. 
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was relatively local. And since the Aitolian League met yearly at Thermon, it is 

conceivable that the managing authority met often enough to effectively exert 

control over the space in a way that does not seem to have happened at Delphi. 

 The control over sanctuary space at Delphi seems to have been much less 

centralized, and the levels of control exerted by the city of Delphi, the 

Amphictyony, and even local officials and families, probably varied over the 

centuries and according to the circumstances.118 In the third century, when 

Aitolia dominated the Amphictyony, Delphi probably enjoyed somewhat less 

influence over the sanctuary space than the Amphictyony, and its increased 

activity in the second century suggests the city regained some control afterward. 

Because control of Delphi’s space was relatively decentralized, dedicators may 

have had much more control over where their dedications were positioned than 

at other sites.119 Nevertheless, one might ask just how controlled was the whole 

process of dedicating at Delphi, or at any sanctuary? While we certainly have 

evidence that permission was sometimes sought to put up dedications 

(especially when an outsider was requesting space in a city or sanctuary),120 a 

number of prohibitions from a wide geographical range of sites in the Hellenistic 

period reveals a more chaotic picture of statue dedication.121 When space was 

                                                
118 Scott (2010, 37) notes that within the third century alone, the Amphictyony issued a 
prohibition regarding sanctuary space in front of the Stoa of Attalos (CID 4.85), delegated 
responsibility for placing specific dedications in the sanctuary to the city of Delphi (CID 4.27), 
and both the city of Delphi and the Amphictyony delegated the erection of stelai to a local family 
(CID 4.44). 
119 As suggested by Scott (2010, 38). 
120 On this topic, see Ma 2013, 70-1.  
121 Prohibitions are known from Miletos, Delphi, Rhodes, and Athens. The evidence is collected 
and discussed in Ma (2013, 71-2). 
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officially requested, smaller governmental bodies, such as councils or even 

individual magistrates, are often tasked with choosing an appropriate location 

for dedications;122 dedications, however, were clearly set up without permission, 

as well. If permission was always sought to set up a dedication in public space, 

there would be no need to issue prohibitions, or to threaten removal and fines for 

violation.123 These prohibitions seem to indicate that individuals may have been 

able to set up statues without specific permission as to location, as long as they 

did not violate existing prohibitions. Prohibition may, in fact, have been a fairly 

effective tool for governing space and statue dedications, and certainly a more 

efficient one than granting individual permissions at popular sites of statue 

dedication like Delphi. Assuming then, that the Aitolian League and Aitolian 

individuals could set up a statue at Delphi or Thermon in the third century, why 

choose one over the other? In one case, the choice was actually both. 

Public Aitolian Monuments 

 Statue dedications made by the koinon are well represented at both Delphi 

and Thermon, but there are important differences. Most of the statues and 

portraits set up at Delphi, for example, follow in the wake of their defense of the 

sanctuary from the Gauls. But what better location for these monuments could 

the koinon have chosen than Delphi? There was a direct and clear conceptual link 

between their act and the sanctuary itself. Three of these monuments are related 

directly to the Aitolian victory, constructing a particular historical narrative 
                                                
122 Ma 2013, 71. 
123 For example, Milet. 1.3.32; CID 4.85; Pugliese-Carrtelli 1952-1954, 247-9, no. 1. 
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related to their context; two construct Aitolian identity more generally. The 

statue of Aitolia personified is the only instance in which the koinon set up a 

duplicate monument at both Delphi and Thermon, and it is the only known 

statue at Thermon to commemorate the Aitolian defense of Delphi. The group of 

Aitolian heroines, which was set up (or at least ended up) along the lower leg of 

the Sacred Way at Delphi, anchored the Aitolians historically by placing their 

monument in a series of older dedications. No such visualization was necessary 

at Thermon, the historical religious and political heart of the original Aitolian 

ethnos and now of the Aitolian League. Clearly, different strategies of dedication 

served different aims for the Aitolians at these two sites. In order to combat their 

rather wild reputation (given a prominent voice in Polybius) and notional 

position as outsiders,124 the Aitolians participated in a highly visible practice 

deeply embedded in Greek culture—statue dedication. The monuments at 

Delphi all seem to advertise, to insist on the Greekness of the Aitolians. The 

koinon does not dedicate statues again at Delphi for about 100 years. In the first 

two decades of the second century, it sets up two royal portraits, one of Eumenes 

II of Pergamon, and one of Prusias II of Bithynia, both probably in an attempt to 

shore up international support: the Aitolian League was making no friend of 

Rome and its fortunes had begun to wane.125  

                                                
124 See Antonetti 1990, esp. 111-48. 
125 Conflict was quickly coming to a head. Rome and Aitolia were competing for allies, and 
Pergamon was one of the three kingdoms to which the Aitolian League sent an envoy shortly 
after the Panaitolika in 193. For a summary of the situation, see Grainger 2002, 149-55. 
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 The dedications made by the koinon at Thermon, in contrast, emphasize 

the administrative organization and inclusiveness of the federal system, the 

excellence of its members, and the ability and the willingness of the koinon to 

reward service. Moreover, when the koinon honored its officials with statues, 

seemingly without exception the inscription included the city ethnic, drawing 

attention to the extent of the Aitolian territory and to the relative autonomy 

enjoyed by its member cities. 

 There is almost no overlap of the cities dedicating statue monuments at 

these two sites: the focus of statue activity seems to have been at one sanctuary or 

the other. Toward the end of the second century, the (Lokrian) city of Opous, 

together with the Lokrians, set up a portrait at Delphi of a Pythian champion.126 

At about the same time, after the Aitolian League had lost considerable power 

and influence, the Opountians and the Lokrians also dedicated a portrait at 

Thermon of the Aitolian strategos, Lykopos of Kalydon, for the sake of his 

goodness toward them.127 Opous had been a member of the Aitolian League at 

one time (perhaps several times), and neighboring Lokrian cities were consistent 

members well into the second century.128 Even at the end of the second century, 

the sanctuary of Thermon was apparently still an appealing place for Aitolian 

cities to dedicate a portrait, and a particularly appropriate location for a portrait 

of an Aitolian strategos. As a federal sanctuary, Thermon had never really been a 

space of dedication for outsiders. The very fact that Opous and the Lokrians 

                                                
126 Jacquemin 1999, no. 340. 
127 IG IX2 1.72. 
128 Grainger 1999, 386. 
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chose to dedicate at Thermon signaled their friendly relationship with Aitolia, 

and that they were still, in some sense, claiming to be (and accepted as) part of 

the Aitolian community. This dedication also underscores the autonomy granted 

to and exercised by member cities and ethnic communities. They could act 

independently in many matters, governing, collecting revenue, and dedicating 

monuments in their own right. Statue dedications of this kind illustrate that 

membership in the League did not erase other ethnic bonds or dissolve other 

political or cultural communities to which cities and individuals might belong. 

Instead, statue dedications leveraged the Aitolian federal system and offered a 

means of articulating multiple layers of identity within established norms.  

 Another Lokrian city, Chaleion, had joined the League early in its 

expansion, around 270.129 Although it never set up a monument at Thermon, 

when it dedicated a portrait of an Aitolian from Chaleion at Delphi in the second 

half of the third century, it was an explicitly accepting and unabashedly 

advertising its new Aitolian identity. The inscription gives no indication of why 

the Chaleians chose Delphi over Thermon, but it may have had everything to do 

with the city’s proximity to Delphi. It also stands to reason that the monument 

would have reached a wider audience at a Panhellenic sanctuary. 

Private Aitolian Monuments 

 Pleistainos, son of Eurydamos, was a wealthy and powerful man, as was 

his father before him. Eurydamos had been strategos of the Aitolian League—the 

                                                
129 Grainger 1999, 95. 
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confederacy’s highest official—and had successfully led the defense of Delphi 

against the invading Gauls in 279. In the aftermath of this victory the League 

cemented its position as the dominant member of the Delphian amphictyony 

and, as discussed above, celebrated by setting up several victory monuments in 

the sanctuary. In addition to dedicating captured Gallic arms on the Temple of 

Apollo and the West Stoa, the Aitolian koinon also erected a multi-statue 

monument of gods and Aitolian generals, a personification of Aitolia seated on a 

pile of captured arms (a duplicate was set up at Thermon), and a portrait of its 

great general, Eurydamos. This last monument singled out the leader of the 

koinon with particular honor, awarding him a separate and individual portrait 

statue located at Delphi—not Thermon—near the Temple of Apollo.130 The choice 

of Delphi was quite appropriate, given Eurydamos’ role in defending the 

sanctuary from the Gauls. Some years later, Pleistainos and his daughter, 

Lakedaimonia, set up a spectacular two-column family monument nearby.131 

This monument is noteworthy for several reasons. The two statues they 

dedicated to Apollo were raised approximately nine meters above the ground, 

towering over other dedications in the crowded landscape.132 Even more 

impressive was the fact that at least one of the statues was gilded.133 This was a 

stand-out monument in a prominent position in a Panhellenic sanctuary 

                                                
130 The location of Eurydamos’ portrait is known only from Pausanias (10.16.4). 
131 The fragments of this monument were found on the temple terrace; it is likely they were set up 
in the vicinity. See Jacquemin 1985, no. 12. 
132 See Scott (2010, 126-42) for the state of the temple terrace by 300 BCE. On reconstruction of the 
monument, see Amandry 1940-1941, 472-81. 
133 Amandry 1940-1941: Αντανδρος έποί[ησ]ε τον χρύσεον. 
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dedicated not by a state to commemorate a victory, but by members of a 

prominent Aitolian family.  

 Pleistainos and Lakedaimonia certainly capitalized on the prestige and 

location of the publicly dedicated monument to Eurydamos, and together their 

monuments represented at least three generations of a powerful Aitolian family 

on the temple terrace at Delphi. The inscription carved on the stylobate tells us 

that Pleistainos and Lakedaimonia were Aitolian, but no mention is made of 

their hometown.134 Although he does not seem to have achieved the same 

political standing as his father, Pleistainos must have distinguished himself to 

some degree, as the Thespians set up a portrait of him at Olympia.135 Clearly, 

Delphi was not the only choice, or the only appropriate location, to set up 

portraits of prominent Aitolians. We know of many strategoi from the Aitolian 

League,136 yet remarkably few appear to have been honored at Delphi, casting 

doubt on the idea that Delphi essentially served as a federal sanctuary of the 

Aitolians under their domination of the Amphictyony. Although some powerful 

Aitolian families can be traced across four or five generations, the family of 

Eurydamos, Pleistainos, and Lakedaimonia, despite the two monuments at 

Delphi, does not seem to have been a power-player for an extended period of 

time. The private monument may well represent an attempt to establish the 

family beyond the relatively closed network of Aitolian elites, and can perhaps 

explain why they chose to denote themselves only as Aitolians, rather than as 

                                                
134 Amandry 1940-1941, 65-70, no. 4.  
135 Paus. 6.16.1. 
136 See O’Neil 1984-1986.  
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citizens of a particular city, and why they chose to dedicate at Delphi rather than 

at Thermon.137  

 Lakedaimonia’s involvement in dedicating a family monument highlights 

the prominence of women among the private Aitolian dedications at Delphi, and 

even, perhaps, at Thermon.138 I have already mentioned the grand exedra 

dedicated to Apollo by at least two members of an Aitolian family, including a 

woman.139 Around the same time that Pleistainos and Lakedaimonia were setting 

up their monument, a woman named Aristaineta also set up a familial statue 

group on the temple terrace, near the entrance to the Temple of Apollo.140 The 

portraits of her parents, her son, and even her own, stood atop a 9m-tall double-

column base, all dedicated to Apollo by Aristaineta.141 Because many familial 

statue groups tend to be dedicated by two or more people, probably, in part, to 

share the heavy financial burden of such a costly monument, the dedication of 

the entire monument by an individual was a fairly ostentatious display of 

wealth. Moreover, its location indicates that Aristaineta may have had quite a bit 

                                                
137 O’Neil (1984-1986, 41-5) points out that power often remained in the hands of established elite 
families. Family background was essential, but not necessarily sufficient to ensure a lasting 
political career. 
138 Recall that among the preserved inscriptions at Thermon, one records a female portrait set up 
by her husband (IG IX2 1.67). 
139 See above, pp. 149-53. 
140 Her Aitolian identity is not certain, but is generally accepted. 
141 Flacelière 1954, 130-31; Jacquemin 1985, no. 10; 1999, no. 297, both with additional 
bibliography. See also Jordan-Ruwe 1995, 21-3; Dillon 2010, 35-6, 48-9; Scott 2014, 176. For a good 
idea of what this monument would have looked like, see Dillon 2010, fig. 23. Aristaineta may not 
have been the only Aitolian to dedicate her own portrait. Charixenos, an Aitolian strategos, 
dedicated a similar bi-columnar monument that probably supported his own portrait (IG IX2 

1.181; Jacquemin 1985, no. 11; Jacquemin 1999, no. 298). 
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of social influence, as well, though her family is known only from this 

inscription.142 

 When Lykos, son of Diokles, of Kalydon, set up his family monument at 

Delphi in the later third century, it included six portraits: Diokles, Lykos’ father; 

Lykos himself; Lykos’ wife, Astomacha; their daughters, Asyomacha and Leiana; 

and Skylla, Lykos’ sister. The entire monument seems to have been set up by 

Lykos, the same man whom Pleuron later honored with a prominent portrait at 

Thermon after he took over repaying the city’s public debt. Lykos clearly had the 

financial and social capital to set up this spectacular two- or three-column multi-

statue group. Unlike the other private Aitolian monuments, this one was not set 

up on the temple terrace, but rather seems to have been erected, rather 

conspicuously, near the Aire.143 Also conspicuous is the absence of Lykos’ 

hometown in the inscription, though his monument is not alone in this 

omission.144 Like Lykos, Pleistainos, Charixenos, and Lamios all identify 

themselves in their inscriptions simply as “Aitolian.” And when a group of 

Achaians set up a portrait of Simos, they mention only that he is Aitolian, not 

that he comes from a certain city. In these cases, it must have been their Aitolian 

identity that mattered, but it was not always so.145 More often it seems the city 

                                                
142 On her family, see Grainger (2000, 6-7, 325-26), though he lists Aristaineta as “Timaretas,” 
perhaps following van Bremen (1996, 173-74). 
143 Jacquemin 1985, 34-5. 
144 Daux 1932, 149 = SEG 3.384. Lykos’ ethnic is lost, but it has been restored convincingly as 
Αιτολός. The lacuna is not large enough to accommodate either his city ethnic, or the longer 
combination of “Aitolian from Kalydon.” 
145 Much emphasis has been placed on the Aitolian monuments at Delphi, but this group tends to 
be limited to those dedicants who choose to express this particular aspect of their identity. 
Jacquemin (1985), for example, deals only with those private monuments that actually mention 
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affiliation mattered enough to include, as it presumably did for Sosippos, when 

he set up a Ptolemaic portrait monument at Delphi.146  

Lamios one-upped Sosippos when he set up an impressive multi-portrait 

monument of Ptolemy III and his family that recalled a publicly dedicated exedra 

set up for the Ptolemies at Thermon.147 Stated explicitly in the inscription, 

Lamios’ monument honored Ptolemy for his euergetism not only toward him 

personally, but also toward the koinon of the Aitolians. By setting up this portrait 

monument and by inscribing it the way he did, Lamios was advertising his 

(actual, perceived, or desired) status in Aitolian society. He was wealthy enough 

to pay for numerous life-size bronze statues; he was powerful and important 

enough to set up this spectacular monument in a prestigious Panhellenic 

sanctuary; he was politically connected enough to have an individual 

relationship with the Ptolemies, as expressed by the inscription;148 and, as 

hipparch of the Aitolian League, he ranked high enough within the Aitolian 

political hierarchy that he could thank Ptolemy on behalf of his people.149 This 

                                                
Aitolia in their inscriptions. She does not include those private monuments set up by member-
cities or their citizens that do not overtly identify as Aitolian. See, for example, the portrait of an 
Aitolian set up by the Lokrian/Aitolian city of Chaleion. See also the limited scope of dedications 
discussed by Scholten (2000, 103-4). 
146 IG IX 12, 203; Jacquemin 1985, no. 8; 1999, no. 302. The inscription preserves the term Αιτολός, 
and the common identifying phrase, “Aitolian from…” has been restored. 
147 IG IX 12, 202; Jacquemin 1985, no. 7; 1999, no. 296. This base would have been around eight or 
nine meters long. Three statues are attested by surviving inscriptions, but given its size, this 
monument likely supported additional portraits, perhaps like the exedra at Thermon. 
148 Jacquemin (1985, 31-2) suggests that Lamios may have been an ambassador to the court of 
Ptolemy, perhaps dedicating this monument upon his return. See also Flacelière 1954, 275-77. In 
the Achaian League, ambassadors to the court of Ptolemy were chosen based on existing personal 
and familial relationships with the dynasty. See O’Neil 1984-1986, 41-2. 
149 The name Lamios is well known from inscriptions from Aitolia and Delphi, and it is attested 
frequently as the name of hieromnemoi at Delphi in the last quarter if the third century BCE. This 
particular Lamios cannot be identified with certainty. 
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last point is extraordinary. Lamios is asserting his position on an international 

political stage as an intermediary between the Ptolemies and the Aitolians.150 

Moreover, he set up this extravagant statue group at Delphi rather than at 

Thermon, asserting his individual status well beyond the borders of the Aitolian 

federation. This monument was undeniably political in nature; yet for all these 

political facets, it was, in its entirety, a dedication to Apollo from Lamios. I shall 

return to this dual character of portraits in the final chapter, but perhaps we can 

now begin to tease out how these monuments worked within their wider 

contexts to help articulate personal and political identity. 

 Scant evidence of individual and family statue dedication from Thermon 

makes it difficult to assess why those Aitolians who dedicated at Delphi chose to 

do so. Assuming that individuals prominent and wealthy enough to dedicate 

statues at Delphi would almost certainly have been able to do so at Thermon 

(though the reverse may not have always been true), what did they get out of 

dedicating at Delphi? Special ties to Delphi, such as service as a hieromnemon or 

involvement in the Soteria, may have made Delphi an appropriate and appealing 

location to display a costly bronze portrait group, which could then also serve to 

commemorate one’s service (even if not explicitly stated in the inscription). 

Building on a family legacy and connection to a particular site, as in the case of 

Pleistainos and Lakedaimonia’s monument, may have been a motivating factor 

                                                
150 The Aitolians had similarly positioned themselves between the Ptolemies and the Greeks when 
they set up an exedra for Ptolemy III and his family at Thermon, honoring the monarch for his 
euergetism toward the koinon and toward all Greeks (IG IX 12, 56), though the audience at 
Thermon would have been more limited than at Delphi. The koinon was not so bold as to make 
this kind of claim explicitly in the Panhellenic context. 
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in some cases, as well. New monuments could reactivate older ones, borrowing 

and leveraging past familial glory for present generations. An individual or 

family monument at Delphi could also, as was certainly the case with Lamios, 

advertise and even amplify your political and social status beyond the city, 

beyond the Aitolian League. In other words, it could position you, as an 

individual or family, within the political network of poleis, polities, and kings. At 

the same time, Lamios, Pleistainos, Charixenos, and Lykos, all eschewed 

mentioning their individual civic affiliations, claiming only their broader 

Aitolian identity, perhaps to draw on the status of the Aitolians at Delphi in the 

third century. This context thus offered member cities and individuals an 

opportunity to leverage their Aitolianness if they desired, but also to operate 

outside of the koinon and even, perhaps, to distance oneself or reject Aitolian 

identity all together.  

 The history of Opous makes clear that local governments were not always 

united in their decisions to join (or leave) the Aitolian League.151 Groups of elite 

individuals could remain opposed to membership, even while they were 

members. As noted above, not all “Aitolian” monuments at Delphi explicitly 

claim to be Aitolian. When the sons of Damainetos of Amphissa set up his 

portrait at Delphi, they made no mention of being Aitolian.152 Aitolian identity 

was similarly omitted when the (Aitolian) city of Physkeis later honored 

                                                
151 Grainger 1989, 386. 
152 IG IX 1² 3 776; Jacquemin 1999, no. 62. 
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Damainetos’ son, Eudykos, with a portrait at Delphi.153 This kind of omission 

could have been employed as a strategy of resistance on the part of cities or 

individuals, but it may be just as easily the result of the particular aims of the 

parties involved. For whatever reason, the family of Damainetos wanted to stress 

their Amphissian heritage, and perhaps it was more important for the city of 

Physkeis to emphasize civic bonds with Amphissa rather than the Aitolian 

League as a whole. The inscriptions, unfortunately, do not preserve motivations; 

here we can only speculate.  

 Delphi was certainly one of the premier contexts in the Greek world for 

statue dedication, so why, then, did the koinon of the Aitolians dedicate more 

statues at Thermon than at Delphi during the third century? Advantages must 

often be purchased at great cost. As a Panhellenic sanctuary, Delphi offered 

prestige and cache to dedications made there, as well as a wider audience. These 

benefits, however, came with a trade-off: the more prestigious the site, the fiercer 

the competition for space and prominence. If we think of statue dedication and 

location in monetary terms, the choice to dedicate at Thermon over Delphi makes 

some sense. If statues represent an investment of actual capital, with the goal of 

increasing social and political capital, Thermon essentially offered a better 

exchange rate (currencyàstatueàsocial/political capital), and thus a better 

return on one’s investment. Statues set up at Thermon could also emphasize 

connections with and service to the League in a way that the same monument 

would not at Delphi. Here, even if an explicit reference to Aitolian identity was 
                                                
153 IG IX 1² 3 704; Jacquemin 1999, no. 410. 
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omitted from the base inscription, it was always implied by the location. This 

level of identity was simply built into the context. 

 The relationship between Delphi and Thermon then, in terms of statue 

dedication, is complex, and the Aitolians exploited the statue landscapes in 

different ways for different ends. Though the Aitolians used both sanctuaries to 

display public and private statue dedications, as well as public records, there are 

differences in the numbers of statue dedications made, who was setting them up, 

what kinds of relationships they expressed, and how space was employed. The 

various strategies of representation reflected political and social agendas targeted 

at different audiences. At Delphi, the goal of the koinon seems to have been 

asserting the Greekness of the Aitolians in the eyes of an external audience. 

Monuments at Delphi signaled to outsiders that the Aitolian koinon was not a 

wild rabble; it was organized, effective, and wealthy both in terms of revenue 

and citizens worthy of honor. Its statue monuments proclaimed its common 

history and heritage, its common military (capable of defeating the Gauls), its 

common treasury used to collect funds (which could be used to make statue 

dedications), as well as a process for decision-making.  These same qualities of 

the koinon would have been on display at Thermon, as well, though the context 

would have shaded them with a slightly different emphasis. The audience at 

Thermon was internal, and the statue landscape there would have played a role 

in building and bracing a cohesive political community, supported, of course, by 

an armature of common religion and ritual. The number of portraits of koinon 

officials (not related to military victory, as Eurydamos’ was at Delphi), would 
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have highlighted the mechanics of governance, as well as the opportunity for 

individuals to distinguish themselves within the Aitolian community. A network 

of bonds connecting the federal government, member-cities, and elites were 

being formalized, strengthened, and displayed through statue dedications at 

Thermon. Thus, even after the Aitolians effectively controlled Delphi, Thermon 

retained its importance as the federal sanctuary, political capital, and space for 

visualizing and articulating a common Aitolian identity.154 While the Aitolian 

League was making a handful of dedications at Delphi, it was also setting up 

portraits in much larger numbers at Thermon, demonstrating the sanctuary’s 

special place—even above Delphi—within the koinon itself .155  

VI. Summary 

 Portraits were a political and social tool available to polities, cities, 

communities, families, and individuals, and they were utilized widely at both 

Delphi and Thermon. Because of their popularity, strategies of distinction—

including location, base type, and statue style—were employed to ensure that 

costly dedications were not overshadowed in a growing crowd of statues. The 

issue was not merely one of protecting a financial investment. Statue monuments 

communicated a range of political and social messages, but they could only do so 

when they were visible, when they were noticed.  

                                                
154 Funke 2013, 59-60. 
155 Seven statue monuments at Delphi versus at least 11 or 12 at Thermon, though more portraits 
were certainly set up at Thermon than Delphi. The number at Thermon is based only on the 
epigraphic evidence. Given the number of statue base foundations, as well as the account of 
Polybius, there were likely many more.  
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 The Aitolian dedications at Delphi in the third century have been a 

particular focus of study, and as a group they have misleadingly been taken as 

evidence that Delphi was either tantamount to a federal sanctuary of the 

Aitolians at this time, and/or that Delphi was a sanctuary in decline. If the fuller 

range of evidence is brought to bear, neither of these assertions can be 

maintained. The context of a portrait shaped its particular meaning, and this 

choice—to the degree it was a choice—was influenced by a number of factors. 

Different contexts, however, imply different audiences, and the statue landscapes 

of Delphi and Thermon indicate that although both were certainly incorporated 

into the sacred landscape of the Aitolians, they were manipulated in different 

ways for different audiences. Comparison with the League’s primary federal 

sanctuary at Thermon reveals that to label Delphi an Aitolian federal sanctuary is 

a mischaracterization of the way the Aitolian League incorporated the 

Panhellenic sanctuary into its sacred and political landscape during the third 

century.  
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Conclusions: The “Other Population” of Greece, or Portrait 
Statues in Hellenistic Society 
 From at least the fourth century BCE, Greek communities commemorated 

their greatest citizens and benefactors with bronze portrait statues set up in 

public spaces, for all to see and for all to emulate, for all time.1  As the previous 

chapters have demonstrated, individuals and families, too, participated in this 

commemorative practice, filling city squares and sanctuaries—like those at 

Delos, Athens, Delphi, and Thermon—with the bronze images of fathers, sons, 

sisters, and daughters, creating a veritable “population” of statues.2 Although 

these populations have all but vanished, they have left behind thousands of 

inscribed bases throughout the Greek world. Because these objects are relatively 

numerous, and because the surviving statues are so few, portrait monuments are 

all too often reduced to texts, to inscriptions. We read only names where, in 

antiquity, we would have been confronted with crowds of bronze bodies. But 

why did individuals, families, and groups spend so much money and effort in 

setting up portrait statues of their relatives and friends? Throughout the previous 

chapters, I have argued that this cultural phenomenon of the Hellenistic period 

must have resulted, at least in part, from the portrait statue being an effective 

way of expressing and visualizing all sorts of relationships between states, cities, 

groups, and individuals. But perhaps more importantly, through portrait 

statues—as opposed to some other type of dedication or document—

                                                
1 IG II2 555, 9-12 records that the Athenians honored one individual with a portrait statue “so that 
all would know that the Athenian people remembers all such benefactions for all time.” 
2 A beautifully evocative concept first put forward by Stewart (2003) in reference to the statue 
landscape of Rome. 
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relationships were literally embodied in the physical representation of one or 

more of the parties involved. There is something undeniably compelling about 

the representation of a person in statue form, but portrait statues were not empty 

religious gestures, nor were they art for art’s sake. As a way of approaching the 

role of private portrait statues in Hellenistic society, and as a means of correcting 

the scholarly tendency to treat statue monuments as texts, this chapter will 

theorize the materiality, the physicality, and the agency of the portrait statue. I 

will suggest that portrait statues were social agents that allowed individuals and 

families to articulate identity, to reinforce unstable relationships, and to visualize 

the place of both the individual and the family within the framework of the post-

classical city. 

 Ancient portrait statues, like modern ones, occupy a nebulous space 

between subject and object, between artwork and social agent. They are “other,” 

distinct from painted portraits or reliefs in their insistent three-dimensionality; 

distinct from non-figural sculpture in their eerie, life-like human form. Portrait 

statues also test the boundaries of what we define as art.3 A colleague of mine 

was recently bemoaning the state of public art on Duke University’s campus. 

When I reminded her that there are a number of portrait statues, she responded 

sharply, “Portrait statues aren’t art!” Indeed, art historical publications on 

portraiture are almost exclusively concerned with painting. While the sculptors 

of these monuments might disagree with this assessment, portrait statues as 

objects, as works of art, are difficult to disentangle from the political and social 

agendas that are often their raison d'être. While portrait monuments may possess 
                                                
3 Belting 1996, esp. 9-16. 
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agency of their own, they are also visible manifestations of an external effort to 

control the physical and ideological landscape of a place, to construct and anchor 

a particular version of personal history and social memory promoted by those in 

power or by those who can marshal the necessary resources. “Monuments do 

not,” Kirk Savage reminds us, “arise as if by natural law to celebrate the 

deserving.”4 

 Bearing these complications in mind, how can we effectively talk about 

portrait statues and how do we explain the private portrait phenomenon in the 

Hellenistic period? As a way of approaching the role of private portrait statues in 

Hellenistic society, this chapter will explore the materiality, the physicality, and 

the agency of the portrait statue itself. Understanding better what portrait statues 

do and how they do it should shed light on what individuals and families got out 

of setting up portrait statues and, ultimately, why portraits supplanted other, 

more traditional, kinds of statue dedications in the Hellenistic period. 

I. Between the Gods and the City 

 In the agora of Kassopi, Pausanias, son of Nikomedes, set up the bronze 

portrait statues of his two sons, his daughter, his grandson, and probably also 

one of himself on a long rectangular exedra (fig. 3). He dedicated this lavish 

family monument to the gods and to the city. The statue group would have been 

a great expense, making it a truly spectacular gift with which to honor the gods. 

Moreover, because the statue base also served as a bench, it was a generous 

benefaction to the city. The inscription highlights the dual function of this 
                                                
4 Savage 1994, 135. 
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monument, conceptually positioned between the gods and the city, between 

piety and self-promotion, between votive and honorific. 

 Before considering the physicality of portrait statues, I first want to 

consider briefly the way portrait statues are conceptualized in contemporary 

scholarship and the way they were thought of and deployed in Hellenistic 

Greece.5 The language scholars use to talk about these statues betrays the 

difficult time we have had in coming to terms with them. The trouble usually 

begins with the addition of adjectives, such as “commemorative” portrait statues, 

“votive” portrait statues, and “honorific” portrait statues. The distinctions 

between these categories are somewhat tenuous and usually subjective, and even 

those scholars who employ such designations admit that a single monument 

might be included in multiple categories.6 Portrait monuments resist 

classification and are difficult to fit neatly into any single category. The recent 

trend of referring to portraits set up by individuals and families as “private 

honorific portraits” highlights their political and social function, but, although 

these portraits clearly emulate those awarded by cities and states, this 

designation neglects their religious quality. Likewise, referring to these statues 

simply as “votive” portraits does not adequately convey their sociopolitical 

character. Each term is simply too reductive, emphasizing a particular function 

to the exclusion of others. I suggest instead that the civic and religious nature of 

                                                
5 Steiner (2001) has dealt at length with the place of statues in the Archaic and Classical 
imagination, and Stewart (1979, 1993) has considered the workings of Hellenistic portrait statues, 
both in general, and with specific reference to Alexander the great. 
6 See, for example, Geagan 2011. 
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these portraits worked in concert and that the form of the monument leveraged 

both aspects in the production of its meaning. 

 The issue is further complicated by the addition of the categories “public” 

and “private,” a conceptual division largely anachronistic when applied to 

Hellenistic Greece. These terms are really quite misleading, as I discussed briefly 

in Chapter 2, and the distinction between them—where it existed at all—is not 

always apparent at first glance. The combination of “public” and “private” 

statues on hybrid exedrai illustrates the close relationship between these two 

categories of portraits.7 In some cases, even though a statue was granted by 

public decree, it was financed privately, further blurring the distinction.8 And 

while the generative mechanisms behind private and public portraits are 

different, the portraits themselves look the same. They generally employ the 

same material (bronze) and the same limited number of formats and poses. 

Visually, “public” and “private” portraits cannot be distinguished—without 

reading the inscription. Nevertheless, these terms are helpful in differentiating 

the two available social mechanisms for setting up portrait statues: votive 

dedication and public award. It is important to remember, however, that even 

these categories are not mutually exclusive. Some publicly awarded monuments 

are explicitly dedicated to the gods, while some privately dedicated monuments 

are not. Even when privately sponsored portraits were not explicitly named as a 

gift to the gods—and these cases are relatively few—their display within a 

                                                
7 As observed by Dillon (forthcoming a). 
8 E.g., the statue base for a portrait of Q. Claudius Pollio at Akmoneia, c. 150-175 CE (MAMA XI 
100) and the second-century publicly awarded portraits on the family exedra at Kaunos, overseen 
and paid for by Vedius Capito (Marek 2006, no. 139). 
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sanctuary setting suggests the votive nature of the monument.9 Portrait statues 

displayed in more civic contexts might also be dedicated to the gods. When 

Neophron, son of Neophron, set up a portrait statue of his father in the agora of 

Kaunos, he dedicated it to the gods. The inscription, moreover, records this gift 

prominently. The statue of the elder Neophron stood on a family exedra, next to 

another portrait statue of the same man. This second statue had been awarded to 

Neophron by the people of Kaunos, along with a golden crown, sitesis, and a 

prohedria.10 The inscription makes no mention of the gods—it is purely civic in 

format, as if it were a public decree. I argue that while there are clearly two 

different mechanisms at work, in practice, the distinction between these 

categories of portraits was much less rigid than is generally allowed. The grey 

area that portraits seem to occupy is further attested in the passage from 

Polybius that began Chapter 3. 

 I return now to Polybius’ account of the sack of Thermon, in which he 

recounts that the Macedonians plundered and destroyed the arms and armor set 

up in the stoas, destroyed the other votive offerings (τὰ λοιπὰ τῶν ἀναθηµάτων), 

and overturned some 2,000 statues, many of which they destroyed. He notes, 

however, that the Macedonians spared those statues that were “of the gods,” that 

is, either representing a god or inscribed (dedicated) to a god. The votive 

dedications he mentions first were likely smaller items standing in the stoa itself. 

The word he chooses—ἀνάθηµα—is vague, but obviously used to distinguish 
                                                
9 Osborne (2004) has convincingly argued that the votive quality of unmarked deposits can be 
inferred from their find-spot in a sanctuary context. In the same way, statues set up within a 
sacred context are marked by their context as votive dedications, as property of the gods.  
10 The inscriptions of publicly awarded statues at Kaunos—many of them from hybrid exedrai—
tend to function like public decrees, detailing all awards granted to the individual, including the 
statue itself. 
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from the next category of items he discusses: statues. The word he uses to 

indicate statues—ἀνδριάς—literally means the image of a man, and probably 

refers to some of the many portrait statues that stood in front of the stoas, though 

this word, too, is somewhat vague. The meaning of the previous passage is 

complicated further when Polybius tells us that the Macedonians spared those 

statues dedicated to the gods. Polybius’ attempt to distinguish between 

categories of objects and statues is notable, and the issue at stake here is how 

Greeks in the Hellenistic period thought about portrait statues in relation to 

votive offerings. Since all of these statues were set up in the sanctuary of Apollo, 

one could certainly argue that they were all de facto votive dedications and, thus, 

property of the gods, despite the fact that not all portrait statues set up in 

sanctuary contexts were inscribed as dedicated to the gods.11 This feature is more 

common among privately dedicated portrait statues, but is not unknown on 

public honorific portraits.12 The verb most often used in portrait inscriptions—

ἀνατίθηµι—is also frustratingly ambiguous, perhaps purposefully so. It means to 

set up or to dedicate, and in and of itself, does not confer either specifically 

political or religious connotation to the act of erecting the statue. Moreover, the 

verb is not necessary at all, and is frequently omitted, leaving the viewer to infer 

the action connecting the donor and the subject of the statue—of course, given 

the ubiquity of portrait statues in the Hellenistic world, no great conceptual leap 

was required. 

                                                
11 Osborne 2004. 
12 E.g., the monument of gods and strategoi set up by the Aitolian koinon at Delphi (Jacquemin 
1999, no. 288) and the portrait of Paidios of Herakleia set up by the koinon in its own sanctuary at 
Thermon (IG IX 1² 1.52). 
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 The distinction between a portrait statue whose inscription makes explicit 

its status as a votive offering, and one merely standing in a sanctuary, viewed 

perhaps as a slightly different and more overtly political category of offering, 

seems to be a technical one. Portrait statues occupied a grey area even in 

antiquity. The ambiguity of their status allowed Philip V to feel justified in 

destroying portrait statues at Thermon and Polybius to feel justified in criticizing 

Philip’s actions as sacrilege. Because of this ambiguity, it is unclear exactly which 

statues the Macedonians destroyed at Thermon. Because of its symbolic power, 

the statue personification of Aitolia certainly would have been victims of this 

raid. The bronze portrait statues of Aitolian generals and citizens would have 

been likely targets, as well, particularly because of the stand-in quality of portrait 

statues, which I discuss at length below. Moreover, portraits awarded by the 

koinon, even when explicitly dedicated to the gods, were a manifestation of state 

power, associated as much with the koinon as with the gods. This dual civic and 

religious association is most vividly attested in two exedrai set up in the agora of 

Kassopi. 

 In one sense, the statue landscape of the agora at Kassopi is difficult to 

reconstruct. The bases here are made from limestone and are very badly 

weathered. As a result, only a few inscriptions are preserved from the site, and 

only three from the statue monuments in the agora. All are from exedrai, and the 

two fully preserved inscriptions record that they were dedicated both to the gods 

and to the city (τοῖς θεοῖς καὶ τῆι πόλει).13 These monuments, like hybrid exedrai, 

                                                
13 SEG 35 672, 34 590, and 34 589. SEG 35 671, a portrait statue set up the city of Kassopi, records 
only the first line of the inscription. 
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illustrate that the strict separation between profane civic monuments and private 

votive offerings is a product of modern scholarship rather than of ancient 

practice.14 Portrait monuments served political, social, and religious ends 

simultaneously, as the dedications to both the city and the gods attest. These 

statues were not empty religious gestures; they did real work as votives. Such 

valuable gifts showed pious gratitude to the gods and, in doing so, helped 

ensure continued prosperity. In addition to serving as votive dedications, 

mediating the relationship between individuals and the gods, bronze statues 

were also a kind of abstract civic benefaction that beautified the space and 

enhanced the status of the city or sanctuary. Exedrai were a more concrete kind 

of benefaction. While they were on a much smaller scale than the grand 

buildings dedicated by Hellenistic kings, they were still a functional addition to 

the built landscape and a way of monumentalizing space. The portrait 

monuments also served the personal agenda of the family, enhancing their status 

within the community. I will return to these points below. 

 With so few preserved inscriptions, we can say very little about who was 

setting up statues at Kassopi. The three inscriptions do confirm that, like other 

display contexts, the statue monuments here were a mixture of public awards 

and private dedications. The lack of inscriptions, however, might also be seen in 

a positive light, as it focuses attention on the statues themselves, overthrowing 

the “tyranny of the text.”15 It is tempting, and too often the case, that private 

portrait monuments (and public ones, for that matter) are reduced to 
                                                
14 As Krumeich (2007, 165) has suggested in reference to the statues displayed on the Athenian 
Acropolis. 
15 A phrase coined by David Small (1999). 
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inscriptions.16 Partly because of the way excavated material tends to be 

published, inscriptions often stand in for the statue monument as a whole. They 

were, of course, only one component of the monument. This synecdoche is 

understandable given the loss of the statues themselves and the frequency with 

which bases have been moved and reused. But the statues would have been the 

most prominent visual feature of these monuments. Inscriptions record the 

details of identity and circumstances, but they were clearly not able to 

accomplish enough on their own.17 To understand the function of these 

monuments in Hellenistic society, it is vital to consider what work the statue 

itself did.  

II. Material Considerations 

Moving beyond the issue of terminology, there may be another means of 

getting at the function of portrait statues in the Greek world and their place in 

Hellenistic society—an approach not limited to or inhibited by these kinds of 

semantic and functional categories, one that is more phenomenological in nature. 

No matter which social mechanism was used to set up a portrait statue, there are 

certain universal qualities that indicate their relationships to both the people 

setting them up and the people viewing them. Portrait monuments were an 

effective way of expressing and visualizing, in a relatively permanent way, all 

                                                
16 Ma, for example, in his chapter “Reading the Private Monument,” focuses on the inscriptions to 
such an extent that when he poses the question “What did the monument look like?” he answers 
by positioning the portraits in relation to one another based on the position of their inscriptions 
on the base: “Two sons flanked their father and mother, who in turn stood next to his father (her 
father-in-law), on top of the same pi-shaped base.” Ma 2013, 64. To be fair, Ma does address the 
general appearance of “honorific portraits” in a later chapter.  
17 Cf. Meyer 2013. The process of publicly honoring individuals and the habit of recording these 
awards on publicly displayed monumental stelai were embodied in statues. 
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sorts of personal and political relationships. Perhaps more importantly, through 

portrait statues—as opposed to some other type of dedication or document—

relationships were literally embodied in the physical representation of one or 

more of the parties involved.  

 Hellenistic epigrams highlight the dual nature of statues, playfully 

dancing between the statue as sculpted bronze, separate from its subject, and the 

statue as the actual subject it represents. Poseidippos, for example, begins one 

poem from the portrait statue’s perspective: “This bronze, resembling Philitas in 

every detail…” but by the end the statue claims to be Philitas himself.18 In 

another, the statue begins by speaking as the subject and then acknowledges its 

materiality: “…whatever I ate, still I asked for more—so I stand in bronze, 

holding my hand out.”19 Precisely because portrait statues occupy the position of 

thing and person simultaneously, they are able to interact with the viewer in a 

variety of ways, communicating layers of meaning and connecting social 

groups.20 Like Poseidippos, and like any viewer of portrait statues, I will explore 

them, in turn, as objects and agents before bringing this complex duality to bear 

on the role of portrait statues in Hellenistic society. 

Portrait Statues as Objects 

 Statues are things. Though they take the form of a person, they are 

artificial constructions, products of the hand and tool and casting pit. They are 

                                                
18 Posidippos 63. 
19 Posidippos 119. 
20 Stewart (2003) has convincingly articulated the duality of Roman statues as both objects and 
agents, demonstrating the role they played in social relationships. His discussion is, however, 
limited to cult statues and Roman imperial portraits. See also Stewart (1993) on the proliferation 
of portraits of Alexander and Platt (2011) on the multiplicity of Greek cult statues. 
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commodities, bought and sold;21 they are objects of intrinsic value and symbolic 

capital. Viewers are confronted with the thing-ness of statues in their material, 

cold stone or gleaming bronze; in the tool marks still visible on the surface of the 

metal; in the presence of the base that transforms the shape of a human into an 

object; and sometimes in the “signature” of its sculptor. Although ancient 

sources often describe statues as living things, they are animated only by the 

movement of the viewer, by the changing play of light and shadow, and by their 

density of accumulation. As things, statues have great power over the viewer. 

Their stillness claims the space as theirs, and their monumentality forces the 

viewer to move among and around them. The three-dimensional nature of 

Hellenistic portrait statues is perfectly suited to the viewing experience that 

would often be dominated by movement.22 The thingness of a portrait statue is 

temporarily overcome through movement. Constantly changing views imbue the 

statues with life, with movement. If you pause to consider one, resting perhaps, 

on the bench of an exedra, the statue dominates your view. You are forced to 

raise your eyes to it. The statue, literally placed on a pedestal, is in a position of 

authority over the viewer. It is on close inspection that a statue’s qualities as an 

object are most apparent. Visible tool marks reveal its nature as a product of 

craftsmanship and might lead to considerations of the techne of the sculptor.23 

The viewer might scan the inscription for a mention of the sculptor’s name. The 

inscription underscores the thingness of the portrait statue, as an award or as an 

                                                
21 On the economic processes at work, see Ma 2013, 257-58; Stewart forthcoming. 
22 As discussed above, statue monuments often line roads and processional routes, as well as the 
facades of stoas, where they would certainly be viewed from multiple angles. On movement in 
ritual space, see Connelly 2011. 
23 Stewart (2015, 36-7) discusses how the work of the sculptor invites the gaze of the viewer. 
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object of social action. Despite the individuality achieved through detail and 

inscription, the standard body types made them immediately recognizable as a 

reproducible thing—an expensive thing.24 Because bronze statues were made 

from an intrinsically valuable material, their size and magnificence loudly 

proclaimed the actual and/or symbolic wealth of the individual and community. 

In dense clusters like the Dromos on Delos, the statues were practically shouting 

the economic status of the island to residents and visitors alike. 

The statue as object was probably perceived to different degrees 

depending on context. On Hellenistic Rhodes, for example, bronze statues were 

produced in staggering numbers, and in fairly close proximity to their eventual 

display location. The process of making them—and all the sights, sounds, and 

smells involved—inflected their viewing.25 Statues on Rhodes were experienced 

on some level as things to be bought and sold, and by the first century CE (if not 

before), statues were circulating commodities. One inscription tells us that 

existing statue monuments could be purchased and removed from the Sanctuary 

of Athena, presumably to make room for another statue.26 Dio Chrysostom 

famously chastised the Rhodians for this kind of commoditization, in particular 

for their practice of re-inscribing portrait monuments.27 These practices would 

                                                
24 On the price of a roughly life-size bronze statue, see, most recently, Ma 2013, 257; Stewart 2015, 
forthcoming. The issue of the seriality of Greek bronze statues is still hotly debated. See Barr-
Sharrar 2016; Ridgway 2016.  
25 It is generally assumed that “common practice” was to produce the statue close to its display 
context, that artists travelled to the site, that casting pits were dug as needed, and then filled in 
after use. See Zimmer 1990, followed by Ma 2013, 257. Although this may have been standard 
practice on Rhodes (the most cited example), the evidence does not always support this 
conclusion. The one casting pit excavated near the agora at Kassopi, for example, would have 
hardly been sufficient to produce the 40-odd statues that stood on the bases in the agora.  
26 Inscr. Lindos 2.419, lines 30-44. This law suggests that even votive dedications could be 
commoditized as part of a civic economy. 
27 Rhodian Oration: 31.8-9.  
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certainly focus attention on the portrait statue as a commodity, as thing acted 

upon, and as an empty sema.  

The effect on Delos, in contrast, would have been quite different. The 

production of life-size bronze statues happened elsewhere—it was not a local 

phenomenon and it seems to have been more expedient to transport the finished 

statue to Delos than all the necessary materials (and the artist, too).28 So rather 

than experiencing the slow production of a portrait statue near the Dromos, a 

viewer would be confronted suddenly with a shining new statue. It would 

simply (perhaps magically) appear, as if, like Athena, it had emerged from the 

head of Zeus fully formed.  

 Of course, statues were not the only form of portraiture in Hellenistic 

Greece. Painted portraits were an option, and even a form of public reward, but a 

bronze or marble statue certainly held more social cachet. There is something 

undeniably compelling about the representation of a person in statue form, but 

portrait statues were not empty religious gestures; nor were they art for art’s 

sake. Portrait statues were (and are) the embodiment of ephemeral social 

transactions and relationships that must be continuously renegotiated and 

reinforced.  

 Portrait monuments, together with inscribed decrees, are the material 

remains of otherwise invisible social ties. As Bruno Latour has suggested, “[i]t is 

always things—and I now mean this last word literally—which, in practice, lend 

their ‘steely’ quality to the hapless society.”29 Indeed, I would insist that this 

                                                
28 Cf. Zimmer (1990), who argues for the local nature of bronze production. 
29 Latour 2005, 68. 
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function is the very reason portrait statues are made from such lasting materials. 

They are meant to endure, to make visually permanent inherently unstable social 

relationships. A statue could be set up for any number of reasons, but quite often 

they seem to negotiate relationships of imbalanced social and political power at 

moments of acute instability.30 They make manifest ephemeral social ties in a 

way that documents and decrees are simply not able to. In 2015, for example, 

Duke University students, protesting a recent spate of racially charged incidents 

on campus, presented a list of demands to the administration.31 Among various 

policy changes and campus initiatives, the students demanded the erection of a 

portrait statue of Julian Abele, the black architect who designed West Campus in 

the early 1930s. The desire to improve and strengthen the relationship between 

the university and the black community speaks to the ability of portrait statues—

as things—to cement unstable relationships and illuminates the way statues 

could be used to stabilize the bonds between individuals and groups in 

Hellenistic Greece. Thus, portrait statues are not merely the artifacts or residue of 

society; they are active agents in its production. 

Portrait Statues as Agents 

 Portrait statues were a feature of everyday life in the Hellenistic world, 

but they were far from a neutral part of the landscape: they were venerated, 

feared, loved, trusted, clothed, adorned, touched, tended, and punished. Statues 

were, however, much more than the recipient of actions; they were actors 
                                                
30 This situation is particularly apparent when statues are used to negotiate political power 
relationships through the mechanism of public awards.  
31 “Demands of Black Voices,” presented to Duke administration on November 20, 2015: 
http://www.scribd.com/doc/290594607/Demands-of-Black-Voices#scribd. 
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themselves. Pausanias relates the story of the life-size bronze portrait statue of 

Theagenes, a famous athlete, which was set up in the agora of his hometown of 

Thasos at some point after his death.32 An opponent of Theagenes, who had 

never been able to win against him, began to visit the statue at night, flogging 

and beating it as if it were Theagenes himself. The statue finally retaliated by 

falling over and killing the man. According to this story, the man’s death was 

caused by the will, the intention of the statue—that is, through its agency—but 

even more remarkable is what Pausanias tell us happened next: the sons of the 

dead man actually prosecuted the statue for murder, a perfectly legitimate 

response under Greek law. Moreover, the statue was found guilty and sentenced 

to exile! This story, apocryphal or not, emphasizes not only the agency Greeks 

recognized in statues, but also the “stand-in” quality of portrait statues. Ancient 

sources often describe statues as lifelike, as things that seem to live and breathe 

and move about.33 More than generic living beings, portrait statues are in some 

essential way the person they represent. Plutarch, for example, recounts the story 

of a soldier who hid a few gold coins in the hands of the statue of Demosthenes 

that stood in the Athenian Agora.34 When the soldier returned some time later, 

the coins were still there, proving the incorruptibility of Demosthenes. 

 Treating a portrait statue as if it were the person it represents, as if it 

embodied those defining personality traits of the subject, is, in some sense, 

understandable. Portrait statues have always occupied a strange and powerful 

                                                
32 Paus. 6.11.6. 
33 E.g., Pindar, Olympian 7, 53: “Their avenues bore works that seemed to breathe and move…” 
Gell (1998, esp. 122-54) has explored this aspect of images at great length. 
34 Dem. 31. 
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position between person and thing: because they re-present an individual in 

roughly life size and in three dimensions, portrait statues are imbued with 

personal identity—charged with agency—in a way that other kinds of portraits 

are not. One could hardly imagine a painting of Theagenes being assaulted in 

such a way, even less a painting striking back at its attacker—a body is required 

for this kind of physical exchange. Portraits of all kinds refer back to the original, 

but statues alone can really substitute for the original in his or her absence, 

“extending personhood beyond the natural constraints of time and space.”35 This 

peculiar quality of portrait statues is attested throughout the ancient 

Mediterranean and Middle East. The deep cultural continuity of this practice can 

be observed vividly in the treatment of portrait statues in Iraq. The third 

millennium portrait of an Akkadian leader head whose eyes have been gauged 

out and whose ears have been chopped off is strikingly similar to the treatment 

of the portrait statues of Saddam Hussein in Baghdad in 2003. His statues were 

dragged through the streets and beaten with sandals; his face mutilated with 

sledgehammers. These events are not unlike the “statue riots” in Antioch in 387 

CE, during which portrait statues of the Roman imperial family were toppled, 

dragged through the streets, and then hacked to pieces. 

 The portrait statue exists in the same space as the viewer; its body makes 

it insistently present as agent (in contrast to disembodied herms or busts that can 

never be more than things).36 This understanding charges statues with a great 

                                                
35 Stewart. 2007.  
36 Busts are shockingly inert in comparison with full-body statues. In a similar vein, Spinicci 
(2009, 51) remarked on the powerlessness of death masks: “A death mask can remind of what a 
face was like, but it cannot succeed in confusing body and soul. Funeral masks are dumb and they 
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deal of power. There is a long tradition of thinking of statues as social agents, as 

active participants in relationships with humans. The language of inscriptions 

points to the authority of statues in the Greek world. Inscriptions and epigrams, 

written from the perspective of the statue-person framed the images as talking 

statues, making them interact directly with the viewer. Even when not written 

from the first person perspective, inscriptions generally collapsed the identity of 

the statue and subject it represented: “the demos of Delos dedicates Soteles, son 

of Telemnestos.” While this inscription would usually be translated as “the 

demos of Delos dedicates [a statue of] Soteles, son of Telemnestos,” I urge that 

the inscription was purposefully ambiguous. In so far as the portrait statue is a 

stand-in for the individual it represents, the statue actually was Soteles. The 

demos was, therefore, actually dedicating Soteles (as the inscription says) and 

not merely his image.  

  The portrait statue of Demosthenes mentioned above was awarded and 

set up some forty years after his death, while the portrait of Soteles was awarded 

and set up during his lifetime—as the other two statues on his family exedra 

make abundantly clear (he dedicated both of them). Because the referent of 

Demosthenes’ statue was gone, the statue acted as a replacement for the original, 

actually becoming the referent in the eyes of the viewers, as Plutarch’s story 

suggests. The well-known inscription on the statue’s base even seems to speak to 

him: “If your strength had matched your intelligence, Demosthenes, never 

                                                
are dumb because they cannot lodge a pose: they are just signs of a material thing among others—
the dead face.” 
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would Greece be ruled by a Macedonian warlord.”37 Read aloud by a viewer 

standing in front of the statue, the inscription forces a conversation between the 

statue and viewer, in which the viewer is speaking to the statue as if it were the 

Demosthenes. Soteles’ statue, and those of his wife and son, were not substitutive 

in this way. They were not replacements; they were doubles. Likewise, the 

portraits of Kleopatra and Dioskourides that stood in the courtyard of their own 

house on Delos were doubles. The relationship between the subject and object 

was fundamentally different when the portrait statue represented a living 

person, especially when that person was in close proximity to the statue. It is not 

difficult to imaine the intense visual and social effect of a person seated on a 

family exedra, beneath his or her own portrait, as well as those of close family 

members. Rather than marking an absent presence, portraits of living individuals 

multiplied presence;38 instead of a symbolic or literal replacement of the original, 

the statue became—at least for a time—a kind of clone.39 Multiplied presence 

could have social advantages. Rather than diluting the power of the original, 

multiples amplified it, visually claiming, even dominating, public space.40 The 

statue worked to establish or reinforce the personal connection (and the balance 

of power) between its subject and the viewer. 

                                                
37 Translation following Erskine (2016). 
38 I prefer the term “multiplied presence” to Gell’s “distributed personhood,” which seems to me 
to imply a lessening effect. 
39 The practice of setting up portraits of living men and women is now largely taboo (the notable 
exceptions being statues of leaders in authoritarian regimes). The figuration of a portrait statue as 
double, as clone, helps explain the modern anxiety surrounding this practice and the social 
power that multiplied presence to the subject. 
40 On spatial domination through portrait statues in Hellenistic Athens, see Oliver 2007, 196-200. 
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A Holistic View 

 With the workings of portrait statues in mind, I will now return to the 

question of why portraits replaced more traditional large-scale votive offerings 

in the Hellenistic period. The specific motivations for dedicating a votive were 

not limited to the Hellenistic period, so how do we explain the sudden 

prominence and popularity of portrait statues? The practice was a product of the 

specific historical moment—a perfect storm of cultural and political 

circumstances that made portrait statues a particularly effective way of 

articulating identity and figuring their subjects in relation to other individuals 

and to the wider community. The widespread phenomenon of dedicating 

portrait statues of relatives and friends was probably spurred by the desire to 

emulate public awards, but I argue that its roots lie in religious practice as much 

as in the development of civic honors.  

 The prominence of family networks in the portrait statue monuments of 

the Hellenistic period is striking, especially when several portraits were grouped 

together on a single base, as was the case with exedrai. As discussed in Chapter 

1, it is quite common for portrait monuments to commemorate two or three 

generations of a single family, and sometimes as many as six or eight 

generations, spanning a century or more of lineage. In addition to the 

unmistakable assertion of continued familial prosperity—thinking here in terms 

of the outlay of money required for such monuments—statues of relatives might 

be dedicated for any number of reasons.41 But whatever the specific motivations, 

                                                
41 Ma 2013, 168-86. 
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the overarching goal was to present individuals as members of a social and 

political unit. Family monuments like the one Pausanias set up at Kassopi, and 

even single-statue monuments to a certain degree, work to place the visual 

emphasis on group identity more so than on individual identity. That is not to 

say that the individual identity established by the statues and their inscriptions 

was unimportant, only that it was subsumed under and expressed in terms of 

larger family networks. These multi-portrait monuments, as Hans Belting might 

say, offer a likeness not of an individual, but rather of the collective identity of a 

group—a “dynastic and genealogical” portrait.42 Statues thus worked as both 

individual portraits and as portraits of a family, a visualization of its collective 

body, extending into the past and future. I suggest that the growing visibility of 

the family in the Hellenistic period, seen not only in portrait monuments but also 

in funerary and votive reliefs, is perhaps indicative of a cultural shift brought 

about by the “expanded horizons and mobile populations” of the age.43 By the 

fourth century, individuals could purchase citizenship from cities such as 

Athens, and, especially in the federal states of Hellenistic Greece, multiple 

citizenships were held simultaneously. Thus, as civic and communal bonds 

became more fluid and numerous, I contend that the family became an 

increasingly stable and meaningful unit of political and social identity. Family 

portrait monuments capitalized on the increasing importance of this social unit.  

                                                
42 2011, 65. 
43 Pollitt 1986, 10. 
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 Despite their religious function as votive offerings, private portrait statue 

monuments were overtly civic in their visual tone.44 They were generally made of 

the same material as publicly awarded portraits (that is, bronze), and they 

employ the same limited number of formats and poses found in the public genre 

of portraits.45 When grouped together on multi-statue bases, the figures do not 

enact intimate household scenes or even episodes of public sacrifice; they do not 

interact, or even look at each other. The bronze statues transform their particular 

subjects into civic ideals of mothers, daughters, fathers, and sons, permanent, 

unchanging representations of exemplary individuals as part of an exemplary 

family, unequivocally worthy of honor and emulation.46  

 But just as the individual portrait is subsumed under the family portrait, 

so, too, the family portrait is but a constituent of the portrait of a community, 

created through the practice of statue dedication. According to Aristotle, the 

building block of the city was the household, and the household was, in turn, 

comprised of individuals who fulfilled certain social roles and expectations. As I 

see it, this relationship of parts to the whole is key to understanding the practice 

                                                
44 Ma (2013, 182) notes the “impersonal representation” of families on these kinds of monuments. 
45 Portrait “types” were employed because they were part of a recognizable and effective visual 
language and in dense accumulations of portrait statues, no doubt certain body types would have 
been encountered repeatedly. Modern scholarship, aided greatly by easy access to photographs, 
tends to privilege sameness, but the quality of repetition that must have been part of the 
production experience was not necessarily a prominent aspect of the viewing experience (though 
the two are often conflated in discussions of replication). Varied groupings, along with subtle 
variations in pose, costume, hairstyle, color, and finishing technique would have contributed to 
an impression of difference once the statues were set up. But just as the viewer could vacillate 
between experiencing a statue as a person and as a thing, so too could she alternate between 
seeing sameness and seeing difference. This duality may have been the point—serving both the 
desire for shared (group) identity and individual distinction.  
46 The idea that portrait statues represent their subject as unequivocally worthy of honor and 
emulation is certainly complicated by the historical reality that the public award of statues was 
(and is) a source of contention and debate, as both ancient speeches and modern legislation 
reveal. This debate, however, is nowhere seen or inscribed on the monument, and in this 
omission lies the deceit of bronze. 
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of portrait dedication not as individualistic, elite display, but as a communitarian 

practice that articulated the place of the individual and the family in relation to, 

and as an essential part of, the larger community. The statue landscape of the 

Dromos on Delos, for example, can be seen as a visual representation—a 

portrait—of the city itself. Crowds of privately dedicated bronze portraits 

proclaimed the excellence of the community by setting up its individuals and 

families as models of civic and religious behavior. As such, portraits helped to 

construct communal identity, creating an ideal and enduring population that 

anchored the ephemeral social bonds and transactions that linked individuals to 

families and that tied families together as a community.  

 Yet despite these social functions, the inscriptions of these civic 

monuments clearly framed them as votive offerings, as gifts to the gods. The 

expense of a bronze statue, much less multi-statue groups, made them a pious 

gift, indeed, but these kinds of gifts had not traditionally taken the form of a 

portrait statue. Why, then, did the practice suddenly change in the Hellenistic 

period? I would argue that rather than a sudden change, private portrait 

dedication was actually working within a long tradition of religious practice in 

which figural statues stood prominently in public space. Kouroi, korai, and 

statues of athletes were the archaic and classical forerunners of the private 

portrait statue in the Hellenistic period. Locating private portrait statues within 

this continuum argues against the implied notion that religiosity declines in the 

Hellenistic period. While the human body never actually disappeared from 

public space in antiquity, as votive offerings, Hellenistic portrait statues—and 
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particularly larger family monuments like exedrai—offered something new to 

their dedicators.  

 The portrait statue, as a stand-in of the person represented, was an ideal 

votive offering. It was highly personal, connecting the subject directly to the 

divinity. The complex duality of the portrait statue as subject and object worked 

to the dedicator’s advantage. As votive offerings, portrait statues asserted that 

not only the statue, but also its subject—the individual, the family, and 

ultimately, the larger community—was a gift worthy of the gods. These gifts, I 

suggest, were not empty gestures. They gave back to the gods in return for the 

success, the prosperity of the individual or the family, ensuring the gods’ favors 

and, thus the family’s continued fortune. Portrait statues were a permanent 

marker not only of the piety and worthiness of their subjects, but also the 

physical anchor of transactions between the gods and members of the 

community. In this way, private family monuments highlighted the piety of the 

individuals represented and simultaneously leveraged the existing votive 

framework for social ends. Portrait statues were (and are) those steely things 

Latour sees as the living armature of social life. As social agents, portrait statues 

occupied an important place in Hellenistic society—a place that lay somewhere 

between the gods and the city. 
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Appendix I: Exedrai by Site and Context1 

Athens – Classical Agora 

 Foundations of a large (5.5 m x 9.5 m) rectangular exedra were excavated 

near the entrance to the Tholos (fig. 32).2 The first-century BCE monument 

occupied a prime piece of real estate at the southwest entrance to the Agora, but 

it did not function in tandem with the nearby buildings. Oriented roughly along 

the axis of the Middle Stoa, the exedra opened to the north, away from the stoa 

and the nearby civic offices. Positioned at the end of the (Roman period) Tholos 

temenos wall, it also would have partially blocked a direct approach to the 

Tholos porch from the road.  

 Bibliography: Thompson 1940, 94-5, figs. 63, 71; Schmalz 1994, 63; Mauzy 

2006, fig. 10. 

 

Athens – Roman Agora* 

 Remains of at least two—and possibly three—exedrai are visible, though 

none appear to be in situ and no foundations are visible. The best-preserved 

example is a pi-shaped exedra, visible today in two large non-joining segments 

                                                
1 An asterisk indicates a site or exedra that was not included in von Thüngen’s (1994) study. I 
include in this appendix exedrai set up during the Roman period in order to give the full breadth 
of the evidence. I exclude, however, two categories of monuments von Thüngen included in her 
sudy: those examples that did not function as, or in association with, statue bases (such as the 
funerary benches at Demetrias and Heirapolis) and “schola,” or high-walled benches that 
functioned as freestanding architectural niches and did not seem to support full-size statues 
(examples can be found at Delphi, Knidos, Ikarion, Laertes, and Lousoi, for example). I also 
exclude true architectural niches or recessed rooms, even when they incorporate both benches 
and statues, as examples at Knidos and Lato seem to. 
2 Thompson 1940, 94-5, figs. 63, 71. Thompson proposed the reconstruction of an exedra based on 
the shape and size of the foundations. 
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(figs. 33, 34). A semi-circular bench is also preserved (fig. 35), and several joining 

blocks appear to be the backrest of another semi-circular exedra. Like others at 

Thasos and Balboura, these exedrai indicate the use of the form well into the 

Roman period, set up for (and sometimes by) Italians. 

 

Balboura (Lycia)* 

 Two unusually designed pi-shaped exedrai were built around the mid-

second century C.E., on either side of a small temple to Nemesis (fig. 36). The 

monuments were positioned along the northern side of a paved street, near a 

prominent intersection in the heart of the city. They faced south, away from the 

agora, opening onto the busy street. The Exedra of Onesimos was set up by its 

namesake, who, according to the inscription, was a public slave.3 The exedra 

itself would have supported a statue pair representing the Demos and the Boule, 

Onesimos’ masters, but his own portrait statue likely stood on a separate base at 

the center of the exedra’s opening, confronting anyone who approached to use 

the bench.  

 The lavish Exedra of Meleager—which included a Doric entablature and 

columned façade—was built by a prominent local citizen to celebrate the 

founding of his own quadrennial festival. Meleager’s exedra would have 

supported perhaps as many as eight statues, though many of the inscriptions are 

no longer legible. The monument certainly included a bronze portrait of 

Antoninus Pius. Meleager’s portrait, it seems, was replaced soon after his death 

                                                
3 CIG 4380k2. 
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with one of Marcus Aurelius, but a portrait of Meleager’s great-grandson was 

added to the monument about 50 years later (c. 212 C.E.).  

 Bibliography: Coulton et al. 1988, 1989. 

 

Delos – Dromos 

 Discussed in detail in Chapter 2, the area of the dromos (fig. 12) contains 

as many as 24 exedrai, which comprise a significant component of the 

monumental landscape here. Only five of the 24 are semi-circular, indicating a 

clear preference for the rectangular design, perhaps because it was better suited 

for display against buildings. Three exedrai—one rectangular and two semi-

circular—line the façade of the South Portico, and two more rectangular exedrai 

line nearly the extent of its north side. Thirteen rectangular exedrai line the 

façade of the Portico of Philip and its subsequent extension, accounting for well 

over half of the available space. Another rectangular exedra was set up on the 

south side of the Portico of Philip, amid other statue monuments. Two more 

rectangular exedrai were positioned against the exterior of the temenos wall for 

the Sanctuary of Apollo. Finally, three semi-circular exedrai were set up at the 

northern end of the Dromos, part of a cluster of monuments that accumulated in 

this open space. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 38, 52, 56-65, 68, 71, 96, 124-26, with 

previous bibliography; Dillon and Baltes 2013; Griesbach 2013, 100-4. 

 

Delos – Portico of Antigonos 
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 The statue bases in this area (fig. 18) are not as well preserved as those 

along the dromos, and many do not appear to be in situ. Among these 

monuments, however, are scattered at least 16 exedrai,4 four of which are semi-

circular. Exedrai in this area tend to be clustered in small groups: six near the 

western wing of the Stoa of Attalos,5 three near the Mycenean Tomb (at the 

center of the stoa), four near the east wing of the stoa, and three along the 

temenos wall at the east entrance to the sanctuary. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 66, 72-9, 88-91, with previous 

bibliography; Herbin 2010; Dillon and Baltes 2013; Griesbach 2013, 97-8, 108. 

 

Delos – Other 

 Ten individual examples of exedrai—four semi-circular and six 

rectangular in design—are found in many different contexts on Delos: near the 

port to the west of the Portico of Philip (Exedra of the Princes of Pontos), near the 

Temple of Apollo, near the Prytaneion, near the Hypostyle Hall, near the so-

called Monument of the Bulls, in the Lesche of the Poseidoniasts of Beirut, in the 

Agora of the Delians, and in the Agora of Theophrastos (see fig. 17). There are 

also scattered fragments of an exedra no longer in situ (now located near the dig 

                                                
4 Although Courby’s (1912) plan shows 21 exedrai in the area, the foundations of the five 
western-most examples (two unnumbered exedrai near temenos of the Sanctuary of Artemis, as 
well as Exedrai 10, 11, and 62) are no longer visible or are too fragmentary to confirm their 
identity as exedrai. Von Thüngen (1994, cat. 79) claims that the foundations of Exedrai 10 and 11 
were visible when she visited the site and that their depth relative to adjacent bases supports 
their identification as exedrai. 
5 Following Courby’s plan, there may have been an additional two exedrai in this grouping, as 
well as two more near the temenos of the Sanctuary of Artemis. 
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house). These examples, along with all exedrai found on Delos, are discussed in 

greater detail in Chapter 2. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 53, 67, 69, 70, 80-2, 123, 127, 133, 

134, with previous bibliography; Herbin 2010, 2014; Griesbach 2013. 

 

Delphi – Sanctuary of Apollo 

 Discussed in greater detail in chapter 3, there are at least 10 exedrai 

preserved in the Sanctuary of Apollo.6 Four semi-circular examples (Exedrai I, III, 

IV, and V) are found in the so-called “Aire,” just south of the processional way 

(figs. 29, 37).7 They are not oriented to open toward the processional street, as one 

might expect; rather, they open inward, framing the “Aire” and focusing 

sightlines on the central open space.  Rectangular Exedrai C and D are found in 

close proximity to the “Aire,” north of the processional way and very near the 

Lesche of the Athenians (fig. 29). Two more small, rectangular exedrai are 

located in front of the tripod of Gelon. A longer rectangular example was found 

destroyed near the Portico of the Aitolians, though today it is stored in the site 

depot. It is the only example to preserve inscriptions related to its original statue 

dedications. Finally, a semi-circular exedra is visible today in front of the 

Krateros Monument, though it is clearly not in situ.  

                                                
6 I do not include here the niche-exedra, partially carved in the hillside along the Processional 
Way. There is at least one fragment of a rectangular exedra currently visible in the Aire that has 
not been associated with any of the identified exedrai. 
7 Although Colin’s 1930 plan (fig. 37) clearly indicates five exedrai in this area, no traces of Exedra 
II are visible today. The issue is complicated by the fact that most plans of the site only include 
Exedrai I and V. 
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 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 1, 8-12, 18-21, 28, with previous 

bibliography.  

 

Delphi – Sanctuary of Athena 

 Located inside the (new) Temple of Athena, this large rectangular exedra 

extends across almost the entire width of the back wall. Although there is no 

preserved evidence for statues, it seems likely, due to the exedra’s size and 

location, that it would have supported portrait statues.8  

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 151, with previous bibliography. 

 

Dodona – Sanctuary of Zeus* 

 Remains of six exedrai are preserved in the Sanctuary of Zeus at Dodona, 

the religious and political capital of the Epirote League. One rectangular and 

three semi-circular exedrai are found in line with the façade of the West Stoa 

(figs. 38 and 39, nos. 31, 34, 37, 54; figs 40-42). The foundations of a large 

rectangular exedra are found southwest of the Sanctuary of Zeus (figs. 38 and 39, 

no. 8), and remains of an unusual bench-monument (likely improperly 

reconstructed) are found further to the northeast (figs. 38 and 39, no. 11). 

Unfortunately, none of the exedrai preserve inscriptions, as the limestone has 

been greatly damaged by the climate.  

 Bibliography: Carapanos 1878, Pl. 6.; Katsikoudis 2006, figs. 1, 11; Souli et 

al. 2008, 108-10, fig. 2. 

                                                
8 Following von Thüngen (1994, 168). 
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Epidauros – Sanctuary of Asklepios 

 At least 17 exedrai are partially preserved in the Sanctuary of Asklepios, 

and fragments of exedrai are scattered throughout the site. At Epidauros, exedrai 

did not cluster in one area; instead, they were spread throughout the sanctuary, 

articulating what was likely a processional route (fig. 43). As there is no single 

focal point such as an altar or temple, the emphasis seems to be on movement 

through space. In this context semi-circular exedrai were preferred, even when 

they were placed against buildings. Two semi-circular exedrai were certainly 

located near the entrance to the tholos (remains of two more have been 

reconstructed nearby, though no foundations are visible on site today and they 

do not appear on Roux’s 1961 plan). Ten are found near the Temple of Apollo, 

and six more enclose the open space to the northeast of the temple. Another 

semi-circular exedra is indicated in front of the stoa on P. Kavvadias’ 1906 plan 

(fig. 44), but no traces are visible today. The crowning course of a semi-circular 

exedra, showing cuttings for bronze statues, is partially reconstructed in the 

courtyard of the museum (fig. 45). The Exedra of Aristarchos is the only known 

example of a pi-shaped exedra at Epidauros, and it was a lavish monument that 

incorporated the exedra and its portrait statue into a larger architectural 

enclosure. 9 There are no preserved examples of rectangular exedrai here.  

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 7, 17, 30-7, 47-9, 111-14, 142, with 

previous bibliography. 

                                                
9 Roux 1961, 302-15, with additional bibliography. 
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Epidauros – Sanctuary of Apollo Maleatas* 

 As at the nearby Sanctuary of Asklepios, semi-circular exedrai were 

preferred in this context (fig. 46). Two examples are preserved at this site: one of 

them (Exedra A) is located just to the northwest of the monumental altar, facing 

south (fig. 47), and the other (Exedra B) is located to the west, incorporated into a 

Roman building as a kind of spur wall (fig. 48). The latter example is of very 

simple construction—no moldings or crowning course—and looks nothing like 

any of the rather elegant examples found in the Sanctuary of Asklepios. 

Nevertheless, the backrest blocks would have supported five bronze portrait 

statues, as evinced by their surviving “footprints” (fig. 49). Based on the cuttings, 

one of these portraits depicted a child, perhaps not unlike the bronze statue from 

Crete seen in Figure 31. The exedrai here likely date to the late fourth or third 

century, during the period when both sanctuaries at Epidauros were being 

monumentalized.  

 Bibliography: Papadimitriou 1949, fig. 1; Lambrinudakis 1987-1988, fig. 1. 

 

Isauria 

 The only known example from this site is a semi-circular exedra with a 

high back wall that would have supported at least one statue—that of a young 

woman, Aurelia Oresteina—set up by the city. Given the size of the exedra and 

the presence of a female statue, it probably supported several more portraits of 

her family members, perhaps her father and husband, who are both mentioned 
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in the inscription.10 Raised slightly on a quadrangular foundation, this poorly 

preserved monument was located not far from a Roman imperial arch, in an 

open space populated with a few other large monuments.  

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 108, with bibliography.  

 

Kalauria (Poros) – Sanctuary of Poseidon 

 Poorly preserved fragments of two semi-circular exedrai were found 

reused in the construction of a wellhead.11 Wide and Kjellberg’s 1895 plan shows 

one semi-circular exedra set up on the north side of Building E, opening to the 

north, roughly toward the fourth-century stoa (fig. 50).12 There is no indication of 

the location of a second exedra.  

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 121, with additional bibliography.  

 

Kalydon (Aitolia) – Sanctuary of Artemis Laphria 

 Two monuments are found near the eastern corner of the Temple of 

Artemis (fig. 51). One, a small semi-circle, has traditionally been described as an 

exedra. Although the evidence is not conclusive (the blocks are perhaps too 

narrow to have accommodated a backrest and it lacks the telltale cuttings or 

shadows left by backrest blocks), it is certainly possible. This would be precisely 

the prominent location one would expect to find such a monument—roughly 

aligned with the temple and near its entrance, positioned to offer the best views 

                                                
10 Sterret 1888, no. 194. 
11 Noted by von Thüngen (1994, 142, cat. 121), though she gives no references. 
12 Wide and Kjellberg 1895, Taf. 7. 
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of the comings and goings of the sanctuary. Just to its east can be found the 

remains of another, larger monument that has been identified as a propylon.13 Its 

shape, size, and construction suggest that it is, instead, a rectangular exedra. At 

nearly 13 m, it would be among the largest exedrai known. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 159, with previous bibliography. 

 

Kamiros (Rhodes) – Lower Agora 

 A large semi-circular monument can be found in the lower agora of 

Kamiros, in an area populated with statue dedications (fig. 52). This monument 

traditionally has been called an exedra, though the presence of a bench is 

questionable and it seems to have served as a monumental sundial. There do, 

however, appear to be statue bases associated with this monument, as well. The 

exedra opened to the south, roughly facing the entry to the fountain enclosure. 

Its size and its position near the stairway that connected the lower agora with the 

upper city ensured high visibility.  

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 83, with previous bibliography; 

Petsa-Tzounakou 1996, 78. 

 

Kassopi (Epiros) – Agora* 

 Outnumbering traditional statue bases here, the 17 (poorly) preserved 

limestone exedrai at this site visually dominate the series of statue monuments 

                                                
13 Dyggve 1948, 68-9. 
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that line the stoas of the agora.14 All but three exedrai are set up against the 

North Stoa, facing south toward the open agora and the expansive view. A single 

rectangular exedra (fig. 53, no. 1) is set up in a prominent position along the 

eastern sidewall of the stoa, commanding a view of the east entrance to the 

agora, as well as the open space between the Bouleuterion and the residential 

quarter. This exedra is by far the largest at this site. Dedicated “to the gods and 

to the city” by Pausanias, son of Nikomedes, it supported five bronze portrait 

statues representing three generations of Pausanias’ family.15 The rest of the 

exedrai at the North Stoa are located along its façade. Nine of these are 

rectangular, two are fairly standard semi-circular types, and three others are 

curved to some extent. These curved exedrai (fig. 53, nos. 7–9) are an unusual 

variation of the semi-circular shape, and may have been an attempt to adapt the 

shape to display along a linear façade. The design of these curved exedrai may 

also have focused the attention on a single central statue. That is, they may have 

functioned as individual monuments rather than family monuments. The 

majority of the exedrai at Kassopi, however, supported two or more statues, and 

the cuttings for both male and female statues on single monuments suggest the 

familial nature of some of these multi-statue exedrai.16 Exedra 4/5 preserves a 

                                                
14 Exedra 4/5 may be two separate monuments, or possibly a later extension of the original. Von 
Thüngen records only eight exedrai at this site. 
15 SEG 35 672 and 34 590. The four “other texts in small script” are clearly the accusative name 
labels of the portrait statues Pausanias dedicated on this exedra: Nikomedes, son of Pausanias; 
Pausanias, the same; Philoteras, his daughter; and Pausanias, son of Nikomedes. There are 
cuttings for a fifth statue indicated on the southernmost block, perhaps for a statue of the 
dedicator himself, though an unfortunate break in the block prevents secure identification. 
16 E.g., exedrai nos. 3, 6, 14, 17. 
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partial inscription, indicating that it was a public (or hybrid) monument, with at 

least one statue set up by the city of Kassopi.17 

 The final three rectangular exedrai are located against the so-called 

“paved area” in front of the West Stoa, placed as if to continue the series of 

monuments southward (fig. 53, nos. 16–18). These exedrai open to the east, with 

a view of the agora and Bouleuterion. A base excavated in 1983 “on the West 

side” of the agora had cuttings for two statues—portraits of Hipparchos, son of 

Nikias, and Aischrias, son of Hipparchos—set up by Philoxenos, son of 

Polyxenos, and dedicated to the gods and to the city.18 This “base” is almost 

certainly one of the exedrai in this area, though no inscriptions are visible today. 

 Bibliography: Hoepfner and Schwandner 1986, Abb. 68; von Thüngen 

1994, cats. 2-5, 23-6, with previous bibliography. 

 

Kaunos (Caria) – Harbor Agora* 

 Fragments of a semi-circular exedra were found reused, built into a wall 

directly behind the stoa. Işık and Marek have argued that the exedra was 

originally set up in a hillside sanctuary just to the northeast of the stoa.19 This 

grand exedra (fig. 54) is a variation of the contoured seat variety found in 

greatest numbers at Epidauros. The five connected blocks that radiate from the 

                                                
17 SEG 35 671. 
18 SEG 34 589. Touchais 1984, 779. 
19 Işık and Marek 1997, 51. 
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curved backrest would have supported bronze statues of the family of 

Protogenes.20 

 Öğün and Işık’s publication includes a reconstruction drawing of the area 

in front of the Hellenistic stoa which includes four semi-circular exedrai (fig. 55), 

as well as a photograph that clearly shows the foundation of a semi-circular 

exedra (distinct from that of Protogenes).21 There would seem to be, then, as 

many as five semi-circular exedrai in the agora of Kaunos, though only three can 

be accounted for in published inscriptions. One of these exedrai, located not far 

from the fountain house, was a hybrid portrait monument, supporting at least 

five statues of a local family.22 Two statues, it seems, represented Neophron, son 

of Menodoros. One of these was set up by his son, Neophron, while the other 

was awarded by the people of Kaunos. The portrait of Neophron, son of 

Neophron, also stood on this exedra, likewise set up by the Kaunians. Another 

inscription records a publicly awarded statue for a son of Menodoros, perhaps 

Agreophon, who is known from another inscription at the site.23 Two other 

fragmentary inscriptions repeat this patronymic (Μηνοδωρου), indiciating that 

this exedra was a family monument. 

 Another semi-circular exedra carried the publicly awarded portrait statue 

of one Boiskos, son of Agyades, as well as another statue whose identity is not 

preserved. It seems likely that a similarly curved block bearing the inscription for 
                                                
20 SEG 44 893; see also Işık and Marek 1997, 52-7. 
21 2001, 118-19, figs. 82, 84. The foundations of this exedra abut the stoa and could not 
accommodate the radiating statue bases of Protogenes’ exedra. Moreover, photographs of two 
exedrai have been published online: http://www.histolia.de/karien/kaunos/kaunos-karien-
bilder.html. 
22 Marek 2006, nos. 92-6. 
23 Marek 2006, no. 97. 
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a publicly awarded statue of Glykinna, daughter of Dorymenes, also belonged to 

this exedra, as both Glykinna and Boiskos are represented together on another 

base at Kaunos.24 

 One rectangular exedra stood on the short west side of the Hellenistic stoa 

(fig. 56), displaying the portrait statues of the family of Quintus Vedius Q.f. 

Capito.25 Although all of the preserved inscriptions indicate that the statues were 

part of a series of public awards for members of this family, the monument was 

overseen and paid for by Vedius Capito. The inscriptions on this exedra, as well 

as those on the other publicly awarded statue monuments at Kaunos, record a 

great deal of information. Like public decrees, they document the award of 

various honors, specifically including the bronze statue that stood above them. 

For example, in addition to the portrait statue that stood on his family exedra 

and a gold crown, Neophron, son of Menodoros was awarded sitesis and a 

prohedria, amounting to the “megistai timai plus.” His son, on the other hand, was 

only awarded a gold crown and bronze statue. Boiskos was granted another 

combination of honors detailed in the inscription: a gold crown, a bronze statue, 

and a prohedria. At Kaunos, although the exedra was used as a family 

monument, publicly awarded statues featured prominently, and their 

inscriptions read like decrees, listing all awards granted. 

 Bibliography: Işık and Marek 1997; Merkelbach and Stauber 1998, 28-30; 

Löhr 2000, 161, 225; Jefremow 2001; Öğün and Işık 2001, 111-15; Marek 2006, nos. 

49-53, 92-6, 99-100, 139; Krumeich 2007, 170. 

                                                
24 Marek 2006, nos. 100, 101. 
25 Marek 2006, no. 139. 
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Kelainai (Phrygia) – Near the Theater* 

 Remains of a possible semi-circular exedra were discovered near the 

theater, against the hillside. Systematic excavation of the site was only begun in 

2008 and it awaits full publication. 

 Bibliography: Ivantchik et al. 2010, 122, 124-25, fig. 10. 

 

Klaros (Ionia) – Sanctuary of Apollo 

 Two exedrai were set up in the Sanctuary of Apollo (fig. 57). The semi-

circular Exedra of Herakleides is located on the eastern side of the Sacred Way, 

just south of the Altar of Apollo. It faces northwest, toward the Sacred Way and 

the Temple of Apollo. The rectangular Exedra of the Roman Magistrates is 

roughly opposite that of Herakleides, on the western side of the Sacred Way, 

amid a series of statue bases just south of the temple. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 87 and 105, with previous 

bibliography.  

 

Klaros (Ionia) – Propylon 

 The largest exedra at Klaros was set up adjacent and exactly parallel to the 

propylon of the sanctuary, opening to the south (fig. 57). This semi-circular 

example is massive (nearly 8 m across, accommodating approximately 13 

people), and would have made an impressive addition to the entrance of the 

sanctuary. 
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 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 104, with previous bibliography. 

 

Kleonai (Peloponnesos) – Agora 

 Two fragments of a semi-circular limestone exedra were excavated in the 

area that has been identified tentatively as the agora of ancient Kleonai.26 The 

preserved inscriptions (in Greek) indicate that this exedra was an imperial family 

monument that displayed the portrait statues of Septimius Severus and 

Caracalla.27 Several marble blocks of at least one other semi-circular exedra were 

also found nearby. They record the names of two Argive sculptors, Xenophilos 

and Straton, and one Athenian, whose name is not preserved.28 

 Bibliography: Schmidt 1881; Mitsos 1949, 76; von Thüngen 1994, cat. 160, 

with previous bibliography; Marchand 2002, 2:413-17, cats. A1, A2, A3, A113, 

T266.  

 

Knidos – Sanctuary of Apollo Karneios* 

 Two anta blocks, long associated with the altar itself, have been 

convincingly identified instead as belonging to a pi-shaped exedra likely set up 

near the altar.29 On this exedra stood at least two portrait statues dedicated to 

Apollo Karneios. One statue depicted Klearchos, son of Anaxidoros, and was 

dedicated by his granddaughter, Lyka, and her husband, Timoxenos, son of 

                                                
26 Mitsos (1949, 76) argues for the identification of the agora based, in part, on the discovery of the 
exedra fragments in the area. 
27 SEG 11 296b. 
28 IG 4 489. The inscriptions were originally published by Schmidt (1881, no. 55), but discussed 
most recently by Marchand (2002). 
29 Ma 2012, 171-74. 
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Aristokles. The identity of the other statue is not preserved, but the recurring 

names among the dedicators reveal that this was a family monument.30  

 Bibliography: Ma 2012, 171-74, with additional bibliography. 

 

Kos – Asklepieion 

 The best known exedra at this site31 is located on the first terrace, just east 

of the grand staircase and south of Temple C and the Altar building. Notable for 

its massive size—ten meters wide across its front—this semi-circular exedra 

could have easily accommodated 15 people. Opening to the north, the exedra 

faced the lower sanctuary, and it was likely in place before Temple C was 

constructed, as the latter would have blocked much of the view from the exedra. 

 Schazmann’s 1904 plan, published in 1932 (fig. 59), indicates another, 

smaller semi-circular exedra on the lowest level, the easternmost monument in a 

series of other bases along the southern wall. Not enough of the foundations are 

visible today to confirm the identification as an exedra, but an inscription 

recording the public award of a (reused) portrait statue for the daughter of 

Apollonios, poet and citizen of both Alexandria and of Kos, has been identified 

as part of a semi-circular family exedra.32 It is temtping to associate this 

monument with the foundation indicated on Herzog’s plan. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 128, with previous bibliography. 

                                                
30 I.Knidos 164, 165. 
31 Schazmann’s 1904 plan (published in 1932) indicates another, smaller semi-circular exedra on 
the lowest level, the easternmost monument in a series of other bases along the southern wall. 
Today, however, not enough of the foundations are visible to confirm the identification as an 
exedra. 
32 Bosnakis 2004. See also Ma 2007, 94-5.  
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Kyrene – Agora 

 One semi-circular exedra was set up on the southwest edge of the agora, 

built into the southern boundary wall (fig. 59). The exedra opened onto the 

facing street that connected the acropolis with the agora and gymnasium. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 29, with previous bibliography. 

 

Kyrene – Sanctuary of Apollo 

 One semi-circular exedra is located on the north side of the monumental 

stairway, against the east front foundation of the temple of Apollo (fig. 60). 

Opening onto the side of the stairway, the exedra reflects the semi-circular shape 

of the monumental fountain located nearby.  

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 163, with previous bibliography. 

 

Kyzikos – Agora 

 An honorific decree awarding a portrait statue to Kleidike, daughter of 

Asklepiades seems to indicate the presence of a family exedra at Kyzikos. The 

decree stipulates that her statue may be placed “in the men’s agora, the location 

on (Kleidike’s) ancestral exedra (τού προγονικού συνεδρίου), to the west of the 

statue of her brother, Dionysios, son of Asklepiades.”33  

 Bibliography: Hasluck 1910, 264, no. 8; Ma 2013, 72-3, with additional 

bibliography. 

                                                
33 CIG 3657. Translation from Ma (2013, 72-3). 
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Labraunda (Karia) – Sanctuary of Zeus 

 A single semi-circular marble exedra—set up by one Demetrios, son of 

Python34—was located at the eastern end of the North Stoa (fig. 61). The exedra 

would have supported at least two statues on its eastern blocks, and perhaps as 

many as nine total.35  

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 122,with previous bibliography; 

Henry 2014, 269, fig. 28; Tobin in Karlsson et al. 2014. 

 

Lindos – Sanctuary of Athena Lindia (Acropolis) 

 Fragments of five semi-circular exedrai have been excavated here (fig. 

62),36 though only two are preserved in situ: the Exedra of Pamphilidas, and the 

Exedra of Hagesandros. The original locations of Exedrai F and E are unknown,37 

but preserved inscriptions establish that Exedra E honored the Roman Imperial 

family. Statues of Tiberius, Drusus, Augustus, and Germanicus are recorded, and 

statues of Livia and Agrippina were possibly included, as well.38  The original 

location of the Exedra of Pasiphon was likely near the west wing of the Great 

Stoa.39 This exedra, like the Exedra of Protogenes at Kaunos, is a variation of the 

contoured seat variety found in greatest numbers at Epidauros. Connected statue 

                                                
34 Crampa 1972, no. 29a-d. 
35 Gunter 1995, 53. 
36 Von Thüngen also catalogues five benches (1994, 170, cats. 153-57) though I have omitted them 
from discussion here as they do not appear to be parts of exedrai. 
37 Von Thüngen reports that little is mentioned about findspot in the publications. Dyggve’s 
(1960) plan indicates locations on the lowest terrace, but no foundations are visible today. 
38 Von Thüngen 1994, 130. 
39 Von Thüngen 1994, cat. 120. See also her references. 



 

 214 

bases would have surrounded the exedra, and inscriptions record at least five 

portrait statues (Pasiphon, his sons Epikylos and Thestor, his wife Archenassa, 

and his daughter Archenassa) displayed on this monument. Pasiphon’s portrait 

seems to have been the first, with those of his family added at some point after 

initial construction of the exedra.40 

 The Exedra of Pamphilidas is located just northeast of the stairway 

leading to the terrace of the Great Stoa. It is aligned with the terrace, opening to 

the southeast, so that it would have framed the flow of foot traffic from the first 

stairway to the second. The exedra would have supported the bronze portrait of 

Pamphilidas, and perhaps three later, smaller statues of his children.41 Two 

centuries later, inscriptions and statues honoring members of the family of 

Moiragenes were added to this monument. These later additions, however, 

claimed a family connection: Moiragenes’ son-in-law, Pamphilidas, was probably 

the son of the Pamphilidas honored in the original inscription.42 

 The Exedra of the Hagesandros is located at the foot of the Acropolis and, 

like the ship relief with which it was designed to be viewed, it is carved from the 

rock wall. The inscription records the award of a golden crown, a statue, and a 

prohedria at the games to Hagesandros, and the unusual design of the 

monument positioned the bronze statue not on the back wall of the exedra, but 

rather in a niche in the rock wall, as if Hagesandros were standing on the deck of 

the ship. About 500 years later, the exedra was appropriated for a more 

                                                
40 Von Thüngen 1994, 140-41. 
41 The inscriptions for these statues are not, however, mentioned in the inscription. See Von 
Thüngen 1994, cat. 54. 
42 Blinkenberg 1941, 35 (stemma 7), no. 131; von Thüngen 1994, 92-3.  
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traditional statue display. A new inscription, honoring one Aglochartos, was 

carved on the exedra itself, and a new niche was carved in the rock face, just 

above the exedra, so that the portrait statue of Aglochartos would have stood as 

if positioned on the backrest. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 54, 84, 106, 116, 120, with previous 

bibliography; Papachristodoulou 2006, 22, 24. 

 

Magnesia (Ionia) – Agora  

 Remains of a semi-circular exedra were found in the open space of the 

Agora, northwest of the Temple of Zeus. Although no longer visible, the 1904 

plan indicates that the exedra was positioned roughly on axis with the propylon 

leading to the Artemision, though it did not open in this direction.43 Instead it 

faced due west, opening toward the western stoa and the small sanctuary niche 

near its center. Another exedra, set up by the athlete Publius Aelius 

Aristomachos in 138 CE, is unique in its form. Located near the southwestern 

entrance of the agora, it is raised on a platform so that is must be accessed by a 

short stairway on its eastern side. Benches ran around the south, west, north, and 

part of the east walls. The portrait statue of P.A. Aristomachos did not stand on 

the monument proper, but rather on a tall base on the southern side of the 

exedra. This monument illustrates the transformation and elaboration of the 

traditional exedra format sometimes seen in Roman examples. The southwestern 

quadrant of the large agora was clearly the focus of attention, as attested not only 

                                                
43 Humann 1904, Pl. 2. 
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by the presence of these two exedrai, but also by the presence of inscriptions 

carved onto the walls of the southern half of the western stoa, recording the 

attendance of guests invited to the Leukophryena, a Hellenistic festival dedicated 

to Artemis Leukophryena, a local deity. Antiochos III, Attalos I, and Philip V are 

all mentioned.44  

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 152, with previous bibliography. 

 

Megalopolis (Arkadia) – Agora* 

 Two exedrai have been excavated at this site so far, both of which are 

located in a series of statue monuments that line the front of the Stoa of Philip 

and the Archeia (fig. 63). The large rectangular exedra, surrounded by equestrian 

monuments, is centered on the eastern projecting wing of the stoa, while the 

semi-circular exedra was set up in front of the Archeia, near the eastern edge of 

the excavated area. All the statue monuments in this area are clearly aligned with 

the facades of the buildings, but they are placed some five meters away, 

presumably to allow for the circulation of people in and out of the buildings. The 

monuments are also precisely aligned with the edges of the buildings, preserving 

the full width of the road that runs between them. This careful organization 

indicates a highly controlled space, in contrast to the situation observed at many 

sites in which monuments cluster in areas of high traffic, often choking off access 

to roads and buildings. 

                                                
44 Bingöl 2007, 99-100. On the political background of the Leukophryena, see Chaniotis 1995, 152. 
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 Bibliography: Lauter and Spyropoulos 1998, 447, Abb. 1; Lauter-Bufe and 

Lauter 2011, Taf. 31; Lauter-Bufe 2014, Taf. 64. 

 

Memphis – Serapeion 

 Located at the east end of the Avenue of the Sphinxes (fig. 64, no. 4), this 

poorly preserved semi-circular exedra is the only known example with surviving 

statues. Their preservation is likely due to the material used—limestone, rather 

than the usual bronze. The exedra opened to the north and supported at least the 

eleven surviving (but fragmentary) statues, and likely one more.45 While we do 

not know the exact number of statues or their precise arrangement on the exedra, 

all preserved statues represent males in varied standing and seated poses. The 

portraits are clothed in the manner of poets and philosophers, wearing a 

himation draped across the chest without a tunic underneath, and one statue has 

been identified as Demetrios of Phaleron. The so-called Exedra of Poets and 

Sages is not, therefore, a family monument as is so often the case. Rather, this 

monument type was used to honor famous men and cultural benefactors.  

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 22, with earlier bibliography; on the 

statues: Bergmann 2007. 

 

Messene – Asklepieion 

                                                
45 The exedra was probably constructed as a full semi-circle to line the avenue and, thus, could 
have supported at least one more statue. 
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 At least seven exedrai were set up in the Sanctuary of Asklepios (fig. 65).46 

A pi-shaped exedra (no. 1) with contoured seats and a central statue base along 

its back wall is located at the western corner of the south wall of the temple. A 

semi circular example (no. 2) is found on the east wall of the temple, and two 

more on the north wall. No monuments at all are found along the west wall, as 

they undoubtedly would have obstructed the flow of foot traffic. Two semi-

circular exedrai are found along the north wall of the temple (nos. 3, 4), and three 

more semi-circular exedrai (nos. 5–7) were also set up along the façade of the 

northern stoa, as part of a series of monuments that cluster at points in front of 

the square peristyle. All but two of the exedrai—the semi-circular exedra on the 

east wall of the temple, which faces the altar, and the pi-shaped exedra on the 

south side of the temple—frame a large open space in the northern half of the 

sanctuary. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 41-5, 115, 119, with previous 

bibliography; Themelis 1998, 58-67. 

 

Miletus – Sanctuary of Apollo Delphinios 

 Two semi-circular exedrai were set up in this space (fig. 66). Unlike other 

examples, these exedrai are set up not against the peristyle, but rather in the 

center of the open space across from one another, one facing roughly north, the 

other facing roughly south. These two exedrai, therefore, frame the space 

                                                
46 Remains of five semi-circular exedrai are visible today, along with a pi-shaped example. The 
possible foundations of an additional semi-circular foundation are indicated on the plan near the 
center of the northern façade of the stoa, but they are not currently visible.  
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between the altar and the monopteros. While none of the inscriptions on the 

exedrai are preserved, a stele set up nearby records the dedication of an exedra 

by one Eudemos, son of Thalion. This stele has been associated with the southern 

exedra, which was probably the first of the two to be set up.47 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 92, 93, 130, with previous 

bibliography; Weber 2004, Abb. 2; 

http://www.fhw.gr/choros/miletus/en/mnimia.php?menu_id=9.48 

 

Oiniadai (Akarnania) – Agora* 

 Foundations of a large semi-circular exedra are located near the western 

end of the stoa (fig. 67). Another semi-circular exedra is indicated by a number of 

blocks near the eastern end of the stoa, though no foundation is currently visible 

(this area of the site is quite overgrown).  

 Bibliography: Serbeti 2001; Lang 2013, Abb. 8. 

 

Oinoanda (Lycia) – Agora/Upper Agora (“Esplanade”)* 

 The hybrid Exedra of Demosthenes, a large freestanding structure with a 

semi-circular bench and Ionic colonnade, stood on the north side of the street 

that connected the Agora and Upper Agora (fig. 68).49 This first-century CE 

monument supported at least three statues, including one of Demosthenes of 

Oinoanda and two of his family members (fig. 69). 
                                                
47 Von Thüngen 1994, 151. 
48 Last accessed Feb. 27, 2016. 
49 Parts of the structure appear to have been reused from a Hellenistic stoa in the Upper Agora. 
The construction, decoration, and inscriptions of the exedra are discussed at length in Milner and 
Mitchell 1995.  
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 A rectangular exedra appears to have been excavated in the western half 

of the Upper Agora, part of a series of statue monuments (figs. 68, 70).50  

 Bibliography: Milner and Mitchell 1995; Milner 1998, figs. 2, 4. 

 

Olympia – Sanctuary of Zeus 

 Six semi-circular exedrai have been identified in the Sanctuary of Zeus at 

Olympia (fig. 71). Three of them (nos. 1–3) line the north end of the entrance to 

the Temple of Zeus, which, together with a row of dedications that runs North-

South, frame an open space in front of the east side of the temple.51 Another 

semi-circular exedra was built into the Monument of Ptolemy II and Arsinoe, 

which stood in a row of monuments along the façade of the large stoa that 

defined the Eastern edge of he sanctuary. Another example (no. 5) is located near 

the northwest52 corner of the stoa (the northeastern corner of the sanctuary), but 

is preserved only in foundation. Finally, there also appears to be a semi-circular 

exedra in the row of statue monuments lining the path to the Pelopion (no. 6). 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 39, 40, 50, 51, 147, 149, with 

previous bibliography; Leypold 2013, Abb. 1. 

 

                                                
50 Though visible in photos, it has not been fully published or recorded on the published plan in 
Milner 1998 (circular base 1200 was found in the vicinity). The identity of this exedra was 
confirmed through personal communication with Nicholas Milner and Martin Bachmann. 
51 Von Thüngen lists four exedrai here, though only three are visible on site and in plans. She 
argues that this is not the original location of Exedra 1, as it appears to have been wedged in 
between Exedra 2 and an adjacent monument (von Thüngen 1994, 77, cat. 39), though is evidence 
is not conclusive. Monuments at other sites, most notably at the Dromos on Delos, demonstrate 
that dedicators would use whatever space was available in order to place their monument in a 
prestigious location, even if it meant squeezing a base into a tight opening. Von Thüngen also 
claims that Exedrai 2 and 4 were moved to this position in antiquity. 
52 Von Thüngen says it is located near the southwest corner, but this is incorrect. 
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Palairos – Agora* 

 One semi-circular exedra is known from Palairos. Its foundations are 

located near the southern end of the stoa, north of the gate (fig. 72). Two 

inscribed fragments of a limestone crowning course were found near these 

foundations and have been tentatively assigned to the monument.53 The 

inscribed crowning blocks indicate that the city of Palairos honored the sons of 

Sosikrates with statues, though no statue attachments are visible. 

 Bibliography: Camp 1977, 277-80, nos.1, 2. 

 

Pella – Palace 

 Two semi-circular exedrai—one considerably larger than the other—are 

preserved only in foundation in the colonnaded courtyard of Palace Building I, 

which was one of the primary public spaces in this context (fig. 73).  

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 162, with previous bibliography; 

Akamatis 2011, 400-1, fig. 39. 

 

Pergamon – Trajaneum 

 Two exedrai were set up in the Trajaneum (fig. 74), both, like the temple, 

opening to the southwest. A poorly preserved semicircular exedra—the Exedra 

of Attalos II—was discovered in the northwest corner of the sanctuary, while a 

                                                
53 SEG 27-156: Πόλις Παλ[αιρέων nomen] | Σωσικρατέος[ - - - - - -]; SEG 27-157: Πόλις Πα[λαιρέων 
nomen Σωσι ?-] | κρατέος [- - - - - - - - - - -]. Camp (1977, 275), suggests that these blocks, which do 
not appear to be curved, may have served as the two end blocks. 
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pi-shaped example was discovered close to the northeast corner.54 There may be 

another semi-circular exedra located on the Upper Terrace of the gymnasium, as 

well. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 94, 129, with previous 

bibliography; Ma 2013, plan 2. 

 

Phlius (Peloponnese) – Theater 

 A partially-excavated semi-circular exedra (figs. 75, 76) was set up 

adjacent to the Roman theater, at the western edge of the cavea, opening roughly 

toward the orchestra. Although the upper courses are not preserved, it is 

conceivable that this monument, unlike the exedra at Hierapolis, could have 

supported statues, as they would not have blocked the view. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 46, with previous bibliography. 

 

(Nea) Pleuron – Agora* 

 Two semi-circular exedrai are found among the statue monuments that 

line the façade of the stoa in the Agora of Nea Pleuron.55 The monuments—many 

of them equestrian—face the open space of the agora to the southwest. The 

better-preserved (and partially reconstructed) example is located near the center 

of the stoa (fig. 77). The bench-blocks have been carefully worked to create a seat 

lip, and the two end blocks have been carved to form projecting curved “legs.” 

                                                
54 Von Thüngen (1994, cat. 129) argues that, based on mismatched marks and dowel holes, the pi-
shaped exedra was moved in antiquity to this position. 
55 The agora has not been fully published and photographs at the site are currently prohibited.  



 

 223 

The outer surface has been carved in relief to resemble a wooden bench. The 

backrest is formed by two rows of blocks that rest upon the bench-blocks and 

capped with a crowning course upon which statues were displayed. Only one 

fragmentary block of the crowning course has been associated with this exedra, 

but it does carry cuttings for a bronze statue. The other semi-circular exedra is 

located further northwest along the stoa (fig. 78). The foundations are certainly in 

situ and many blocks that should be associated with this monument have been 

arranged nearby, presumably for future reconstruction. Unfortunately, none of 

the numerous blocks preserves a visible inscription. 

 Bibliography: Kolonas 2009, fig. 21. 

 

Priene (Ionia) – Agora 

 There are at least ten exedrai at this site (fig. 79), though most examples 

are preserved only in foundation.56 Most of the exedrai found in the agora line 

the processional way along its north and south sides. There are, however, three 

notable exceptions: a pi-shaped exedra is located at the western end of the terrace 

of the North Stoa, facing east, and a semicircular exedra is located at the eastern 

end of the same terrace, facing west, and another semi-circular exedra is located 

on the façade of the East Stoa, facing inward toward the open space of the agora. 

The location and orientation of the majority of the exedrai here (facing away 

                                                
56 Von Thüngen (1994) records ten exedrai here, though von Kienlin’s (2007) plan and digital 
reconstructions restore 12-14. 
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from the altar) show that they were not set up to view the sacrifice, but rather the 

processions along the West Gate Street.57 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 85, 86, 97-103, 161, with previous 

bibliography; Ma 2013; von Kienlin 2007. 

 

Priene (Ionia) – Upper Gymnasium 

 A single semi-circular exedra is indicated on the plan of the Upper 

Gymnasium (fig. 80), though no traces are visible today. 

  

Sagalssos – Upper Agora* 

 A semi-circular exedra can be found in the northeastern corner of the 

upper agora (fig. 81), near the Antonine Nymphaeum and one of the tall column 

statue monuments set up in this space. Raised on a high stylobate, the exedra 

opened to the south, commanding a view of the open space of the agora. The 

beautifully carved bench features three legs with lion’s paws. A monument set 

up at the southwest corner of the exedra acts as a kind of extension, and even 

mimics the lion-foot legs of the exedra. Unfortunately, no inscriptions or cuttings 

for statues are preserved. Because it was found in the area of the Upper Agora 

monumentalized in the Roman period, the excavators have suggested the 

monument might be Roman in date.  

 Bibliography: Waelkens and Loots 2000, 298, fig. 106. 

 

                                                
57 Von Kienlin 2007, 118. 
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Samos – Heraion 

 Two semi-circular exedrai are preserved in the Heraion (fig. 82). The 

Exedra of (Quintus Tullius) Cicero and his family was located on the south side 

of the open space between the fourth Temple of Hera and the large altar to the 

east. This exedra enjoyed a particularly prestigious location, standing in splendid 

isolation, and would have provided seat from which festivals, sacrifices, and 

processions could be viewed easily. The other exedra, probably dating to the 

Roman era, is poorly preserved but appears to have been slightly rounded. It 

stood in a row of monuments lining the southeastern side of the processional 

way. 

 A rectangular exedra has also been identified near the large altar.58 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 131, 132, with previous 

bibliography; Schulz 2002, Abb. 1; Daehner 2007, 81. 

 

Stratos – Agora* 

 The foundations of one small semi-circular exedra and one larger 

rectangular exedra are found in the agora of Stratos (figs. 83, 84). The semi-

circular exedra lies at the northern end of the western stoa, in a series of other 

monuments, including a very large curved statue base.59 The rectangular exedra 

lies on the opposite side of the agora, along the eastern stoa.  

 Bibliography: Funke 2001, fig. 4; Lang 2013, Abb. 8. 

                                                
58 Arachne object 2109559 (“Quadratische Exedra”) 
59 The foundation is really too shallow to have supported the blocks for a backrest, nor are there 
the telltale impressions generally left by such blocks. 
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Tenos – Sanctuary of Poseidon and Amphitrite 

 At least six exedrai were set up in this sanctuary,60 all except one in the 

immediate vicinity of the temple (fig. 85). Semi-circular Exedra K—which 

supported several portrait statues of Nausion (II) and his family—is located 

behind the monumental altar, while Exedrai G, e, H, and f frame the southern 

edge of the open space between the temple and altar. Semi-circular Exedra e was 

probably the last in this series of monuments, as it was certainly built after the 

demolition of Building F and the construction of Wall 45. Its axis is clearly apart 

from rectangular Exedra f and semi-circular Exedra G. A final semi-circular 

exedra is integrated into a large, columned fountain monument to the north of 

the temple. It is not likely that this last example included any portrait statues. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 95, 148, with earlier bibliography; 

Étienne et al. 2013, 142-50. 

 

Thasos – Agora 

 Five semi-circular exedrai61 were set up in a line parallel to—and facing—

the Southwest Stoa, which served as the major entryway into the agora (fig. 86). 

Unfortunately, not all foundations and/or fragments of these exedrai are visible 

today. Nevertheless it seems clear that these monuments helped to direct the 

flow of traffic along the facades of the Southwest and Northwest Stoa. The decree 

                                                
60 Von Thüngen (1994, 122-3, Kat. 95 and 165-6, Kat. 148) lists only two at this site: Exedrai K and 
the fountain-exedra. 
61 See Grandjean and Salviat (Guide) 2000, 72-3, no. 24. 
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awarding one of these exedrai to Dionysodoros stipulates that the stele must be 

set up in a highly visible location. Since it was built into the exedra, this space 

must have been a highly visible and prestigious location. 

 Centered in front of the small Northeast Stoa, there is also a large pi-

shaped exedra framing the base for a ship’s prow.62 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 136-40, with bibliography. 

 

Thasos – Other 

 A semi-circular exedra with an elaborate peristyle court was set up on the 

back of the Northwest portico (fig. 86), likely set up by one Komis, priestess of 

Livia, in honor of the Imperial family.63 

 The semi-circular Exedra of Tiberius Claudius Cadmos was set up in the 

Roman neighborhood, on the southeastern side of the road near the odeion or 

theater (fig. 84). This exedra opened to the northwest, facing the street. Statue of 

Tiberius Claudius Cadmos and his family were sculpted by a local artist, 

Limendas, son of Charopinos. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 135, 150, with earlier bibliography; 

Grandjean and Salviat 2000, nos. 6 and 44, with additional bibliography. 

 

Thera (Karia) – Agora* 

                                                
62 Grandjean and Salviat (Guide) 2000, 77, no. 37. 
63 A block belonging to the back wall of the Northwest Stoa bears the dedicatory inscription. See 
Grandjean and Salviat (Guide) 2000, 60, no. 6. 
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 A semi-circular exedra, first revealed by illegal activity at the site, has 

been recently excavated in the northern sector of the agora. Unfortunately, only 

its foundations and first course are preserved. Excavations at Thera are still 

ongoing, so little can be said of its context or precise location. 

 Bibliography: Baran 2012, 223, figs. 5, 13; 2013, fig. 2. 

 

Thera (Santorini) - Agora 

 Two semi-circular exedrai are located in front of the Northwest Stoa, 

immediately next to the staircase (fig. 87). They open to the north, facing onto the 

agora. Another semi-circular exedra is located nearby, southwest of the large 

stair leading to the Temple of Dionysos in the agora.   

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 55, 109, 117, with previous 

bibliography. 

 

Thermon – Sanctuary of Apollo 

 Ten exedrai—four semi-circular and six rectangular—were set up in the 

sanctuary at Thermon, along the Dromos that connected the Temple of Apollo 

with the Bouleuterion (fig. 25, nos. 1, 2, 6, 9, 20, 34, 35, 42, 47, 67).64 Discussed in 

detail in Chapter 3, only one exedra here, the Exedra of the Ptolemies (no. 47), 

preserves its inscriptions. 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cats. 6, 13-16, 27; Papapostolou 2014, 

160, 174-83, figs. 79, 80, 87-90, 103, 105. 

                                                
64 There are two large semi-circular bases along the East Stoa. One is preserved only in 
foundation, but neither appears wide enough be identified as an exedra. 
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Xanthos – Letoon  

 One semi-circular exedra is known at this site (fig. 88). 

 Bibliography: von Thüngen 1994, cat. 107, with previous bibliography 

(Mellink 1969, AJA 73: 215, Taf. 59.13, Plan II; Metzger 1979 FdX VI, abb. 2). 
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Appendix II: Statue Dedications at Delphi in the 

Hellenistic Period 

 Pausanias’ account of Delphi makes clear the importance of statue 

dedications to the experience of the space. Indeed, the narratives and counter-

narratives he presents through his discussion of monuments must be precisely 

the kind of experience dedicators had in mind. Statues did more than line the 

processional way and fill the empty spaces between buildings; they anchored 

and shaped local and regional histories, they preserved and renewed social 

memory, they honored the state, group, family, or individual who set them up, 

and they honored the god to which they were dedicated.1 The first monumental 

dedications were made at Delphi in the mid-seventh century, and dedications of 

all sorts—buildings, armor, tripods, statues, small votive offerings, etc.—filled 

the sanctuary over the course of the next three centuries and shaped the 

experience of its visitors.2 Pausanias’ experience, to judge from his writings, was 

dominated by military victory and competition among poleis.3 Again and again 

he discusses monumental votives resulting from spoils of war, dedications 

honoring allies and commemorating victories, as well as statues portraying civic 

founders and conquering generals. The Sanctuary of Apollo (fig. 00) was a 

landscape rich with history; victories, alliances, rivals, and heroes were on 
                                                
1 The religious dimension of portrait dedications—an aspect often ignored—is discussed above in 
Chapter 4. 
2 On dedications at Delphi in the Archaic and Classical periods, see Morgan 1990; Scott 2010. 
Jacquemin (1999) catalogues all monumental dedications known to her. 
3 He does mention the presence of portraits of athletic victors (10.9.1), but he does not discuss 
them in detail in the context of the Sanctuary of Apollo. Appendices in Scott make clear that 
individuals are represented during the Classical period, and individual activity increases in the 
later fourth century, as will be discussed below. On the selectivity of Pausanias, see Arafat 1996; 
Sutton 2001; Pretlzer 2007, 100-17.  
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display through its dedications, as were the relationships among the individuals 

and poleis who were dedicating all these monuments.4  

 The history of Delphi is often turbulent, with various poleis and states 

fighting for control over the sanctuary.5 The monumental landscape reflects to 

differing degrees the shifting influences over the sacred space: the occupation of 

the sanctuary and subsequent destruction of valuable dedications by the 

Phokians in the mid-fourth century,6 the prominence of the Thessalians and 

Macedonians in the later fourth century, when they presided over the 

Amphictyony, the competition among Hellenistic kings for legitimacy in and 

control over Greece,7 the domination of the Amphiktyony and the sanctuary by 

the Aitolian League for much of the third century,8 the coming of the Romans 

and their “liberation” of Delphi in 189,9 and the plundering of the sanctuary by 

Sulla in 87.10 Despite these political struggles, and in part because of them, 

Delphi continued to accrue monumental dedications throughout the Hellenistic 

period. Poleis, kingdoms, and federal states alike maintained a powerful 

presence in the sanctuary of Apollo in the fourth century, dedicating buildings, 

                                                
4 Scott (2010) has explored the spatial relationships between monuments set up at Delphi in the 
Classical Period and how strategies of spatial domination, association, and opposition were 
employed to create specific political messages. His approach to the study of dedication practices 
underscores the importance of space and place in any such discussion. While Scott’s analysis 
draws largely upon historical and epigraphic evidence to focus on monuments in space, he 
neglects consideration of an essential component of these monuments: the statues. 
5 On the history of Delphi, see, most recently, Scott 2014. Daux (1936) is still an essential text 
covering the second and first centuries.  
6 Hdt. 1.50; Paus. 10.8.6. See also Scott 2014, 147-62. 
7 Scott 2010, 125, 132-34. Philip II, for example, played a powerful role at Delphi, particularly after 
the Third Sacred War when he temporarily expelled the troublesome Phokians and helped 
cement the authority and importance of the Delphic Amphictyony. Although he and his son, 
Alexander, did not dedicate at Delphi, their supporters in the Third Sacred War, the Thessalians, 
did. 
8 See Scott 2014, 169-79. 
9 See Scott 2014, 185-87. 
10 Scott 2014, 197-99. 
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victory monuments, and votive statues. Athens, Elyros (Crete), Orneai, 

Macedonia, Magnesia, the Molossians of Epirus, and the Phokians are all 

represented by monumental dedications at Delphi in the second half of the 

fourth century.11 Victory monuments and athletic victors’ portraits were two 

popular types of dedications at Delphi in this period, just as they had been for 

centuries.12 While the portraits of athletic victors were set up both by cities and 

by individuals, military commemoration was largely the purview of states.13 

Victory monuments had traditionally taken the form of buildings, tripods, or 

multi-statue groups that included images of gods, heroes, kings, or mythical 

founders. In the fourth century, however, there is a marked rise in the number of 

honorific portraits of living men dedicated at Delphi (and elsewhere) and by the 

third century this type of statue eclipses more traditional forms of votive 

dedications.14 States were not alone in setting up this relatively new kind of 

monument at Delphi. Individuals and families begin to make greater numbers of 

                                                
11 Kyzikos may also be represented, as well (Jacquemin 1999, no. 134), but whether the dedicant 
was the polis or a citizen of the polis is uncertain. 
12 Victory dedications: Jacquemin 1999, nos. 17 (Amphiktyony), 66 (Arcadians), 99 (Boiotian), 287 
(Phokians), 288 (Phokians), 381 (Orneai, commemorating a sixth-century victory), 460 (Thebes), 
461 (Thebes), 655? (Aitolians?); Pythian victor statues: Jacquemin 1999, nos. 76, 87, 135, 265, 266, 
279, 285, 404, 438, 528. For collected evidence of dedications in the fourth century, see Scott 2010, 
Appendix F. I distinguish here between portraits of athletic victors, an established genre, and 
honorific portraits. 
13 One notable exception to the rule is the Spartan monument commemorating the victory over 
Athens at Aigospotamoi, which was set up by its most celebrated commander, Lysander. This 
monument included the statues of several military commanders, and is the earliest known 
victory monument to include portraits at Delphi. See Bommelaer 1991, 108, no. 109. 
14 There is marked rise in the number of honorific portraits at Delphi throughout the fourth 
century: Jacquemin 1999, nos. 102, 134, 334, 368, 384, 406, 407, 437, 444, 464, 465, 350? (Krateros), 
498, 510. Only one honorific portrait is known from 450-400: Jacquemin 1999, no. 330 (a marble 
portrait of Lysander set up by Sparta). The same trend has been identified on the Athenian 
Acropolis in the fourth century. See Keesling 2007. See also Schmidt’s (1995) study of Hellenistic 
statue bases. 
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monumental dedications, and many of them take the form of portrait statues.15 

Before the end of the fourth century, citizens of Delphi, Locrian Opous, Boiotia, 

and Sikyon set up private statue dedications, including honorific portraits.16 Of 

the known monumental dedications from the second half of the fourth century 

for which we can identify the dedicant, the number set up by individuals 

(private dedications) is equal to that set up by states (public monuments).17  

 Over 100 new monumental dedications were made in the third century, 

and in addition to the 15 monuments set up by Aitolians or their koinon, Megara, 

Eretria, Paionia, the Phokian koinon, Erythrea, Knidos, Pont, Athens, Boiotia, 

Messene, Delphi, Abydos, Nikomedia (Bithynia), Klazomenai (Aiolis), Chaleion, 

Chaironeia, Epirus, Alexandria (Egypt), Kos, Larisa, Pherai, Axia, and the 

Amphictyony are all represented by at least one monumental dedication during 

the period of Aitolian domination.18 Nearly three quarters of third-century 

monumental dedications were unrelated to the Aitolians. 

 The koinon of the Phokians set up a victory monument to one of their own 

generals, Xanthippos, who had led the forces that broke the Macedonian siege of 

their city.19 Later in the third century or perhaps at the beginning of the second, 

the koinon of Achaians likewise set up a portrait of one of their generals, 

                                                
15 One very grand example is the enclosed portrait statue group set up by Daokhos of Thessaly. 
Nine marble statues represented six generations of his family.  
16 Delphi: Jacquemin 1999, nos. 224, 217, 225; Locrian Opous: Jacquemin 1999, nos. 341, 378, 235; 
Boiotia: Jacquemin 1999, no. 102; Sikyon: Jacquemin 1999, no. 437.   
17 Private monuments: 11; public monuments: 11; unknown: 9. Several of the unknown 
monuments are exedrai, and so it is likely that new private monuments may actually outnumber 
new public monuments in this period. I include statues set up by kings in the category of public 
monuments. 
18 Some of these monuments did honor Aitolians. Moreover, both Chaleion and Axia were 
brought into the Aitolian League in the course of the third century. The details of these 
dedications will be discussed below. 
19 Jacquemin 1999, no. 408. 
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Aristainos.20 The Amphictyony and the polis of Delphi together dedicated an 

honorific portrait of an Achaian official, and the Amphiktyony alone honored 

several hieromnemoi from Chios—who, admittedly, had ties to Aitolia—in the late 

third and early second century.21 Portraits of victorious athletes continue in the 

third century, including two from Messene and one from Klazomenai (Aiolis).22 

This list represents only some of the public dedications made at Delphi under 

Aitolian domination, and individuals were making numerous dedications, as 

well.  

 In addition to the privately dedicated Aitolian monuments discussed in 

detail below, citizens of Delphi, Knidos, Kos, Pherai/Pheres (Thessaly), Pont, 

Argos, Megara, Chaironeia, Alexandria (Egypt), Sinope (Pont-Euxin), Achaia, 

and Boiotia set up monumental dedications at Delphi in the third century.23 Just 

as public honorific portraits often honor governmental, military, or religious 

officials, so too private portraits can commemorate this kind of service to the 

community. A private dedication was set up for a priestess of Eileitheyia by a 

Delphian.24 This portrait not only commemorated the priestess’s service, but also 

visualized her piety and honored both the individual and her family. Family 

monuments, groups of portraits displayed on a single base, were relatively 

                                                
20 Jacquemin 1999, no. 4. 
21 Jacquemin 1999, nos. 58, 21, 40, 47, 48, 52. On the relationship between Aitolia and Chios, see 
Scholten 2000, 110-12. 
22 Messene: 363, 364. Klazomenai: 111. In addition there are two portraits of athletes from 
unknown cities: 136, 517. It should be noted that it is not certain that the athlete statues from 
Messene were public dedications, though private dedications of this sort or less common than 
public dedications. 
23 Delphi: Jacquemin 1999, nos. 213, 253, 263. Megara: no. 359. Knidos: nos. 119, 120. Pont: no. 413. 
Boiotia: no. 103. Chaironeia: no. 107. Alexandria: no. 13. Kos: no 320. Pherai: no. 394. Achaia: no. 
7. Sinope: no. 439.  
24 Jacquemin 1999, no. 253. 
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common in the third century and throughout the Hellenistic period.25 Private 

portraits could also express personal, non-familial relationships between 

individuals. Oinipides of Kos, for example, set up a portrait of his teacher.26 

Heiron’s dedication of a portrait of Theodotus of Kalydon, mentioned above, 

must have also commemorated some kind of personal relationship or service. 

While individual dedications in the third century primarily took the form private 

honorific portraits, there are a few known exceptions, including a statue of 

Hermes Enagonios set up by an individual from Knidos in 271/1, an 

historical/mythological statue of Phemonoe, the first Pythia, set up by a group 

from Alexandria (Egypt), and a statue of Pan set up by a group of prytaneis at 

Delphi.27  

 Royal portraiture becomes more common in the wake of Alexander’s 

death and amid the shifting alliances of the later Hellenistic period. While the 

kings themselves were not active at Delphi, with the exception of Attalos, ally of 

the Aitolians, they were well represented through portraits set up by both 

individuals and states.28 Royal portraits could commemorate relationships on a 

state or a personal level, depending on who dedicated the monument.  

                                                
25 Family monuments at Delphi in the third century: Jacquemin 1999, nos. 28, 295, 297-300.  
26 Jacquemin 1999, no. 320. 
27 Jacquemin 1999, nos. 119, 13, 213. 
28 Royal portraits at Delphi in the third century: Jacquemin 1999, nos. 24, 120, 285, 296, 302, 385, 
494, 499, 515, 521. King Dropion set up a portrait of his ancestor, King Audoleon (385), Sostratos 
if Knidos set up portraits of Ptolemy II and Arsinoe II (120), Nereis, princess of Epirus and wife of 
Gelon of Syracuse, set up portraits of her family members, including King Alexander and King 
Pyrrhus of Epirus (285), Sosippos of Aitolia set up a portrait of Ptolemy III (302), Lamios of 
Aitolia set up a portrait of a Ptolemy (III or IV) (296), and the Ampiktyony set up a portrait of 
Antiochos III (24). Additional portraits of Seleukos (515), Antiochos III (494), and Attalos I (499, 
521) were set up by unknown parties. 
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 There was a great deal of continuity from the third century through the 

first century BCE in terms of portrait dedication at Delphi. Poleis and federations 

continued to award honorific portraits as a reward for services rendered to the 

community, or as a means of negotiating or articulating political relationships 

between both external powers and internal elites.29 It should be noted that after 

the Romans “liberated” Delphi from the Aitolians, both the Amphictyony and 

the city of Delphi began to dedicate increasing numbers of portraits.30 

Throughout the second and first centuries individuals, families, and small 

private groups also continue to set up portraits.31 There are also numerous 

examples of royal portraits set up during this period, though no individuals are 

known to have dedicated them.32 Even a few athletic portraits set up during this 

                                                
29 Jacquemin 1999, nos. 5, 101, 410, and 105. The Achaian League, for example, set up a portrait of 
Philopoemen of Megalopolis, eight-time Achaian strategos (5), the Boiotain League set up a 
portrait of a Lokrian boularch (101), the city of Physkeis (western Lokris) set up a portrait of 
Eudikos of Amphissa (410), and the city of Chalkis awarded a statue, along with proxeny, to a 
Delphian (105). 
30 Jacquemin 1999, nos. 50, 27, 176, 148, 199, 39, 170, 42, 173. The Amphiktyony, for example, set 
up portraits of Nikostratos of Larissa, a Thessalian heiromnemon and ambassador to Rome who 
helped reconstruct the Amphiktyony after 189 (50) and M. Aurelius Epagathos of Hypata, 
agonothete of the Pythia (27). Meanwhile Delphi set up a portrait of Kassandros of Alexandria 
(Troad) to commemorate his service as theorodokos and diplomatic ambassador (176), as well as 
that of Aristodamas of Patras (148) and Theoxenos of Delphi (199). Delphi and the Amphiktyony 
sometimes dedicate separate portraits of the same individual, as in the cases of Hagesandros (?) 
of Athens (39, 170) and Isagoras of Larissa (42, 173).  
31 See Jacquemin 1999, nos. 133, 249, 223, 513, 62, 261, 261, 242, 14, 239, 241, 216, 473, 273. Among 
these examples is a portrait of Pasikhon set up by her husband and sons (261), a portrait of 
Damainetos set up by his grandsons, the sons of Eudikos and Oxymakhos of Amphissa (62; see 
also Grainger 2000, 137); a statue of Philokrates set up by his sons (262); a portrait of 
Aristomachos dedicated by his parents (242); Apollonios of Alexandria (Egypt) set up portrait of 
Kallidikos of Delphi (14); Nikandros, son of Nikandros, set up statue of Apollonios (239); and a 
portrait of Aristokles was set up by his daughter Aristokleia (241). 
32 Jacquemin 1999, nos. 292, 294, 35, 149, 186, 348, 349. The Aitolians set up a portrait of Eumenes 
II at some point between 197 and 182 (292), as well as one of Prusias II of Bithynia in 182 (294). 
The Amphiktyony also set up a statue of Eumenes II around 182 (35). The city of Delphi set up a 
portrait of Attalos II in 159/8 (149) and those of King Nikomedes III and Queen Laodike of 
Bithynia in 94 (186). The only dedications made by a royal house in this period seem to be the 
portraits of King Perseus set up by the Antigonids between 178 and 171 (348, 349).  
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period.33 For all this continuity, there is one striking change in the statue 

landscape at Delphi in the second century. For the first time in the sanctuary, 

Greeks—primarily the city of Delphi, the Amphiktyony, and various koina—set 

up the first portraits of Romans, and Romans begin to make monumental 

dedications themselves.34 These dedications reflect the changing political 

situation of the sanctuary after 189, and read as a kind of “who’s who” of Roman 

officials in Greece.35 Delphi, for example, set up an equestrian statue of T. 

Quinctius Flamininus, a political figure about whom we know a great deal.36 Not 

only did he defeat Philip V at the Battle of Cynocephalai in Thessaly in 197, 

forcing him to surrender captured Greek lands, but he also declared the freedom 

of all Greek states at the Isthmian games in 196. His portrait, however, was not 

erected at Delphi until the Aitolians had lost control over the sanctuary. The city 

                                                
33 Jacquemin 1999, nos. 340, 250 bis, 269. The portrait of Aristokrates was set up by the city of 
Opous and the community of Lokrians (340); the portrait of Eudokos by his father Praxias (250 
bis); and that of Thrasikles by his father, Eudokos (269). 
34 Some of the earliest Roman dedications were victory spoils and arms dedicated in the late third 
or early second century by Scipio Africanus and in the 190s by T. Quinctius Flamininus. See 
Gruen 1984, 168; Scott 2014, 185. Roman portraits set up at Delphi: Jacquemin 1999, nos. 19, 22, 
45, 143, 183, 184, 191, 211, 403, 405, 424, 474, 508, 512, 513, 522, 523, 524. Monumental dedications 
by Romans at Delphi: Jacquemin 1999, nos. 420-23. See also Payne 1984. 
35 Delphi, for example, set up an equestrian statue of T. Quinctius Flamininus, a political figure 
about whom we know a great deal. Not only did he defeat Philip V at the Battle of Cynocephalai 
in Thessaly in 197, forcing him to surrender captured Greek lands, but he also declared the 
freedom of all Greek states at the Isthmian games in 196. His portrait, however, was not erected 
at Delphi until the Aitolians had lost control over the sanctuary (see Liv. 29-30; Plut. Flam. 1.3-8.5; 
Polyb. 18.12.5; Daux 1936, 593-5; Jacquemin 1999, no. 191; Dmitriev 2011, esp. 143-44, 155-65, with 
additional bibliography). The city of Delphi similarly honored another Roman commander, 
Manius Acilius Glabrio, who had defeated Antiochos III, ally of the Aitolian League against 
Rome, in 191 and again—and for good—in 189 (see Daux 1936, 225-33; Scott 2014, 185-87). The 
Amphiktyony also set up a statue of Glabrio in the sanctuary, though this act may have been less 
to reward Glabrio and more to curry favor in the hopes that he would restore the traditional 
shared (city-Amphiktyony) governance of the sanctuary. On the tension between the city of 
Delphi and the Amphiktyony in this period, see Daux 1936, 259-66; Habicht 1987; Scott 2014, 186. 
Aemilius Paullus, commander of Roman troops in Greece during the Third Macedonian War, set 
up a spectacular monument at Delphi, appropriating a unfinished pillar begun by King Perseus 
of Macedon. 
36 Liv. 29-30; Plut. Flam. 1.3-8.5; Polyb. 18.12.5. See also Dmitriev 2011, esp. 143-44, 155-65, with 
additional bibliography. 
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of Delphi similarly honored another Roman commander, Manius Acilius 

Glabrio, who had defeated Antiochos III, ally of the Aitolian League against 

Rome, in 191 and again—and for good—in 189.37 Employing the well-worn but 

still useful rhetoric of liberation, Glabrio also restored Aitolian-seized land “to 

the god and to the city,” and promised to help ensure Delphi’s autonomy.38 The 

Amphiktyony also set up a statue of Glabrio in the sanctuary, though this act 

may have been less to reward Glabrio and more to curry favor in the hopes that 

he would restore the traditional shared (city-Amphiktyony) governance of the 

sanctuary.39 Aemilius Paullus, commander of Roman troops in Greece during the 

Third Macedonian War, set up a spectacular monument at Delphi. In 168, he 

defeated King Perseus of Macedon, who had asserted his presence at Delphi 

through armed participation in the Pythian festival of 174, through the attempted 

murder near Delphi of Eumenes II, ally of Rome, and through statue monuments 

set up in the sanctuary. Perseus’ reputation at Delphi was not a favorable one, 

and the city responded to his actions by making public and permanent a list of 

grievances against him.40 Perseus had begun construction of a “victory” 

monument before his ultimate defeat at the hands of Aemilius Paullus. After his 

victory, Aemilius appropriated the unfinished monument, erased Perseus’ 

inscription, and crowned it with an equestrian statue of himself. The new 

inscription—in Latin—made explicit the history of the monument and 

emphasized Perseus’ hubris: “[that which] he took from King Perseus and from 

                                                
37 Daux 1936, 225-33; Scott 2014, 185-87. 
38 CID 4.103; Daux 1936, 229. 
39 On the tension between the city of Delphi and the Amphiktyony in this period, see Daux 1936, 
259-66; Habicht 1987; Scott 2014, 186. 
40 On Perseus and Delphi, see Scott 2014, 188-90. 



 

 239 

the Macedonians.”41 The monument as set up by Aemilius was not specifically 

dedicated to Apollo, or to any gods. Although the context would have rendered 

it a votive to some degree, this monument was overtly political in nature. 

 One final trend at Delphi in the Hellenistic period should be noted: the 

use of buildings, walls, and statue monuments as “billboards” for later 

inscriptions.42 While inscriptions are occasionally added to monuments 

subsequent to their construction, nowhere else is the practice taken to such 

extremes as at Delphi. The Polygonal Wall is famous for its staggering number of 

manumission decrees (many of the 1300 known examples were inscribed there), 

and the Athenian Treasury for its inscribed honors—even the Temple of Apollo 

itself was inscribed with an account of a theft of sacred treasure.43 The monument 

of Aemilius Paullus is also a well-known archive of later inscriptions, including a 

Roman law asserting the right of Romans to safe passage and urging Greeks not 

to give aid to pirates.44 Although the pillar base of Aemilius Paullus’ statue has 

received the most attention in this regard, it is by no means the only statue 

monument to be employed in this way.45 A statue base of Eumenes II was later 

inscribed with honors granted to artists sent by Attalos II to Delphi to make 

paintings of the sanctuary’s monuments and paintings.46 Leaving the 

manumissions decrees inscribed on the polygonal wall aside, in each of these 

                                                
41 Colin 1930, 36. 
42 Ma (2013, 141) colorfully terms these later inscriptions “epigraphical pigeons” in his discussion 
of statue bases at Oropos. The practice at Oropos, it should be noted, functions somewhat 
differently. 
43 On the manumission decrees, see Daux 1936, 46-60. See also Scott 2014, 200, n. 58, with 
additional bibliography. On the Temple of Apollo: CID 4.119. 
44 Bourguet 1929, no. 457. 
45 The bibliography is extensive. Colin 1930 remains the most comprehensive treatment of the 
monument’s inscriptions, but see also Jacquemin (1999, no. 424) for additional bibliography.  
46 SIG3 682. 
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cases, not only were the inscriptions carved in a conspicuous place, but there is 

also some kind of conceptual link between the monument and the later 

epigraphic additions. The Temple of Apollo, for example, was a reasonable place 

to publicize the consequences of stealing sacred property; a monument of one of 

the most powerful Romans in Greece was an appropriate backdrop for a law 

protecting Romans (and cautioning Greeks); the monument of Eumenes II was a 

suitable place to honor those artists sent to Delphi by his brother. Indeed, 

appropriate appropriation of statue monuments seems to have been a guiding 

principle of this epigraphic habit at Delphi.47 

 The Aitolian Exedra is only one of many monumental offerings set up by 

individuals and families at Delphi in the Hellenistic Period.48 This is not to say 

that individuals had not made dedications prior to this time; rather, the 

individual/family seems to have a stronger presence in the Hellenistic period, 

enhanced perhaps by spatial strategies, both in terms of monument type and 

location. This narrative, not surprisingly, does not accord with Pausanias’ 

selective account of the statue landscape. He rarely mentions a monument, 

private or otherwise, that is not related in some way to victory in battle. He is 

concerned with the “Grand Narrative,” which he constructs upon an armature of 

political and military events. With rare exceptions, private monuments—that is, 

the events and people whose memory they carry forward—do not figure into 

this kind of project. They work to preserve memory the same way public 

monuments do, but they record micro-histories. They document and 

                                                
47 This practice is also discussed in the section on exedrai at Delphi. 
48 For an overview of family monuments at Delphi, see Jacquemin 1999, 205-7. 
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commemorate personal and familial histories—often too localized to be of 

interest to Pausanias.49  

 Multi-statue monuments had been a common feature of Delphi’s Classical 

landscape, but these dedications were generally state-sponsored and featured 

statues of gods, mythical heroes, and historical figures.50 In the Hellenistic 

period, when individuals begin to dedicate statues in large numbers, there is not 

only a shift toward setting up portraits of living men, but also an increased 

emphasis in representing family networks. I argue that the emergence of 

privately dedicated family monuments may have been influenced, at least to 

some degree, by royal ancestor monuments, like the spectacular Antigonid 

Progonoi monument at Delos. Representing lineage, pedigree, and stability 

(especially in moments of transition), royal family monuments could be easily 

adapted to the needs of influential families in the Hellenistic period. Instead of 

commemorating military victory, as state-sponsored multi-statue monuments 

generally continued to do, family monuments tended to express political 

credentials and connections, personal achievements, and hereditary greatness. It 

is in the Hellenistic period that individuals began to leverage elaborate and 

costly multi-statue dedications, such as exedrai, to honor themselves and their 

families. Two of the earliest examples of grand family monuments, however, 

                                                
49 The micro-history represented by the multi-statue Daochos Monument was the focus of a 
recent study: Aston 2012.  
50 One exception to this general rule is the fifth-century Spartan monument set up by Lysander 
after the battle of Aigospotamoi. which is the earliest known statue group at Delphi 
commemorating living men. It included statues of gods, allied military commanders, and a 
portrait of Lysander himself being crowned by Poseidon. On Lysander’s Monument, see Paus. 
10.9.7–8; Plut. Lys. 18.1, Mor. 395b, 397a); Bommelaer 1991, 108-10; Palagia 2009. 
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employ a more traditional format—an elongated rectangular base—

monumentalized by an architectural enclosure. 

 Beginning in the 330s, individuals began to set up spectacular multi-statue 

monuments to rival, or rather to eclipse, anything set up by a polis. Thessalian 

cities and the Thessalians as a group had set up numerous monuments at Delphi 

in the fifth and fourth centuries, including two statues of horses,51 statues of 

cavalry leaders (hipparchs),52 a statue group of Achilles and Patroklos,53 and a 

portrait of Pelopidas.54 Most of these monuments commemorated military 

victory; Daokhos of Pharsalus set up a monument that commemorated his 

family.55 Within a large architectural enclosure, nine marble portraits on a single 

elongated base represented six generations of his family. This group of statues 

included Daokhos’ own portrait, of course, and that of his son, who had yet to 

distinguish himself.56 The inscriptions beneath each statue not only highlight that 

individual’s accomplishments, but also articulate a group identity in which 

Daokhos shared and a lineage of greatness of which he and his son were the 

product. The inscriptions lay out the political spheres in which the family was 

active: Pharsalus, Thessaly, and Delphi. Aknonios, Daokhos’ great-grandfather, 

had been tetrarch of the Thessalians. Hagias, son of Aknonios, of Pharsalus, was 

the first Thessalian to win the Pankration at Olympia and he was also three-time 

                                                
51 SEG 17.243 (Jacquemin 1999, no. 389); SEG 1.210 (Jacquemin 1999, no. 465). 
52 Paus. 10.15.4 (Jacquemin 1999, no. 393). 
53 Paus. 10.13.5. 
54 SEG 22.460 (Jacquemin 1999, no. 466). 
55 On the Daokhos Monument, see, among others, Pouilloux 1960, 67-80; 1976, no. 460; Homolle 
1897, 1899; Themelis 1979; Bommelaer 1991, 200; Jacquemin 1999, 206; Löhr 2000, 118-21, no. 139; 
Jacquemin and Laroche 2001; Ridgway 2001, 46-9; Aston 2012. 
56 Unlike the other inscriptions on the monument, which elaborate the subject’s political or 
athletic accomplishments, that of Sisyphos (II), Daokhos’ son, lists only his name. See Homolle 
1897, 594. 
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champion at Delphi. Pharsalos was the homeland of Daokhos (I), the dedicator’s 

grandfather, and he ruled well all of Thessaly for 27 years. Daokhos (II), who 

dedicated the monument, was, like his great-grandfather, tetrarch of the 

Thessalians and he was also hieromnemon at Delphi. His inscription records that 

by dedicating the statue group to Apollo, Daokhos enhanced the virtues of his 

ancestors and honored both his people and his homeland. Though unstated in 

the inscription, another aim was certainly to honor himself.  

 The monument acted as a visual assertion of his credentials, a claim to 

political legitimacy through inherited virtue and through his own experience 

holding office both in Thessaly and at Delphi.57 As a revered Panhellenic 

sanctuary, Delphi was an ideal location for a monument aimed at political 

legitimization and regional influence, and also an appropriate place for Daokhos 

to dedicate given his service to the Amphiktyony. Much has been made of the 

monument’s location within the sanctuary, next to the shrine of Neoptolemos, 

just north of the temple terrace. The traditional understanding of the area an 

“espace Thessalien,” however, has been challenged recently.58 Rather than 

cultivating a strictly Thessalian identity, by setting up his family monument at 

Delphi, by choosing the particular location within the sanctuary (if he was 

permitted to do so), and by employing visual cues on the portraits themselves, 

Daokhos also may have used his monument to emphasize political connections 

to Philip and Alexander of Macedon, who wielded considerable power both in 

                                                
57 Aston 2012, 55. 
58 Jacquemin 1999, 52 (following Pouilloux and Roux 1963, 144–45); cf. Aston 2012, 49-53, who 
argues that there is no evidence for a particular Thessalian association with the shrine of 
Neoptolemos. 
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Thessaly and at Delphi.59 Not only does the location within the sanctuary—

particularly the proximity to the shrine of Neoptolemos—seem to have some 

Macedonian or northern Greek connotations, but also some of the statues of the 

Daokhos monument wore costumes (short cloaks) that would have immediately 

marked them as Thessalian with ties to Macedonia.60 This is one of the rare 

examples where we can understand how the statues themselves played a role in 

curating meaning and identity in a very different way than the inscriptions. The 

ties to the Philip and Alexander expressed in the Daokhos Monument are 

relatively subtle when compared to another grand multi-statue monument set up 

by Krateros of Macedon.  

 In general Macedonians were a less visible presence in the fifth and fourth 

centuries than the Thessalians had been: Dion set up a statue of Apollo with a 

doe,61 King Alexander I set up a gilded statue of himself,62 the city of Mende set 

up perhaps a statue of Apollo,63 and the city of Pella set up a statue group of 

Arkhon, who had been an officer of Alexander and a satrap of Babylon.64 

                                                
59 Philip II led the Thessalian forces during the Third Sacred War and was granted two votes in 
the Amphiktyony. After Philip’s death, Alexander took over his position at Delphi and also 
served as head of the koinon of the Thessalians (Just. Epit. 11.3). Moreover, Daokhos may have 
been appointed tetrarch of the Thessalians by Philip. On the relationship between Macedon and 
Thessaly, see Aston 2012, with earlier bibliography. 
60 Lattimore 1975. We should not, however, discount the availability of space in the citing of this 
large monument. A dedication of this size, with an architectural enclosure, could not have been 
set up anywhere. The area near the entrance to the temple terrace would have been a prestigious 
location, as attested by the number of monuments that cluster there. The Daokhos Monument, 
however, had to be positioned farther north, along one of the routes leading to the theater. As a 
result, the many column monuments in the area would have (at least partially) obscured its 
visibility from the processional way. 
61 Paus. 10.13.5. 
62 Herod. 8.121; [Dem.] XII (Letter to Philip) 21. 
63 Bourguet 1929, 500; Vatin 1981, 433-40; Jacquemin 1999, no. 360. 
64 Bousquet 1959, 155-66; Hintzen-Bohlen 1990, 143-44; Jacquemin 1999, 206, no. 384. Bousquet 
(1959) wonders whether this monument, whose poorly preserved state prevents reconstruction, 
was on the scale on the Daochos and Krateros monuments. This monument also included 
portraits of Arkhon’s parents and brother. 
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Krateros, also an officer of Alexander, set up a monument that was something 

altogether visually different from Daokhos’, and likely far more splendid than 

the other Macedonian statue monuments.65 The lavish composition represented a 

lion hunt and included bronze statues of the lion, the dogs, and at least two 

humans. This was not just a generic lion hunt, but an event from Krateros’ life—

one during which Krateros had come to the assistance of Alexander of Macedon 

as he engaged with the lion.66 Like The Daokhos Monument, the statue group 

begun by Krateros (and finished by his son after Krateros’ death) was dedicated 

to Apollo, but a votive function was certainly not its only, or even it’s most 

prominent, function. From its dedicatory epigram, which labels Krateros as son 

of Alexander (he was actually the son of Alexandros of Orestis, but the 

inscription is purposefully vague),67 to its subject matter, to its sculptors 

(Lysippos and Leochares, the court sculptors of Alexander and Philip, 

respectively),68 this monument was a tour-de-force of personal propaganda. 

Although couched in votive terms, it was an unabashedly self-aggrandizing, 

politically oriented assertion of Krateros’ (and his son’s) credentials.69 Bravery, 

piety, personal status, as well as political acuity and connections were all on 

display for the wide audience at Delphi. Potential supporters and potential rivals 

alike were confronted with a visual statement of Krateros’ ability to lead in the 

                                                
65 On the Krateros Monument, see, among others, Plut. Alex. 40.4; Bommelaer 1991, 225; Stewart 
1993, 46-7, 273-77, with additional bibliography. 
66 Plut. Alex. 40.4. 
67 Flacelière 1954, 214, no. 137; Stewart 1993, 273. 
68 Pliny (NH 34.63) states that Lysippos made the Krateros Monument, while Plutarch (Alex. 40.4-
5) records that both Lysippos and Leochares were responsible. See also Stewart 1993, 270-71. 
69 Stewart 1993, 46-7, 271-74. 
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wake of Alexander’s death. This statue group is a skillfully executed example of 

personal history monumentalized in the service of political motives.  

 Men were not the only powerful individuals dedicating portraits of family 

members at Delphi. Nereis, princess of Epirus and wife of King Gelon of 

Syracuse, set up a statue group of her father, King Pyrrhus, her uncle, King 

Alexander, and probably of her mother, Olympias, and Alexander’s son, King 

Ptolemaios, as well.70 This grouping would have certainly emphasized her royal 

pedigree as well as her Greekness, seemingly even over the royal connection to 

her husband. By dedicating statues representing her lineage rather than her 

progeny (her son, Heironymos was also King of Sicily) and by setting them up at 

major Panhellenic sites like Delphi and Olympia, Nereis was anchoring and 

legitimizing her Greek pedigree. Her motives and aims were thus very different 

from those of Daochos and Krateros, but the family monument could serve a 

variety of objectives effectively. 

 These monuments highlight another notable feature of the Hellenistic 

statue landscape at Delphi: the presence of Hellenistic kings and their courtiers. 

The competition among Hellenistic kings manifested itself, at least in part, 

through ostentatious dedications of buildings, notably stoas, and statue 

monuments. Nearly every major monarchy is represented on Delos; Delphi, in 

contrast, seems to have been favored primarily by the Attalids, allies of the 

Aitolians. There are new building projects undertaken in the third century, 

including the large West Stoa and the Stoa of Attalos I, but the site simply does 

                                                
70 Syll.3 453; Jacquemin 1999, no. 285. Nereis also set up a portrait of Olympias at Olympia: Syll.3 
393. 
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not see the same level of new building activity by Hellenistic monarchies as 

Delos.71 Nevertheless, even if the monarchs themselves are not dedicating 

conspicuously at Delphi, they are certainly present in the landscape in other 

ways. 

 In the same way that the kings themselves competed to display largesse 

and legitimize their claims to power at Panhellenic sanctuaries, so too members 

of the Hellenistic aristocracy jockeyed for position, aligning themselves with or 

in opposition to the various monarchies. They accomplished this goal not only by 

representing their political relationships through private monuments that 

focused on their own status and identity, like those of Daokhos and Krateros, but 

also through the dedication of private honorific portraits of Hellenistic kings.  

 The three honorific statue monuments bearing portraits of the Ptolemies 

were all private dedications of the third century: Sostratos of Knidos set up the 

portraits of Ptolemy II and Arsinoe II;72 Sosippos, an Aitolian, set up a portrait of 

Ptolemy III;73 and Lamios, also an Aitolian, set up an impressive multi-portrait 

monument of Ptolemy III and his family that recalled a publicly dedicated exedra 

set up at Thermon.74 Visualizing relationships with powerful monarchies was not 

the sole purview of individuals. In fact, most of the royal portraits at Delphi were 

                                                
71 According to Diodoros (18.4.5), Alexander had intended to build grand temples at Delos, 
Delphi, and Dodona (as well as at Dion, Amphipolis, and Kynos in Macedonia), illustrating, if 
not historical fact, at least the perceived importance of these sanctuaries to the Macedonian 
agenda. 
72 Amandry 1940-1941; Jacquemin 1999, no. 120. 
73 IG IX 12, 203; Jacquemin 1985, no. 8; 1999, no. 302. 
74 IG IX 12, 202; Jacquemin 1985, no. 7; 1999, no. 296. This base would have been around eight or 
nine meters long. Three statues are attested by surviving inscriptions, but given its size, this 
monument likely supported additional portraits, perhaps like the exedra at Thermon. See also the 
discussion in chapter 3. 
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public dedications that elaborated and strengthened ties between states.75 This 

context, however, makes the private monuments all the more powerful and 

important for the political ties they expressed between an individual and an 

external state. Even so, not all private statue monuments set up at Delphi in the 

Hellenistic period had such overt political aims as the private honorific portraits 

of Hellenistic kings. It is all too easy to focus on the grand dedications, like those 

set up by Daokhos, Krateros, and Lamios, and on those tied to the power players 

in Hellenistic politics. Not only do they tend to be big, flashy monuments, 

comparatively well preserved through archaeological traces and/or literary 

sources, but they are also important to our understanding of Hellenistic history 

and politics. Yet these monuments comprise only a small number of the statue 

dedications made at Delphi in the Hellenistic period. Modest by comparison, but 

still impressively expensive single-statue monuments were more typical private 

dedications. Their political or social aims were generally more modest, as well. 

Dedicators like Nereis, Sostratos, Sossipos, and Lamios seem to be the 

exceptions.  

 While public honorific portraits at Delphi usually honored officials for 

their service, individuals and small family groups often dedicated portraits to 

honor family members. The portrait statue of one Dikaiagora, for example, was 

                                                
75 The Seleukids were honored with three portrait monuments, including a colossal statue set up 
for Antiochos III by the Amphiktyony at the end of the third century. Prusias II, king of Bithynia, 
was honored with a portrait by the koinon of the Aitolians in 182, and Nikomedes III and his wife 
Laodike were honored with portraits set up by Delphi in 94. By far the greatest number of 
honorific portraits for monarchs were set up for the Attalids. Attalos I had two portraits 
dedicated at Delphi, although we do not know who set them up. Eumenes II had three portrait 
monuments, one set up by the Aitolians between 197 and 182, one by an unknown dedicator (c. 
159), which may have also included a portrait of Attalos III, and an equestrian portrait by the 
Amphiktyony in 182. Attalos III was honored by Delphi with a portrait and a crown in 159/8. 
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set up by her husband. Though no specific reason is given for the honor, the 

inscription explicitly states that both individuals were Delphians.76 The portrait 

statue of Pasikhon, was set up by her husband, Xenon, and their sons to 

commemorate her priesthood in the cult of Eileithyia.77 Unlike Dikaiagora and 

her husband, the family of Pasikhon is well attested at Delphi in the second 

century. Xenon served Delphi twice as a priest, and Pasikhon herself may be 

known from two manumission inscriptions. It is also possible that their 

grandson, Xenon II, and his wife later set up a portrait of their son, 

Aristomachos.78 Delphi is a particularly appropriate place for these dedications to 

be displayed, given the close ties to the sanctuary held by Delphians and by 

those who served in the local priesthoods. 

 A statue of Praxias (II), dedicated by his grandmother, Praxo, to Apollo, 

was part of a group monument set up in the third quarter of the second 

century.79 It probably displayed portraits of several members of the powerful 

Delphian family.80 The inscription does not specify a reason for setting up 

Praxias’ portrait, but it does clearly state that both Praxo and her grandson are 

from Delphi. Praxias’ father, Thrasykles, had been singled out for a portrait 

statue as victor of the pankration. His statue, set up by his brother (Praxias’ 

                                                
76 Flacelière 1954, 284, no. 249.  
77 Flacelière 1954, 282, no. 242. See also Daux 1936, 452-53. 
78 Daux 1936, 452-53. 
79 Flacelière 1954, 283, no. 246; Jacquemin 1999, no. 264. The block, found near the northeastern 
corner of the Temple of Apollo, is dressed with anathyrosis on both sides, indicating joins. 
80 Praxo’s husband, Praxias (I), was an eminent figure at Delphi, playing important political and 
religious roles, including serving as the priest of Apollo. Praxo herself is of some note and, 
according to Livy, was involved in an attempted assassination of Eumenes II by Perseus of 
Macedon (in 172). See Liv. 42, 15, 17; Daux 1936, 317-18, 448-51; Scott 2014, 189. Praxo may also 
have been responsible for a dedication to Aphrodite, perhaps on the occasion of her marriage to 
Praxias. See de la Coste-Messelière, 79, no. 5. 
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uncle), Eudokos, likely stood in front of the West Stoa, while that of his son likely 

stood near the northeast corner of the Temple of Apollo. 
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Figures 

 

Figure 1: Exedra in the Agora of the Delians, Delos.  
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 2: Semi-circular exedra in the Agora of Pleuron. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 3: Exedra 1 at Kassopi. 
(Photo: author) 
 

Figure 4: Exedra in the Agora of the Poseidoniasts of Berytos, Delos. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 5: Exedra 1 at Messene. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 6: Exedra of Hagesandros at Lindos. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 7: Locations of exedrai in the Mediterranean. 
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Figure 8: Distribution of exedrai in sanctuary contexts. 
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Figure 9: Fragments of a bronze portrait statue of a strategos of the Epirote 
League, from Dodona. 
Ioannina Archaeological Museum (Photo: author) 
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Figure 10: Bronze himation statue at the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New 
York (2001.443). 
(http://www.metmuseum.org/art/collection/search/257580) 
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Figure 11: Bronze statue of a woman. 
(Miho Museum 2002, fig. 41) 
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Figure 12: The Dromos on Delos.  
(Drawing: author, modified from Vallois 1923, pl. 9.) 
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Figure 13: An exedra is used by tourists on the island of Delos. 
(Photo: author.) 
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Figure 14: Detail of the plan of Delos.  
(Plan after Moretti et al. 2015, plan 5.) 
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Figure 15: The Clubhouse of the Poseidoniasts  
(Trümper 2006, fig. 4). 
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Figure 16: Distribution of known exedrai. 

 

Figure 17: Locations of exedrai on Delos.  
Red dots represent exedrai that have been conclusively identified; blue dots 
indicate those foundations whose identification as exedrai is less certain. 
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Figure 18: Detail of the Sanctuary of Apollo on Delos. 
(Herbin 2010) 
 

Figure 19: Relationships expressed in Exedra 104.  
Red names indicate those individuals honored with statues; blue names those 
individuals who are named in the inscriptions as dedicants. 
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Figure 20: Map of Central Greece and the Peloponnesos.  
(Beck and Funke 2015, map 1) 
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Figure 21: The Aitolian koinon c. 245 BCE. 
(Scholten 2000, map 5) 
 

Figure 22: The Aitolian koinon c. 229/8 BCE.  
(Scholten 2000, map 8) 
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Figure 23: The Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi.  
(Scott 2010, fig. 1.1) 
 
 

WEST  STOA

AIRE

TEMPLE 
TERRACE

DAOCHOS 
MONUMENT

KRATEROS 
MONUMENT

LESCHE OF THE 
ATHENIANS

HELLENISTIC
STOA



 

 291 

 
Figure 24: The Sanctuary of Apollo at Thermon. 
(drawing: author) 
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Figure 25: The Sanctuary of Apollo at Thermon, with statue bases and 
foundations numbered. 
(drawing: author) 
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Figure 26: Fragments of a bronze equestrian statue of an Epirote League 
official. 
Ioannina Archaeological Museum (Photo: author) 
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Figure 27: The “Delphi Philosopher.” 
(Geominy 1998, fig. 2) 
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Figure 28: The Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi, Hellenistic additions 
highlighted. 
(modified from Scott 2010, fig. 1.1) 
 

 
Figure 29: Detail of the “Aire” in the Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi. 
(adapted from Scott 2010, fig. 1.1 and Colin 1930, fig. 11) 
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Figure 30: Exedra 6 at Thermon. 
(Photo: author.) 
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Figure 31: Bronze statue of a boy. 
(Daehner and Lapatin 2015) 
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Figure 32: Exedra in the Classical Agora at Athens. 
(Camp 2010, fig. 46) 
 
 

Figure 33: Pi-shaped exedra fragments in the Roman Agora at Athens. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 34: Pi-shaped exedra fragments in the Roman Agora at Athens. 
(Photo: author) 
 
 

Figure 35: Semi-circular exedra fragments in the Roman Agora at Athens. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 36: Plan of Balboura. 
(Drawing: author, after Coulton et al. 1988, figs. 1 and 3.) 
 
 

 
Figure 37: Semi-circular exedrai in the “Aire.” 
(Colin 1930, fig. 11.) 
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Figure 38: The Sanctuary of Zeus at Dodona. 
(Drawing: author.) 
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Figure 39: Dodona, detail of the bases and foundations in the western half of 
the sanctuary. 
(Drawing: author.) 
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Figure 40: Semi-circular exedra (no. 31) in front of the West Stoa at Dodona. 
(Photo: author) 
 

Figure 41: Semi-circular exedra (no. 34) in front of the West Stoa at Dodona. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 42: Semi-circular exedra (no. 37) in front of the West Stoa at Dodona. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 43: Plan of the Sancuary of Asklepios at Epiduaros. 
Numbering after von Thüngen (1994), with additions. (Drawing: author) 
 
 
 

Figure 44: Plan indicating a semi-circular exedra in front of the stoa in the 
Sanctuary of Asklepios at Epiduaros. 
(Kavvadias 1906, fig. 1) 
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Figure 45: Exedra crowning course in the side courtyard of the museum at 
Epidauros. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 46: Plan of the Sanctuary of Apollo Maleatas at Epidauros. 
(after Lambrunidakis 1987-1988, fig. 1) 
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Figure 47: Exedra A, Sanctuary of Apollo Maleatas. 
(Photo: author) 
 

Figure 48: Exedra B, Sanctuary of Apollo Maleatas. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 49: Detail of Exedra B, Sanctuary of Apollo Maleatas. 
(Photo: author) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 50: Plan of the Sanctuary of Poseidon at Kalauria. 
(Drawing: author) 
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Figure 51: Plan of the Sanctuary of Artemis Laphria at Kalydon. 
(Drawing: author) 
 

 
Figure 52: Plan of the lower and upper agorai of Kameiros. 
(after Konstantinopoulos 1986, fig. 196) 
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Figure 53: Plan of the agora of Kassopi. 
(Drawing: author) 
 

 
Figure 54: Exedra of Protogenes at Kaunos, view from above. 
(Öğün and Işık 2001, fig. 80) 
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Figure 55: Reconstruction drawing of the area near the Hellenistic Stoa at 
Kaunos. 
(Öğün and Işık 2001, fig. 82) 
 

 
Figure 56: Exedra of Quintus Vedius Capito. 
(Öğün and Işık 2001, fig. 83) 
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Figure 57: Plan of the Sanctuary of Apollo at Klaros. 
(Drawing: author) 
 

10050100

TEMPLE OF ARTEMIS

TEMPLE OF APOLLO

ALTAR OF ARTEMIS

ALTAR OF APOLLO

1

2
3

1. Exedra at the Propylon
2. Exedra of Herakleides
3. Exedra of the Roman Magistrates



 

 314 

Figure 58: Plan of the Sanctuary of Asklepios at Kos. 
(Schazmann 1932, 37) 
 



 

 315 

 
Figure 59: Plan of the agora at Kyrene. 
(Gentilli 1990, fig. 4) 
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Figure 60: Plan of the Sanctuary of Apollo at Kyrene. 
(Barker et al. 1985, fig. 8.1) 
 

Figure 61: Plan of the Sanctuary of Zeus at Labraunda. 
(Tobin in Karlsson et al. 2014, fig. 43) 
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Figure 62: Plan of the Sanctuary of Athena Lindia. 
(Dyggve 1960, fig. 14.6) 
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Figure 63: Plan of the excavated area in the agora of Megalopolis. 
(Lauter-Bufe and Lauter 2011, Taf. 31) 
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Figure 64: Plan of the Serapeion at Memphis.  
(Lauer and Picard 1955) 
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Figure 65: Plan of the Asklepieion at Messene.  
(Themelis 1998, plan 7) 
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Figure 66: Plan of Miletus.  
(Weber 2004, Abb. 2) 
 

 
Figure 67: Plan of the agora at Oiniadai.  
(Lang 2013, Abb. 8) 
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Figure 68: Plan of the upper agora (“Esplanade”) at Oinoanda.  
(Milner 1998, fig. 3) 
 

 
Figure 69: Reconstruction drawing of the Exedra of Demosthenes at Oinoanda.  
(Milner and Mitchell 1995, fig. 1) 
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Figure 70: Exedra bench excavated in 2007.  
(Milner 1998, fig. 2) 
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Figure 71: Plan of the Sanctuary of Zeus at Olympia.  
(Leypold 2013, Abb. 1) 
 
 

 
Figure 72: Plan of the agora at Palairos.  
(Lang 2013, Abb. 8) 
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Figure 73: Plan of the palace complex at Pella.  
(Akamatis 2011, fig. 39) 
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Figure 74: Plan of Pergamon.  
(Radt 1999, Abb. 14) 
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Figure 75: Plan of the theater at Phlius and adjacent exedra.  
(Biers 1975, fig. 7) 
 

Figure 76: Partially excavated exedra at Phlius.  
(Biers 1975, Pl. 13c) 
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Figure 77: Semi-circular exedra at Pleuron. 
(Photo: author) 
 

 
Figure 78: Foundations for a semi-circular exedra at Pleuron. 
(Photo: author) 
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Figure 79: Plan of the agora at Priene. 
(von Kienlin 2007, Abb. 1) 
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Figure 80: The Upper Gymnasium at Priene. 
(Ma 2013, plan 16) 
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Figure 81: Exedra in the Upper Agora at Sagalassos. 
(Photo: Regina Loehr) 
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Figure 82: The Heraion at Samos. 
(Schulz 2002, Abb. 1) 
 

 
Figure 83: Plan of the agora at Stratos. 
(Lang 2013, Abb. 8) 
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Figure 84: Reconstruction drawing of the agora at Stratos, view from the 
Northwest. 
(Funke 2001, fig. 4) 
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Figure 85: Plan of the Sanctuary of Poseidon and Amphitrite at Tenos. 
(Étienne et al. 2013, fig. 125.) 
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Figure 86: Plan of the agora at Thasos and surrounding areas. 
(after Grandjean and Salviat 2000, figs. 21 and 33) 
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Figure 87: Plan of the agora at Thera (Santorini). 
(Hiller von Gaertringen and Wilski 1904) 
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Figure 88: Plan of the Hellenistic phase of the Letoon at Xanthos. 
(LeRoy 1991, fig. 3)  
 

 


