THE VEDII ANTONINI: ASPECTS OF PATRONAGE AND
BENEFACTION IN SECOND-CENTURY EPHESOS

ANGELA KALINOWSKI

DURING HIS EXCAVATIONS OF THE ODEUM OR BOULEUTERION at Ephesos
between 1864 and 1866, John Turtle Wood discovered a group of monumental
inscriptions. The thin slabs of marble had fallen from their original places, affixed
to the proscaenium, onto the stage proper.! Wood was able to identify five
inscriptions, which he later published in an appendix to his Discoveries az Ephesus.2
Additional fragments of these and other inscriptions from the bouleuterion were
found by Wood later in his excavations and were published by C. Curtius and
E. L. Hicks.3 Three of the inscriptions from the bouleuterion, IE 1491, 1492,
and 1493, form a distinct group (Plates 1, 2, 3), inscribed in the same hand on
two panels which join in the middle of IE 1492.* They concern a dispute that
arose between Publius Vedius Antoninus and the citizens of Ephesos concerning
a promised building project, and its resolution by the emperor Antoninus Pius
in favour of Vedius Antoninus. Because these inscriptions deal with buildings,
this man has been widely identified as M. Claudius Publius Vedius Antoninus
Phaedrus Sabinianus (Vedius 111), who, with his wife Flavia Papiane, is known
from the epigraphic record to have built the bouleuterion and a bath-gymnasium
complex at Ephesos.

Since Wood’s discovery of the bouleuterion inscriptions, numerous further
finds have made the Vedii one of the most epigraphically commemorated families
in Ephesos. About fifty-five more inscriptions representing six generations of
this family have come to light. Of these, some twenty have been assigned to M.
Claudius Publius Vedius Antoninus Phaedrus Sabinianus (Vedius 1), though
not without controversy.® He is the best known of the family, due as much to his
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helpful comments on this paper. Thanks are also due to F. Krinzinger, Director of the Austrian
Archaeological Institute, for access to the epigraphic archives, and to R. Risy for assistance with
photographs and epigraphic notebooks. M. Aurenhammer, L. Bier, P. Scherrer, and H. Taeuber have
my gratitude for discussions and hospitality in Vienna.

'Wood 1877: 42-67.

2Wood 1877: 44 and Appendix 5, “Inscriptions from the Odeum,” no. 1-5; Wood no. 1 = IE
1487; Wood no. 2 = IE 1489; Wood no. 3 = IE 1491; Wood no. 4 = IE 1492; Wood no. 5 = IE 1493
(noted as too fragmentary for publication).

3 Curtius 1869: esp. 181 = IE 1488; Hicks 1890: nos. 487-494.

4 As seen by the author in April 1999. My thanks to Dr Susan Walker and the staff of the British
Museum, especially Mr Ken Evans and Mr Neil Adams, who kindly provided assistance.

SMarcus Claudius Publius Vedius Antoninus Phaedrus Sabinianus or Vedius 111 in the stemmata
in IE VII 1 (88-89). For example, Fontani (1996: 232-233) proposes that the P. Vedius Antoninus
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building activity (IE 431, 438, 460, 1491-93, 676a), as to the fact that he was

probably the first Ephesian drafted into the Roman senate, having been quaestor

designate of Cyprus (IE 4110).

The inscriptions of the bouleuterion group detailing the conflict between
the Ephesians and Publius Vedius Antoninus have attracted some scholarly
attention, most of it rather brief. The texts have been republished in various
collections, sometimes with short commentaries and minor re-editing.® A recent
discussion focusing on JE 1491-93 suggests reasons why the dispute concerning
building arose between Publius Vedius Antoninus and his fellow citizens.” To
date, however, most scholarly analyses have focused on reassigning individual
inscriptions among members of this family, three of whom are sometimes called
only Publius Vedius Antoninus.® Moreover, these studies have not considered all
of the inscriptions concerning P. Vedius Antoninus (Vedius 111), but have focused
on limited selections. Nor have they considered the monumental contexts of
either the buildings or the inscriptions.

This paper then has several aims:

1. through discussion of the bouleuterion inscriptions IE 1491-93, to explore
why the conflict concerning building erupted between P. Vedius Antoninus
and the city, and more importantly, why the emperor Antoninus Pius chose to
support him and not the Ephesians;

2. to discuss the assignment of a series of statue base inscriptions among the
homonymous Vedii Antonini, which will demonstrate that P. Vedius Antoni-
nus 111 was continuing a tradition of civic patronage and euergetism that had
started with his adoptive grandfather, Vedius 1, and his father, Vedius 11. The
generosity of P. Vedius Antoninus 111 has appeared singular in part because
the evidence for it is best preserved in two monumental public buildings;

3. to investigate the bath-gymnasium and bouleuterion built by P. Vedius Anton-
inus 111 and his wife Flavia Papiane as monuments that constructed, reinforced,
and publicized their relationships with the people of Ephesos and with the
imperial house.

I. THE BOULEUTERION INSCRIPTIONS IE 1491, 1492, AND 1493

IE 1491 is dated to 144/5 by the eighth #ribunicia potestas of Antoninus
Pius,” and is chronologically and in terms of subject matter the first inscription
in this series (Pl. 1). It is remarkable for the critical tone that Antoninus Pius

mentioned in JE 1489-93 is not Marcus Claudius Publius Vedius Antoninus Phaedrus Sabinianus,
but rather his father, Marcus Claudius Publius Vedius Antoninus Sabinus.

6Waddington 1867: 7; Hicks 1890: nos. 491-493; Abbott and Johnson 1926: 423, no. 101; Hiittl
1933: 351; Oliver 1989: nos. 138-140.

7 Campanile 1994b.

80n the assignment of the inscriptions among the three, see IE VII 1 (88-89); Worrle 1973;
Bowie 1978; Fontani 1996.

9Kienast 1996: 134.
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takes towards the Ephesians, chastising them for not properly appreciating the
benefactions which Publius Vedius Antoninus 111 was offering the city.

[Abtokpdre]p Kaio[alp Oe[od ‘Ad]pi[avo]d

2 [vidg, 800 Tpatjavo[d MapBiko[d vimIvéc,
[0e0b Népova Elkyov[og Titoc] Atho[g ‘Adpilavdg
4 [Avrovetvog Zealotdlc, pyepedls nléyiatog, dnluap-
[xtlxng &Eovaiag] w 0, a[droxpdrwp 110 B, Brnatog (o &', na-
6 mp nlatpidoc *Edeclimv toig [&plyxovot kai t[[] BovAq kal
[t@n Sfpor xlaipeltv . Tinv drrotpiav fiv drrotipelitan]
8 [rpdg Dplag O[HNBolc "Aviwveivog Euabov ody obtw(c] éx
TV Dpetépalv ypapludtev dc ék tov [Ekleivov. BovAdue-
10 vog yap map’ éuod tuxelv Bonbeiag [eig tdlv kdapov 1@V
Epyov dv duelv nnvyeidato 860 [woev Soa klal fidika oi-
12 kodopfuata npoati@nowv 1 woA[el. &AL Ouleic od(k] dp-
00c &modéyecBe adtév. kdyh xai ov[vexdpnoa aldt® [..]
14 & fitioatfo] xal anedeaunv 6t [00] 1OV T[OAADV @)V mO-
Agttevopévov tpdnov, of 100 [raplaypnpla ? edSokipuletv xa-
16 [Pl gig Béalg klai Sravopdg xai t& 1@[v dydvev Bépata ? Sanavi®low 7]
[ehlv ¢ Aot liav, dAld 8t od npdg 10 [uéAdov EAniler ? olepvo-
18 [tépav momjlosv v néhv mpofipn[tatl. ta ypdupata Encluyev

KA. lov]Aavde & kpaniotoc avdd[ratoc edtuyeitle.!

Imperator Caesar Titus Aelius Hadrianus Antoninus Augustus, son of the deified Hadri-
anus, grandson of the deified Traianus Parthicus, great-grandson of the deified Nerva,
pontifex maximus, holding tribunician power for the eighth time, twice hailed imperator,
four times consul, father of his country, to the chief magistrates, council, and people of
Ephesos greeting. The generosity which Vedius Antoninus lavishes on you I have learned
not so much from your letters as from his. Wishing to obtain assistance from me for the
embellishment of the public works that he had offered you, he informed me of the size
and greatness of the buildings he is contributing to the city. But you do not appreciate
him properly. Now I have granted him all that he asked, appreciating that he prefers to
make the city more majestic not in the customary manner of public figures, who for the
sake of immediate popularity expend their generosity on spectacles and distributions and
the prizes of games, but in a manner that looks to the future. The letters were transmitted
by his Excellency, the proconsul Claudius Julianus. Farewell.

It was customary for cities to send emperors or governors notification of a
benefactor’s generosity and to receive an imperial reply.!! Such letters function
as imperial stamps of approval of a benefaction, imperial recognition of a
benefactor, and acknowledgement of a community’s correct behaviour regarding
the benefactor and the imperial authority. IE 1491, however, is an inversion of
this type. A letter of Hadrian prefacing the text outlining the foundation of the
Demostheneia at Oenoanda is an instructive contrast:

101E 1491.
1 Millar 1977: 419-420.
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3 anodéyopalt “loJorov Aepoaévny tig dih[otewiag Tng £ig Opag] xal oV
dy®@va 1OV HoVvaIKOv,
4 dv Oréoyxero O[uel)v, BePaio.

I praise Julius Demosthenes for the patriotic zeal (philotimia) he has shown to you, and I
confirm the musical competition which he has promised you.2

With the words dnodéyopalt “lo]JoAiov AepocBévnyv thc did[oteipiag g &ig
buac] kai 1dv dydvo tOv poucikdv, dv dréoxeto O[uel]lv he commends the
benefactor for his generosity. In IE 1491, the letter of Antoninus to the Ephesians,
the construction is negative: &AL’ Op[elg od[k] opBdg anodéyecBe avtdv (lines
12-13). The Ephesians fail to do what they should, namely they do not receive
favourably Vedius Antoninus and his projects. In the next line of the inscription
the emperor’s description of his own treatment of Vedius contrasts sharply with
that of the Ephesians. This is neatly emphasized by the use of the emphatic
kal in k&y® at the beginning of the sentence, as well as the use of the verb
anedeEauny, but in a different construction followed by 6t{ meaning “I agree”
or “understand that.” The emperor’s correct behaviour towards the benefactor is
contrasted with the Ephesians’ ill-treatment of him. Benefactions to a community
were subject to negotiation between the parties involved: the boule, the demos,
and the benefactor, with the imperial authorities providing final approval.!> As IE
1491 demonstrates, the negotiation process between various groups in Ephesos
and Vedius Antoninus had broken down and was solved only through imperial
intervention on the side of the benefactor. It is a rare epigraphic example of the
competitive and potentially disruptive side of benefaction.

Since the publication of this group of inscriptions, scholars have proposed
various reasons why the Ephesians rejected the generosity of Vedius Antoninus.
E. L. Hicks simply noted that Vedius Antoninus’ munificence “apparently was
not welcomed by the Ephesians with the gratitude it deserved; he was obstructed
in his work ... in those days, as now, any alterations in public buildings
were liable to be received with much criticism and some strong opposition.”**
Hicks compared the case of Vedius Antoninus at Ephesos to that of Dio
Chrysostom at Prusa, who was opposed in his plan for civic improvements,
being accused of destroying venerable civic monuments (Or. 40.8). J. H. Oliver
suggested that Vedius Antoninus encountered financial difficulties which made
him unable to fulfil a policitatio or énayyelia, wherein he had promised to
construct certain buildings for the city.! That he did promise something is

2Worrle 1988: 4; Mitchell 1990.

13 Rogers 1991b: 93.

4 Hicks 1890: 155-156.

15Qliver 1989: 302-303. Cf. Bowie 1978: 871: “The Vedii Antonini had bitten off more than
they could chew, for the letters of Pius document not only ingratitude on the part of the citizens of
Ephesus but a need, which was met, for financial assistance from imperial funds.”
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confirmed in lines 10-11 of IE 1491: 1@v pywv Gv duelv énnvyeilato. Vedius
Antoninus turned to the council, perhaps for a release from his promise, or
a reduction in the amount he would have to spend, or even to request the
financial aid of the city or the councillors. The council in turn proposed that
Vedius spend his money on other projects of their choosing, which he refused to
do.

Lack of funds on the part of Vedius Antoninus seems a highly unlikely
explanation. He did write to Antoninus Pius requesting assistance, but the
text of the inscription indicates that it involved the decoration of the structure:
BouvAduevog yap map’ Euob tuyely Bondeiag [eic 1d]v kdopov t@v Epywv. This
aid might have consisted of provision of coloured marbles from imperial quarries,'¢
provision of statues, imperial and other,!” or even of workmen to execute fine
work in sculpture.!® Furthermore, the Vedii Antonini were among the wealthier
families of Ephesos. Both P. Vedius Antoninus 1 and 11 had held a range
of civic offices, the asiarchy, and other festival presidencies requiring massive
expenditure on games (IE 728). By 144/5, the date of IE 1491, Vedius Antoninus
mt had married Flavia Papiane,!® the daughter of a family distinguished by
the high priesthood of Asia. Her name appears alongside his on the building
inscriptions of the Vedius gymnasium and the bouleuterion, indicating her
financial contribution.?’ By this time it is also likely that he had acquired
senatorial rank.?!

D. Campanile has proposed that certain Ephesian moAitevdpevor opposed
Vedius Antoninus because of envy. His proposed buildings surpassed the
accepted bounds of euergetism and verged on demagoguery. She compared the
case of P. Vedius Antoninus to that of Tiberius Claudius Aristion a generation
earlier, who also aroused invidia or phthonos in some of his fellow citizens because
of his generosity. Pliny the Younger attests that Aristion was accused of a crime,
likely maiestas, and brought before Trajan’s court at Centum Cellae, in about
105/6:

dixit causam Claudius Aristion princeps Ephesiorum, homo munificus et innoxie popularis; inde
invidia et a dissimillimis delator immissus, itaque absolutus vindicatusque est. (Ep. 6.31)

Claudius Aristion pleaded his case; he was the leading citizen of the Ephesians, generous
and one who sought popularity in a harmless way; for this reason he had aroused the envy

16Suet. Tib. 49: plurimis etiam civitatibus et privatis veteres i itates et tus llorum ac
fuectigalium adempta .. .. See Dodge 1991; Ward-Perkins 1992.

Y7 Arr. Peripl. M. Eux. 1-2. As governor of Cappadocia in 131/2, Arrian requested a statue of the
emperor and of Hermes from Hadrian for the decoration of a temple and altars that the emperor had
ordered to be constructed in Trebizond.

18Cf. Strocka 1988.

19 Raepsaet-Charlier 1987: no. 373.

20yan Bremen 1996: 289; Rogers 1992.

1 See below, 117-121.
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of people of a vastly different character who had suborned an informer against him. He
accordingly was cleared of the charge and acquitted.

Pliny clearly links Aristion’s popularity to his generosity, which the epigraphic
record of Ephesos indicates was largely focused on building activity.?? In
Campanile’s view then, IE 1491 reflects the attempt by a faction of Ephesian
councillors to prevent an ambitious building program that would gain for Vedius
Antoninus popularity in the city.23 This argument is persuasive; the phenomenon
of aristocratic competition is a universally acknowledged feature of Roman and
Greco-Roman society. But we can go further: not only were Vedius Antoninus
and Flavia Papiane building monuments that were useful adornments to Ephesos,
and could gain for them popularity in the city, but the Vedius baths and the
bouleuterion were manifestations of the ties of Vedius Antoninus to Antoninus
Pius and the imperial house, as we shall see below.

Both sides in the dispute wrote to the emperor, sending separate letters
of complaint via the proconsul Claudius Julianus.* In IE 1491, Antoninus
Pius replied to Vedius Antoninus’ complaints against the Ephesians. Vedius
Antoninus had reported to the emperor his proposal to undertake a building
project for the city, elaborating on its size and splendour: £éMA[woev Goa klat
NAika oikodopnuata mpootiOnotv tfy néA[el (lines 11-12). He mentioned the
opposition that this had engendered despite the generosity of his gift. He may
also have underlined the Ephesians’ ill-treatment of him, not only refusing his
gift, but also neglecting to send the emperor notice of it. Finally, he requested that
the emperor take his side in the dispute and that he contribute to the decoration
of the structure.

Imperial intervention was necessary to prevent factional strife from disrupting
the peace of the city. Antoninus Pius chose to support Vedius Antoninus against
the desires of the Ephesians because his project went beyond the provision of
fleeting pleasures to the city populace. The refusal of the Ephesians to accept his
proposal might have seemed highly irrational to Roman provincial administrators
and to the emperor, who were concerned with both the finances of cities and their
physical upkeep. Another compelling reason why the emperor supported Vedius

22Buildings of Tiberius Claudius Aristion: nymphaeum of Trajan, another fountain on the road
leading from the Magnesia gate, and a twenty-mile water pipe leading into the city; he also supervised
the completion of the Library of Celsus: IE 424, 424a, 4105, 422a, 427, 3217, 5101. He was a donor
to the imperial temple where he served as high priest: Friesen 1993: 45-48. See now the exemplary
report of Thiir ez al. (1997), integrating epigraphic, archaeological, and literary evidence.

2 Campanile (1994b: esp. 220) also argues that Vedius was surpassing the bounds of euergetism
by holding the asiarchy or high priesthood of Asia when he had already achieved senatorial rank,
positions that were incompatible. This, however, is based on two spurious assumptions: first, that
certain inscriptions, such as IE 2065, which name a Vedius Antoninus as asiarch refer to Vedius 11,
rather than to his father or grandfather; second, that the asiarchy and the high priesthood of Asia
are one and the same: so Campanile 1994a: 113-115. Kearsley (1986, 1990) and Friesen (19992 and
1999b) have argued convincingly that this is not the case.

240liver 1989: 303;on[........ Iu]lianus, see Thomasson 1984: no. 127.
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Antoninus in his request was the fact that they were personally acquainted, a
point that I shall consider below.

The second letter of the group, IE 1492, is dated by the tribunician power of
Pius to 149/50. It is carved on the two adjoining panels which carried the group,
and is placed between IE 1491 and IE 1493 (PL. 2):

[Ad]tokpdrwlp Katloap O[eob]

2 ‘ASpravod v[i]de, Beob Tpata[vov]
IM[ap]ducod [v]ievds, Bcob N[ép-]
4 ova Ekyovog T[itog Atdiog Aldpravdg

Avtwveivoe Zefac[tdc,] dpyiepeng
6 uéyiotfog, Snpapyknlc &&Jovaiag 1o
1y, avtokpatep [t]6 B, Brato]g 10 8,

8 natp natpifdog "Edeciov toig]
dpyovot kai 7 Blovr] xoi] 10 8Muwh
10 yoifpev]
186t pot dnro[Vte v diJoti[uiav]
12 fiv 001 [Sliog "Avr[m]v[eivolg prAotipuel-
Tat tpdg buag, dlc] ye xafi talg mop’ duod
14 yapirog ig oV [kéoluov a[dTng] g né-

Aewg [ka]tébeTo
16 [t]o yidio[pa Enlepyev OA[
[l.mf..... énitpo]mog
18 [ g0dTL]xE[TE

Imperator Caesar Titus Aelius Hadrianus Antoninus, son of the deified Hadrian, grandson
of the deified Trajan Parthicus, great-grandson of the deified Nerva, pontifex maximus,
holding tribunician power for the thirteenth time, imperator for the second time, four
times consul, father of his country, to the magistrates, council and people of the Ephesians,
greetings. You make known to me who already knows of it the generosity which Vedius
Antoninus has offered you, he who has contributed also the gifts which he received from
me toward the decoration of the city. F1. [..]Jti[....] procurator sent the decree.

This letter appears to indicate that the Ephesians had omitted from their
letter to Pius a clear statement of what Vedius Antoninus had offered them, thus
neglecting a matter of protocol. This may explain the phrase in IE 1491:

v drhotpiav Av dprhotipetran mpdg Oplag O[ONSilog Avieveivog Epadov ovy obtwg
£k TOV DUETEPOV YPOURATOV GG &K TOV EKEIVOUL.

The generosity which Vedius Antoninus lavishes on you, I have learned not so much from
your letters as from his.

LY

It may also be the sense of Pius’ comment &AL duletg 00 [k] 3pOadg &modéyecOe
avtov. Their ill-treatment of him was evident in their refusal of his generosity
and in their failure to transmit news of it to the emperor. IE 1492 indicates
that acknowledgment by the Ephesian boule and demos of Vedius Antoninus’
benefaction came to the attention of the emperor five years after the conflict over
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the building first erupted.” As will be demonstrated below, it came only after one
of the structures, and probably both, were already standing.

The final letter in this group of inscriptions, IE 1493, is dated to 149/50, the
proconsulate of Popilius Priscus.26 It is inscribed on the far right of the marble
panels containing IE 1491 and 1492. It is the most fragmentary, with much of
the upper right-hand side broken away, and significant gaps on the left and in the
middle (P1. 3). Wood himself did not print the letter in his Discoveries at Ephesus.?’
Hicks published it with restorations in his Catalogue of Greek Inscriptions in the
British Museum 3. Since then, there have been minor re-editions of the text. The
text printed here gtima:ily follows Hicks, but also adds some of the emendations
of the IE edition.?®

Alotokpdftep Katloap 8gob ‘Ad[pJtavo[d vide]

2 0]eob Tpara[vod] MapBuxod vlimlv(dg,]
0z00 [Nlépolva ¥lxylolvog [Titog AtAtog

4 ‘Adpravdg ‘Avieve[ivog ZelBactdg dpyiepleds
uéyiotog, dnpapyikng é[Eovoilac 1o L. ] adrok[pdrep] T[dB].

6 Bratog 1]d 8 nat[p nalpidlog toic élnt ¢ Aloiag “EA-
Anow yaiplelv. xa[AdV] pév [- - - - - - — - -

8 "EPEci®V KAl GEPV[OV— — = — = — — — = — — — - — — — — — — To1-]
adty wokel - dlidov y[ap Tolog [~ - - - - - - - - - - — - - -

10 avdpdov 1oig Orefpéyovlov ofltw - - - - ————— ———— —
[x]ai émt Tatg méAeawv [tatlc mpoey [ovoalg

12 nlpoclikolv Alv kai] eikdg fiodfvar T} 1€ d[vopacOsioy ? év toig
nplotépor]; “Edeciorg peyaroyuyiq [kai 1qy ITomhiov Odn-]

14 [iov "Alvtoveiviov eldepyeoifg— - — - — — — K]ai dy[d
[ouviénpata adt[® xai oluvéra[Bov b)c afbEovn 1O kd]AAog

16 vacat g [mérews] ko ké[opolv (e Aciac] vacat
0 yhdopa Enfepyelv MonidAfiog Mlpetoxog 6 [kpdltio—

18 vacat to[g avBOnaltog vacar [ EJOtuystte vacat

On the basis of comparable formulae, Hicks restored “Hellenes of Asia,” that is
the provincial assembly, as the addressee of the letter in lines 6-7. His assessment
of the contents of the letter is worth quoting: “I imagine that the friends of Vedius
Antoninus in the chief cities of the province of Asia, had endeavored to strengthen
his hand in carrying out his plans in Ephesos by addressing a vote of thanks to

2 Concerning this letter Hicks (1890: 156) wrote: “Five years later we find the Ephesians writing
to the emperor to acknowledge the bounty of Vedius, a tardy gratitude which the Emperor very coldly
acknowledges.”

26 Thomasson 1984: no. 130. For a discussion of evidence for this date, see Hiittl 1933: 49-50.

2"Wood 1877: Appendix 5, no. 5 is recorded as too fragmentary for publication.

28Line 5: IE t[0] B; line 9: Hicks (1890) restores &onep as the last word in the line; line 10: IE
bre[péyov)orv of; line 12: Hicks (1890) does not restore n[posIi[xo}v #[v xai at the beginning of
the line; line 12: IE does not restore [vopas8eion ? év toig; line 13: IE does not restore np[otépot]c
at the beginning of the line; line 14: Hicks restores eJoepyeoi[q &v 1@ napdvt xpéve ? xlai.
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the emperor (10 yfdiopa, line 17) for his bounty in assisting Vedius.”? Indeed,
Vedius Antoninus 11 did have connections to the provincial elite. His father may
have held the high priesthood by this time (IE 732); Flavia Papiane, who was
by the mid 140s wife of Vedius Antoninus, was the daughter of high priests and
herself became a high priestess of Asia (IE 729). Finally, the friendship or at
least acquaintance of Vedius Antoninus and Flavia Papiane with [Marcus] Ulpius
Damas Catullinus, high priest of the temples of Asia, is attested in the inscription
on a statue base that they erected in his honour (IE 2067). Support for Vedius
Antoninus from this quarter is likely.

Their fragmentary state makes lines 7-12 difficult to interpret. We may
conjecture, given the context of the previous letters, that the emperor is making a
generalized reference to the habit of superior men (Gv8pdoiv toig bre[péyovlov)
benefiting distinguished cities (néAeotv [tat]g npoey [ovoaic). From line 12 the
meaning becomes somewhat clearer, although the restoration of é[vopaceioq]
is by no means certain. The general sense is:

It was fitting and reasonable for you to have shown pleasure in the greatness of spirit shown
in former times to the Ephesians and in the generosity of Vedius Antoninus, since I too
joined with him on the grounds that he intended to increase the beauty of the city and the
adornment of the province.

In this way the generous nature of Vedius Antoninus manifested in his benefaction
is favourably compared to the greatness of spirit of earlier benefactors. Not only
did Vedius’ building programme increase the beauty of the city, it was also an
adornment to the entire province. This letter forms a neat closure to the group.

II. THE FRIENDSHIP OF VEDIUS ANTONINUS AND ANTONINUS PIUS

Antoninus Pius and P. Vedius Antoninus were acquainted before the latter’s
dispute with the Ephesians erupted, and it was in part this acquaintance that
caused Pius to take his side. The evidence for the career of P. Vedius Antoninus
111 is entirely epigraphic and is mostly not dateable. We know that he had entered
the imperial service as recorded by JE 4110:

[Maplkov KAavsiov

[Tlo. ObIMBiov Aviaveivov
daidpov Zafeiviavov
cuvkAnTikdy, dptavra
v 1@V £ikootv dpyny,
xethiapyov Aeyi@vog
1etdpTNng TkLOIKNC,
tapiav anodedeiypuévov
énapyeiog Kbnpov, Dov

29Hicks 1890: 159.
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Mdpxov KAavdiov Io.
Ovndiov "Aviwvivov
ZlaBeivov aoidpyov
[tIng Aciac, TiBépiog
KAabdiog Ppovreivog

[wIndioapévng tiig Bovdi
Kai 1oL S1jpov

Marcus Claudius Publius Vedius Antoninus Phaedrus Sabinianus, senator, vigintivir,
tribune of the legio IV Scythica, quaestor designate of Cyprus, son of Marcus Claudius
Publius Vedius Sabinus, asiarch of Asia; Tiberius Claudius Frontinus honoured him in
accordance with a decree of the boule and the demos.

Although the inscription provides no external dating evidence, it is reasonable
to suggest that JE 4110 dates from the very beginning of Vedius Antoninus’
public life. Like most novi homines, he followed the well-known pattern of office
toward a senatorial career: admission to the /atus clavus,® a vigintivirate around
twenty years of age, followed by a military tribunate, and then a quaestorship
around age twenty-five.3! This inscription erected by Ti. Claudius Frontinus in
fulfilment of a decree of the boule and the demos of Ephesos records the city’s
praise of a young man who was among their first citizens to enter the Roman
senate.3? It must, therefore, date shortly after his designation as quaestor, when
the news was still fresh and important. This inscription likely dates to between 128
and 136, or shortly thereafter, because M. Claudius Publius Vedius Antoninus
Phaedrus Sabinianus (Vedius 111), and his father, Marcus Claudius Publius Vedius
Antoninus Sabinus (Vedius 11),% both carry their adoptive names, marked by the
inclusion of the Publius Vedius Antoninus portion. The terminus post quem for
their adoption by Publius Vedius Antoninus (Vedius 1) into the family of the
Vedii Antonini is 128.3 However, in IE 4108, this son and father appear with
their pre-adoption names, M. Claudius Phaedrus and Marcus Claudius Sabinus,
respectively. This is the base of a statue which the pair set up for the empress
Sabina, 8edv TaBeivav oefactiv.®’ Since Sabina, wife of Hadrian, was called
Augusta between 128-136/7, the inscription must be placed in this period.*¢
While E. L. Bowie suggested that it is to be dated to shortly after her death
because of the use of the term fhea, other Ephesian inscriptions clearly dated
within her lifetime call her thea, for example IE 278, which was erected in the

300n the career patterns of novi homines and their entry into the senate, see Halfmann 1979:
82-83.

31 Talbert 1984: 11-15.

32Halfmann 1979: 58, 79, 82, no. 84.

33 Halfmann 1979: no. 84a.

34Keil 1955: 563.

35 IE 4108: 0eav / ZaPeivav / efactiv / Mapxog KAaddiog / Zaeivog petd / KAavdiov
@aidpov / 1ob VoL v adpdoté / pav edepyétiv.

36 Raepsaet-Charlier 1987: no. 802.
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proconsulate of C. Iulius Alexander Berenicianus, 132/3.37 Thus IE 4110, the
inscription erected by Ephesos to honour their new young senator M. Claudius
Publius Vedius Antoninus Phaedrus Sabinianus, must be erected after IE 4108
on which he still carries his pre-adoption name, M. Claudius Phaedrus, that is,
between 128 and 136 or shortly thereafter.

The statue base honouring Sabina (IE 4108) may also illuminate the circum-
stances surrounding the young man’s advancement to senatorial rank. It was
customary in this period for men of non-senatorial, provincial families to acquire
the /atus c/avus by imperial grant, and then to be promoted to vigintivirate,
military tribunate, and quaestorship also by imperial grant. It was probably
the favour of the emperor Hadrian that permitted M. Claudius Publius Vedius
Antoninus Phaedrus Sabinianus to become a senator, and this favour was likely
acquired through personal and familial acquaintance. We know that the itinerant
Hadrian was in Ephesos in 128/9.38 His letters in support of the ships’ captains,
Lucius Erastos (IE 1487) and Philokyrios (IE 1488)—notably found in the
bouleuterion—provide evidence for his visit to the city at this time. Furthermore,
it is likely that Sabina accompanied Hadrian on this journey.3 On the evidence
of the inscription JE 4108 where she is honoured as thv dpotépwv edepyéty,
“the benefactress of both,” by M. Claudius Phaedrus (soon to be Vedius 1)
and his father M. Claudius Sabinus (soon to be Vedius 11), she may have had
some influence in this promotion. P. Vedius Antoninus 1 may also have been
influential in advancing the careers of his soon-to-be-adopted son and grandson.
He had held a variety of offices in Ephesos; for instance, he is recorded as twice
grammateus and asiarch on the building inscription of the small temple dedicated
to Artemis, Hadrian, and the demos on the Embolos (fig. 1, no. 41), erroneously
known as the Temple of Hadrian, dated to 117/8 (IE 429). More importantly, by
the time of Hadrian’s visit he had probably been sent as ambassador to the senate
and emperor (IE 728). He may have used this acquaintance with the emperor to
advance the careers of the men whom he was about to adopt.

With the information derived from IE 4108 and 4110, it is possible to suggest
tentative dates for the young Vedius Antoninus’ public career. As early as 129/30
he was a vigintivir. His military tribunate in /egio IV Scythica may have taken him
to Syria and the Jewish uprising under the command of C. Iulius Severus between
130 and 132. Notably, Severus had been proconsular legate of Asia just before
this command, and may have made the acquaintance of the Vedii Antonini at this
time. Alternatively, Vedius Antoninus may have been a military tribune between
132 and 135 under the command of C. Iulius Scapula.*® The quaestorship

37 Thomasson 1984: no. 122; PIR?] 141.

38Syme 1973 [1991].

39 Sabina seems to have been with Hadrian on his journey further east as her portrait is represented
on coin-like tokens from Palmyra (Salzmann 1989; see also Halfmann 1986: 91). On Sabina
accompanying Hadrian in general, see Syme 1981: 110.

“00n C. Iulius Severus, see Alfsldy 1977: 137; C. Iulius Scapula, see Alfsldy 1977: 140.
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designate of Cyprus and senatorial rank followed immediately. It is possible then,
that by 135/6, the date of the proconsulate of Antoninus Pius in Asia,*! P. Vedius
Antoninus 111 had become the first Ephesian senator.*? Furthermore, his family
was exceedingly well placed in Ephesian and provincial society. His grandfather
had been an ambassador to Rome (above, 119); the same distinction is recorded
for his father (IE 728). Thus, in 135/6, P. Vedius Antoninus 11 had a firm basis
upon which to build a relationship with Antoninus Pius, the proconsul of Asia.
Therefore, ten years later in 145, when Vedius Antoninus wrote to Antoninus
Pius, now emperor, concerning his dispute with the Ephesians, it was not a
gesture “out of the blue”; he was exploiting his family’s long-standing imperial
connection, and his request was one that the emperor could hardly refuse. Ties
of friendship and patronage, as well as the commendability of the benefit that
Vedius Antoninus was promising to the Ephesians, bound Antoninus Pius to
take his side.

III. THE VEDIUS GYMNASIUM: LOCAL AND IMPERIAL REFLECTIONS

The epigraphic record preserves evidence of two structures constructed by
Vedius Antoninus and his wife Flavia Papiane: the bath-gymnasium in the
north sector of the city near the stadium, known as the baths or gymnasium of
Vedius (fig. 1, no. 106), and the bouleuterion (fig. 1, no. 23), located in the
upper agora. The couple may have constructed other buildings, but we have no
precise indication of what these may have been.*® Although the dedication of
the bath-gymnasium preceded that of the bouleuterion, they were built within
a very few years of each other, with some of the construction work probably
concurrent. The epigraphic record provides terminal dates for the construction of
the bath-gymnasium. IE 1491, the letter which introduces the conflict between
Vedius Antoninus and the Ephesians, is dated to the eighth tribunician power
of Antoninus Pius, that is 144/5, while the earliest evidence we have for its
resolution is IE 1492, addressed to the magistrates, boule, and demos of Ephesos
and dated to 149/50. The construction of the bath-gymnasium complex falls
within this five-year window. A wall plaque found in the Vedius gymnasium
(IE 438) narrows the date further, indicating that Vedius Antoninus and his wife
Flavia Papiane dedicated the structure during the proconsulate of Antonius Albus
in 146/8.%

“Eck 1983: 178.

42Halfmann 1979: 58; no. 84.

BIE 676a: T. ®A. Mamavév / fipwa / T. ®A. Aapiavod /vidv / Mo. OdSiov "Av-/ twveivov /
Ekyovov /100 kataokevdoav—/ tog T Epyov. This statue base, found in the square in front of the
theatre, was erected to honour a descendant of a P. Vedius Antoninus, and may refer to P. Vedius
Antoninus (Vedius 111), or to his son, P. Vedius Papianus Antoninus (Vedius 1v).

“On Antonius Albus, see PIR? A 810; Eck (1972) argues convincingly for 146/8. On IE 438,
a very fragmentary inscribed wall plaque discovered in the largest room of the gymnasium, see Keil
1929b: 22-29 and fig. 12. A fragmentary architrave inscription (IE 431) was also found in the
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By contrast, because of their fragmentary state, the building inscriptions from
the bouleuterion provide little evidence for the date of its construction and
dedication. Fragments from an architrave have been restored to contain the
dedicatory formula typical of buildings at Ephesos: to Artemis, the emperor, and
the city of Ephesos.* Fragments of a wall frieze found in the building, which
partially preserve the name of Flavia Papiane, permit restoration of the name of
Vedius Antoninus:

[Aptéuidr "Edeciar xal Adtoxpdtopt — — — — xai t npldt[m xai pleyicfm— — —

~ "Edeciov ndrer [o. OvMdiog "Avimveivog &vébnlkev peltla @A Mamavilg the yo—
. 4

vaukdg — — -

To Artemis of Ephesos and to the emperor . .., and to the first and greatest . . . city of the
Ephesians, Publius Vedius Antoninus built it with his wife Flavia Papiane .. ..

However, as will be argued below, the epigraphic and sculptural program
within the bouleuterion permits us to date its completion (or at least the erection
of its inscriptions and statue program) between 149 and 150. Therefore, the
two structures were built in the second half of the 140s. In my view, they were
part of the building program that was the subject of the dispute in IE 1491-93.
The language of Pius’ letter JE 1491 confirms that the subject of the dispute
between Vedius and the Ephesians concerned more than one building (lines
11-12): 61\ [wcev 8oa xlai MAika oi—/ kodopnuata tpoctinoiy tq néA[el.
This building program affected the appearance of the city, its economy, and the
livelihood of various groups in the city. It also reflected and reified the status of
the Vedii Antonini in the civic hierarchy, and the links of P. Vedius Antoninus
111 with the imperial house.

Archaeological evidence indicates that in 145 there were five other monu-
mental public baths or bath-gymnasia structures in Ephesos.*’” The upper bath-
gymnasium to the east of the upper agora,*® and the predecessor of the early
second-century theatre baths* probably already existed by the time of Nero. -

palaestra of the gymnasium: the dedication to Artemis, Antoninus Pius, and the city of Ephesos is
fragmentary but reasonably restorable; a fragment with the word pet[& may be followed by the name
of a woman, the wife of the builder in the typical pattern petd g yovaikde. It also fully preserves
the words nputavevovrog IMo. Of . See also Keil 1929a: 26-30 and nn. 9, 10, 11.

4 IE 460.1, architrave fragments restored to read "Ap[tépuidt Edeciar kai Adrokpdropt — — — —
kai T tpdtn kai] peyio[tt — — - "Edeotlov [r]oAel — - — —.

4 IE 460.2

47For an overview of the four bath-gymnasia bath complexes at Ephesos (the Vedius baths,
the harbour, east, and theatre baths), see Maccanico 1963. The Varius baths are excluded from
Maccanico’s study because, lacking a palaestra, they do not fit the category of bath-gymnasium.

“BScherrer 1995: 9 and now Scherrer 2001: 71.

“IScherrer (1995: 9 and n. 42) notes that an earlier bath structure probably stood on the site of
the second-century theatre baths because the orientation of the latter structure does not follow the
imperial insula pattern.
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The baths of Varius on the Embolos were built under Trajan.’® The east baths
were probably constructed in the early second century, with a palaestra added
in the late second or early third century.’! Finally, construction of the harbour
bath-gymnasium complex was started under Domitian and not completed until
the middle of the reign of Hadrian.’? An undated inscription, IE 938, may
provide evidence for the existence of another possible bath-gymnasium complex
in the Artemisium. It is simply called the “new gymnasium”: kavov yopvaoiov.
When Vedius Antoninus and Flavia Papiane undertook their project, no new
baths had been constructed in Ephesos for at least fifteen years. A new bath
building would be a memorable addition to the city, especially in the northeast
sector, where no other public baths existed.

The Vedius baths were substantial in size, measuring approximately 135 x 75
m. including the palaestra. They were smaller than the east baths, but larger than
the baths of Varius, which lacked a palaestra and were squeezed into a trapezoidal
lot in the centre of the cigy, just behind the small temple dedicated to Artemis,
Hadrian, and the demos.>® The Vedius baths were about equal in size to the
theatre baths, but were dwarfed—like all other bath structures in Ephesos—by
the harbour baths, of which the palaestra and gymnasium alone (called the Xystoi
or Verulanus hall) measured around 200 x 240 m. The harbour bath complex
was constructed over a long period of time and was the result of the contributions
of several benefactors: Ti. Claudius Aristion, in whose prytany the construction
commenced (92/3),>* M. Claudius Verulanus, who with his wife Scaptia Philippe
provided the pavonazetto marble revetment for part of the structure (129/30),%
and a certain Dionysios, who provided some coloured marble columns around
the same time.*® Like the Vedius baths, the baths of Varius were built by one
family, P. Quintilius Varius Valens and his wife and daughter.>” There is little
epigraphic information to identify the builders of the upper bath-gymnasium, the
theatre baths, and the east baths. However, on the basis of the very fragmentary
inscription IE 439, Josef Keil suggested that the daughter of Vedius Antoninus 111,
Vedia Phaedrina, and her husband, T. Flavius Damianus, might have undertaken
the construction of a palaestra for the east baths in the late second or early third
century.>

Although the epigraphic record for Ephesos is incomplete and fragmentary,
with many inscriptions that cannot be dated precisely, Vedius Antoninus and

50 Baths of Varius: IE 455 (), 500, 590.6.

S1Keil 1932: 25-51; 1933: 6-12.

52Scherrer 1995: 12-13.

530n the irregularity of the plan of the Varius baths (called the Scholastikia baths by Yegiil after
their late antique renovator), see Yegiil 1992: 288-291.

S41E 427, 461, 508.

55 IE 430.

56 JE 661.

57 IE 500.

S8 Keil 1932: 31, fig. 15.
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Flavia Papiane appear to have had little competition from other Ephesian notables
in the scale of their building benefactions. Their only known competitor is the
Dionysios mentioned above. Dionysios held various civic offices, distributed
oil to the bathers in all gymnasia on a number of occasions, and provided two
ranges of seating in the stadium, as well as the marble columns in the harbour
baths.> Vedius’ and Flavia’s constructions are most similar in quantity and scale
to those of benefactors a generation earlier, like P. Quintilius Varius Valens
and family, who built the baths of Varius and the adjacent temple dedicated to
Artemis, Hadrian, and the demos.®® Their constructions may also be compared
to those of Titus Flavius Montanus, who in the Trajanic period was involved in
constructions in the theatre and who contributed money to repair the harbour."!
Tiberius Claudius Aristion, a generation earlier than Vedius Antoninus and
Flavia Papiane, surpassed them in the number of his benefactions, building two
fountains and a water conduit into the city and contributing to the marble hall of
the harbour gymnasium.®

The topographical context of the bath-gymnasium of Vedius Antoninus and
Flavia Papiane is also significant (fig. 1, no. 106). It was located in the area
called Koressos,® at the northern edge of the city, where the Byzantine city
wall (no. 77) would later skirt its north flank. Although removed from the
central area of the city, which had been built up from the time of Domitian, the
Vedius Baths were in a high-traffic area.%* There is a notable symmetry between
the placement of the Vedius baths and east baths (fig. 1, no. 12), which flank
respectively the northeast and southeast ends of the city. The Vedius baths were
on the main thoroughfare of Roman Ephesos, which formed the backbone of
the city: from the upper or State agora (no. 18), it is called the Embolos or
Kuretes street (no. 36); as it turns due north beside the market agora (no. 61)
and carries on just beyond the theatre baths, it has been dubbed the “Marble
road” (no 78); continuing north towards the stadium and Vedius baths, it is
called the Plateia in Koressos,% or it is referred to by the names of the donors
of its colonnades.%® The road exits the city beyond the Vedius baths. Many of
Ephesos’ honorific monuments and major public buildings were on this street.

O IE 661.

60Baths of Varius: IE 500, 590; latrine of Varius baths: IE 455 (3); temple dedicated to Artemis,
Hadrian, and the demos: IE 429; honoured for many great works: IE 712b.

®1Theatre and harbour: IE 498, 2037, 2061-63; 470 (?) fragmentary, but has been assigned to
T. Flavius Montanus.

62Fountain of Trajan: IE 424; street fountain: IE 424a; water conduit: JE 4105; marble hall of
harbour gymnasium: IE 427; honoured for many great works: IE 425.

3 Engelmann 1997.

“Similarly, the baths of Caracalla were not located in Rome’s monumental centre, but rather were
near the city wall and the Circus Maximus, on the Via Appia: see DeLaine 1997: 13-15 with fig. 1.

85 IE 3013, an inscription from the south agora gate, records the paving of the Plateia in Koressos;
see also Scherrer 2001: 63 and fig. 3-9.

% See below, 126-127.
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The Pollio monument (at no. 31), the Memmius monument (no. 32), the tomb
of Arsinoe 1v and the heroon of Androklos (at no. 51), and the library and tomb
of Celsus (no. 55) underline the longstanding importance of the street as a place
of public burial for, and commemoration of, historical and legendary persons.®’
Fountains (at nos. 31, 36), and structures for leisure and entertainment served
the public utility and pleasure: the baths of Varius (at no. 41, rear), the theatre
(no. 72), the theatre baths (no. 79), and the stadium (no. 104). Not only a main
thoroughfare, the street was also part of the Sacred Way, the processional route
to the Artemisium.®® The Vedius bath-gymnasium, then, took its place on a very
well-travelled route that was studded with commemorative buildings and pleasure
resorts, and that was also the scene of an active civic religious life. People entering
or exiting the city, audiences at events in the stadium, and pilgrims returning from
the temple of Artemis might stop to use the amenities provided by the Vedius
bath-gymnasium.

There is also evidence that the Vedius baths had a more localized and specific
group of users, for the area between the theatre baths and the stadium (no. 78)
seems to have had a commercial function.®® Immediately to the northwest of the
stadium is a building that on most plans of Ephesos is identified as a macellum or
market place (fig. 1, no. 100). This identification, however, is not secure.”® A point
that may strengthen its identification as a macellum is that this neighbourhood is
evidently where various sunergasiae or workers’ associations had their shops and,
possibly, their residences. In the latrine of the bath-gymnasium of Vedius, a
series of inscribed columns was found standing opposite the seats.”! The columns
are inscribed with the names in the genitive case of various workers’ associations.
These included the money changers (tpaneieitar), the hemp workers of the stoa
of Servilius (kavvapapior ZepPeidiov 610ac), the linen weavers (MivrAdkor), the
wool vendors (8prondian), the street vendors (dotionmdrar), the towel weavers
(Aevuivpavrai), and the basket weavers or vendors (kavi[[.]]ta).”? One of the
columns from the latrine is inscribed with the name of a neighbourhood, nlateio
Bpavyiovi.” Josef Keil, the first excavator of the baths, in commenting on the
lack of uniformity in the letter-forms of the inscriptions—with some belonging
to the second and some to the third century—suggested that while it could not
be ruled out that the columns were originally part of the Vedius baths, one also

87 Thiir 1995.

68 For the route of the procession, see Knibbe and Langmann 1993: 28-32.

69 Similarly, the baths of Caracalla may have had users from both the wealthy residences nearby
and from the barracks of urban cohorts, in addition to passers-by: see DeLaine 1997: 14.

70Wood (1877: 99) provides a description of the building and identifies it as the Serapeion; see
also Scherrer 1995: 15.

71Keil 1929a; 29-33 and fig. 14; for the restoration and re-erection of the columns in the latrine,
see Miltner 1960: 69-70 and figs. 44-45.

2IE 454,

73Keil 1929a: 31; IE 454; SEG 35, 1111; Merkelbach and Nollé 1981 on IE 454c. On plataiai as
places of business, see Robert 1980: 151-159, no. 239.
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could not dismiss the possibility that they had come from another colonnade.”
Keil discovered evidence for such a colonnade during the same excavation season
in a column found in a field east of the Vedius bath’s palaestra terracing. This
column carried two inscriptions on opposite sides:

‘ayadnt TOxML
Mapxog PovA-

Brog MovmAr-
kuavdg Newkn-
dopog prrooé-
Baotog doiapyng
Kai tpvTavig xapi-
cato kavvaBapiolg
101 &v 17 ZepPet-
(L)eiov o10q SrdaTL-
Ao 8Vo

Good Fortune! Marcus Fulvius Publicianus Nicephorus, philosebastos, asiarch, and prytanis
gave two booths to the hemp workers in the stoa of Servilius.

The second inscription on this column followed the same linguistic pat-
tern naming the &oxdpuicBor, those who hired out wineskins, as recipients of
Nicephorus’ generosity in providing booths.” That the xavvadpior of the
stoa of Servilius are named in the latrine columns of the Vedius baths and on
this column found in the vicinity of the baths surely indicates the proximity of
the two structures. Keil noted that this column probably belonged to a series
discovered earlier by Heberdey in the areas of the theatre and the harbour swamp.
These named the same Nicephorus and the groups to whom he gave booths: the
association of the sacred tasters (? cuvepyacia iepod yedpatoc), the association
of the private bath managers (cuvepyacia Bakavéov npeBdtmv), that of the nut
vendors (mupfivadeg), and of the cobblers (tavpeivador).”® Excavations under-
taken by the Selcuk Museum in 1981 on the street between the theatre baths and
the stadium brought to light two more columns that were clearly part of this same
series, naming M. Publicianus Nicephorus and the groups for whom he erected
booths: the association of the sacred wine tasters (? cuvepyacia oivnpod iepod
yevpatog) and the meat-in-aspic vendors (cicikiondiar).” Although they were
found in three different locations in the city, Dieter Knibbe suggested that the
likely place for such a colonnade housing the shops of the workers’ associations
was on the road between the theatre baths and the stadium where the columns of

74Keil 1929a: 30-31.

75 Keil 1929a: 32; IE 445 and 444.

76 F{E 11 no. 76-82 = IE 2076-82. FiE 1l no. 80 and 81 = IE 2080 and 2081: both name the
tavpivadol, cobblers; FiE II no. 77 and 82 = IE 2077 and 2082 do not preserve the names of the
associations.

77Knibbe 1985: no. 1; SEG 35, 1109; Knibbe 1985: no. 2; SEG 35, 1110.
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the 1981 excavation were found. As a major traffic artery in the Hellenistic and
Roman periods and part of the Sacred Way leading to the Artemisium, it was an
ideal place for trade and workshops, and was likely provided with a colonnade.
This colonnade may well be the stoa of Servilius named on the column found by
Keil and on the latrine column. Knibbe has suggested that P. Servilius Isauricus,
consul in 48 B.c. and proconsul of Asia in 46—44 B.c., built the original colonnade
here. In the early third century, M. Fulvius Publicianus Nicephorus, asiarch and
an adwocatus fisci under Severus Alexander (IE 632), renovated for the workers’
associations the colonnade that retained its name as the stoa of Servilius. The food
and drink selling associations, as well as the managers of private baths and the
towel vendors, seem very much at home in this well-frequented area associated
with baths and entertainment.

Knibbe also suggested a link between this colonnade and the bath-gymnasium
built by Vedius Antoninus and Flavia Papiane. In his view, the columns in the
latrine which name workers™ associations in the genitive case were not spolia,
but part of the original bath building. Names written in the genitive case
on architectural features such as columns or seats generally are interpreted as
place markers.”® Therefore, according to Knibbe, these columns may indicate
that the associations named on them considered this bath-gymnasium their
“Stammgymnasium” or “Stammtherme.””® Evidence from other baths in the
Roman world may confirm that they could serve as social clubs for particular
associations.%

Did Vedius Antoninus and Flavia Papiane choose to build a bath complex in
this neighbourhood in order to gain the support of workers’ associations? There
is plenty of evidence from the eastern Roman Empire to indicate that benefactors
did, in fact, focus their building activities on workers’ associations.®* However,
it may be that Vedius and Flavia had little choice as to the location of their
bath building. Such a structure required both a large area and access to a water
supply. The building boom that began in the reign of Domitian and continued
through the early second century had taken up most of the free space in the
more central area of the city.® But this location was not a bad one: it was a
high traffic area, on the Sacred Way, and had associations with pleasure and with
commerce.

78Van Nijf (1997: 209-239) discusses place inscriptions, especially in theatres, but also notes other
loci for sopos inscriptions, such as burial plots, tomb complexes, porticoes, market squares, and the
latrines of the bath-gymnasium of Vedius.

7?Knibbe 1985: 76.

80Yegiil (1992: 32) on the Cluny baths in Paris, where the consoles supporting the vaulting of the
frigidarium were decorated with reliefs of boats, indicating, it seems, that associations of shippers used
these baths. The inscribed columns of the latrine of the baths of Vedius may provide the best evidence
yet for baths catering, at least partly, to special groups.

81Van Nijf 1997: 82-85.

82Scherrer 2001: 69-79.
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IV. LOCAL HONOURS: THE VEDII ANTONINI AS PATRONS
OF ASSOCIATIONS AND OF THE KORESSOS AREA

A number of honorific statues and bases (IE 727, 728, 2065, 3075) erected
by associations to members of the Vedii Antonini family seems to demon-
strate:

(1) that the father and grandfather of P. Vedius Antoninus 111 were active as patrons
and benefactors of the city of Ephesos, as well as of particular associations.
Vedius Antoninus 111, therefore, was continuing a tradition of patronage and
benefaction that began with his grandfather and father;

(2) that at least one workers’ association linked to the neighbourhood of the Vedius
baths may have honoured P. Vedius Antoninus 11 as its patron;

(3) that P. Vedius Papianus Antoninus, the son of Vedius 111, became patron not
only of the whole city, but particularly of the Koressos area, in the vicinity of
the Vedius baths, indicating that patronage could be directed at specific areas
of a city.

All the inscriptions in this group honour P. Vedius Antoninus (IE 727, 728,
2065, 3075). The editors of IE have assigned all of them to P. Vedius Antoninus
111, the builder of the Vedius baths and the bouleuterion, no doubt because he is
the subject of the most well-known inscriptions: IE 1491-93, which detail his
dispute with the Ephesians, and IE 438 and 460, the building inscriptions of the
Vedius baths and bouleuterion, respectively.®> Is the identification of all these
inscriptions with P. Vedius Antoninus 11 secure, however? Or do some of them
better fit the earlier members of the family, Vedius 1 and Vedius 1175 I will argue
that the latter may be the case, and that the patronage of associations by the
earlier Vedii Antonini was an important prelude to Vedius 11r's construction of
the bath-gymnasium complex.?’

On two of these statue-bases, P. Vedius Antoninus is referred to as edepyétne,
or benefactor (/E 2065, 3075). Three honour P. Vedius Antoninus as xtiotnc, or
founder, a term often used to refer to individuals who had physically beautified or
added to the city (IE 725, 2065, 3075). IE 728, the longest of these inscriptions,
praises P. Vedius Antoninus for having adorned the city “with many major
works” (ToALo1g kal / peydAoig Epyolg kekoo-/unxota TV woALY, lines 27-29).
However, the terms ebgpyétng and ktiotng, and even the longer expression in
IE 728, are part of stock honorific vocabulary, and are not very specific about the
particular benefits received from the benefactor. We are obliged, therefore, to

83 See IE VII, 1 (90) for the list of inscriptions assigned by the editors to Vedius 111.

84Worrle (1973), Bowie (1978), and Fontani (1996) address the attribution of some inscriptions
among the homonymous Vedii Antonini; however, this group of inscriptions has been neglected.

85 Fontani (1996) argues that Vedius 1 and 11 were important benefactors in their own right and
even suggests that Vedius 11 may be the subject of IE 1491-93.
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use other evidence to speculate on what the nature of these benefits might have

been.8¢

a) IE 728. The statue-base commissioned by the boule and demos of Ephesos
to honour P. Vedius Antoninus, son of P. Vedius Antoninus, is the most
important of the group because the identification of the two P. Vedii Antonini
named clarifies the assignment of several other inscriptions. Its inscription runs

as follows:

16

20

24

28

32

TG TPATNG Kl PEYIOTNG UNTPONOAE®G
¢ Aciag kai 8i¢ vewkdpov 1@V Zefactdv
*Edeciov nérewg 1 BouAn xai 6 nufog]
éteiunoev
Mo. OvHdIov Aviwveivov, Lov Io.
Oundiov "Avtwveivov, Tputdveng
Kol yopvac[idgpyolv xal dic ypappaténg
700 81pov [kal &lodpyov xai mavn-
yupLapYOL TV peYdA[w]v "Edeorimv
kai [Mac0éwv, tpecPfedcavtog
npd¢ 1€ TV GOYKANTOV
Kol Tobg adtokpdropas,
Kal avtdv npdraviv kal
ypappatéa kol dcidpynv
Kol mavnyvpiapyov tav
peydlov "Edecnov kai
aAutdpynv @v *OAvpniov,
npeoPedoavia mpde te TV
cUyKAnTOV Kal ToLg adTo-
Kpdropag nepl TV peyictwv
Kai &el vikfioavta, yopvo-
clwapyfoavra 8¢ xali év taig
gmdnuiaig ToL peyiotov
avtokpdropog Aovkiov
AbpnAiov Ovipov avev-
Sed¢ naow alg énednun-
oev fuépaug, moArolg kol
peyahrotg Epyolg kexoo-
punkdéta TV ToAv kai
&v mavtl kopd Tpobipeg
Kol kovaing neptrloteun-
pévov.
tov avdpiavia dvéotoav
ol émi 10 yebpo mpaypo-
tevdpevol

8See van Nijf 1997: 82: “The honorific language of inscriptions served to present certain
relationships in socially acceptable terms. Inscriptions were not designed to be specific: euphemism
and double speak were, in fact, part and parcel of the honorific vocabulary.”
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The boule and demos of the first and greatest metropolis of Asia, and of the twice
neocorate city of the Ephesians honoured Publius Vedius Antoninus, son of Publius
Vedius Antoninus, who was pryanis and gymnasiarch and twice grammateus of the
demos, and asiarch and panegyriarch of the great Ephesia and Pasithea, and ambassador
to both the senate and the emperors; he himself was pryzanis and grammateus, and asiarch
and panegyriarch of the great Ephesia and alytarch of the Olympics, and as ambassador to
both the senate and the emperors concerning very great matters he was always victorious,
and he faultlessly performed the duties of gymnasiarch during the visit of the greatest
emperor Lucius Aurelius Verus for all the days that he visited; and he adorned the city
with many great works and at every opportunity enthusiastically and willingly he exercised
his generosity. The workers in taste set up this statue.

On the basis of the very full range of offices that is recorded for each, the pair
can be identified as Vedius 1 and Vedius 11. The key identifying point is that
P. Vedius Antoninus 1 was the only one of the three homonymous Vedii Antonini
to hold the office of grammateus twice, an iteration that is extremely rare. We
know this from IE 429, the inscription from the small temple on the Embolos
dedicated to Artemis, Hadrian, and the demos, which belongs to the period of the
city’s first neocory, and is dated precisely to 117/8 by the proconsulate of Servaeus
Innocens.’” IE 728 also names P. Vedius Antoninus as twice grammateus and
asiarch. Thus, the Vedius pére in this inscription is Vedius 1, while Vedius 11, his
adopted son, is the direct honorand. If P. Vedius Antoninus 111 had been the
honorand—which is suggested in JE—then this inscription neglects to mention
his greatest office, quaestor designate, which gave him entrance to the senatorial
order. This seems highly unlikely.58

IE 728, then, was put up to honour P. Vedius Antoninus 11, son of P. Vedius
Antoninus 1, for holding a gymnasiarchy at the very end of a splendid public
career,¥ during the visits of L. Verus to the city in 162/3.°° He had held
many civic and festival offices, but also “decorated the city with many and great
works” (moAAotg kal / peydroig Epyoig xexoo-/ undta v téAwy, lines 27-29).
However, epigraphic evidence for his involvement in building is slim. Only IE
2039, a building inscription that commemorates renovations in the theatre funded
by the city itself, names him as grammateus. If he was involved in other building
projects, which he may well have been, we have no evidence for it.

But who were oi ént 10 yebpa mpaypatevduevor, the “workers in taste,”
and why did they pay for the statue and the base erected to honour P. Vedius
Antoninus 11?7 They are no doubt related to the ouvepyasia iepod yebpatog
and the cvvepyacia oivnpod iepod yedpatoc known from the columns of the

87 On the dating of this inscription and its assignment to Vedius 1, see Warrle 1973.

88 Waorrle 1973: 474.

89 There were age limits for holding magistracies. However, as Campanile (1994b: 110) suggests, a
person who offered spontaneously to undertake a burdensome magistracy would not likely be rejected,
despite having passed the age limit.

*Barnes 1967: 70-72.
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stoa of Servilius. H. Engelmann identified the cuvepyasia oivnpob iepod
yebpatog as the sellers of wine produced from the vineyards of Artemis in the
Kayster valley who had their shops on the Sacred Way, between the theatre
baths and the stadium.’® Thus, oi &nt 1 yedua mpaypatevdpevor may have
been a generic term for various associations of food workers, including the sacred
wine sellers, who had their shops in the stoa of Servilius. This was an area
in which food sellers must have thrived because of proximity to entertainment
centres, such as the stadium and the Vedius baths.*> During his gymnasiarchy
in 162/3, Vedius 11 provided oil for those going to the baths. We may imagine
that a festive spirit, in keeping with that of the emperor L. Verus,” took hold
of Ephesos during his visits—and that all places of entertainment were full. It
is possible that the food workers who put up this inscription to Vedius 11 were
acknowledging the extra custom that he had indirectly provided them during
these days. There is a related and more longstanding association between Vedius
11 (and Vedius 1) and the food workers: he had been asiarch and, in this capacity,
was responsible for sponsoring festivals with athletic and gladiatorial competitions
in the theatre and stadium.”* In providing games, he may be seen as indirectly
supporting the food workers in the festival locations because of the increase in
the number of potential customers. Furthermore, both Vedius 11 and Vedius 1
had been panegyriarchs of the Ephesia, a position that entailed supervision
of the food supply and markets during the festival.®> It is also possible that
Vedius 11 provided a more direct sort of patronage to the workers’ associations
involved in food preparation and selling, though we can only speculate on its
nature.

Four other inscriptions from Ephesos are relevant because they appear to link
members of the Vedii Antonini family, in their capacity as asiarchs, to associations
of gladiators and their fans who refer to themselves as ¢1ropn8io1 pilomdot, “the
friends of the Vedii who love arms.””’ The connection between gladiatorial
games and the imperial cult is well known. Steven Friesen has recently argued
for a strong connection between the asiarchy and the provision of gladiatorial
games at provincial festivals, some of them associated with the imperial cult.’®
A very fragmentary inscription found near the Magnesia gate preserves partially

91 Engelmann 1986.

92The association of the stoa with the Sacred Way to the Artemisium is also important, as a
place for people to provision themselves for the walk to the temple and to acquire food or wine
for sacrifice.

9B SHA Verus 4.4-6.6 on the debaucheries of Verus; Barnes 1967: 69-70.

94 Friesen 1999a: esp. 281, 285, 287-288, following Magie 1950: 1.449~451, 2.1298-1301; Robert
1940a: 267-275. On the stadium as a site of gladiatorial entertainments, see Robert 1940a: 34-36;
Roueché 1993: 1, 61-80 and plate XI1, no. 45.

95 Warrle 1988: 209-215.

9 See van Nijf 1997: 73-128 on the variety of benefactions provided by patrons.

97 IE 2905, 2226, 3055, 3070; Robert 1940a: 24-27 and nos. 200-202.

98 Friesen 1999a: 281, 285-288.
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the name ¢1Aofndior (JE 2905). Another inscription provides intriguing links
between the ¢p1AoBfidior and the sacralization of food.” This inscription from
the sarcophagus of Aurelius Nicon and Aurelia Epikrateia (a baker and his wife)
orders those who disturb the tomb to pay a penalty to the ¢rhomAio prAopndiov
and to the grhomhia iepod pakédov (IE 2226). The reference to sacred food
and the Vedii echoes the inscriptions of the association of the iepdv yedpa,
referred to above. Two other inscriptions—one dated with some certainty to the
third century—record that the ¢1AoBndior dpilomdot erected statues to their own
patrons who had held the office of asiarch (IE 3055, 3070). Their careers make it
evident that the honorands were not members of the family of the Vedii Antonini,
and the fragmentary nature of the inscriptions prohibits us from identifying them
precisely. The ¢g1Aopndior inscriptions demonstrate that there was a tradition of
patronage of gladiatorial associations among the Vedii Antonini that was likely
connected with the asiarchies of Vedius 1 and Vedius 11.1®° Furthermore, one
of these inscriptions indicates the localized nature of patronage relationships: it
was erected by ol &ml 1@ tém@® $prAoPndior dpikonror “the friends of Vedii and
the lovers of arms in this area.”’! It is a pity that we do not know where
the inscription stood in antiquity. Could it have been in the area of the baths
of Vedius and the stadium where games provided by asiarchs took place, and
where the Vedii Antonini had a strong neighbourhood connection, as we shall
see?

b) JE 3075. In this inscription, the vavovpyol téktoveg or temple builders
erect a statue to P. Vedius Antoninus, who is ktiotng thc né\eac, as their own
benefactor, {810¢ edepyétnc.1%2 There are no clues, such as the naming of offices
held by the benefactor, that can allow us to rule out immediately any of the
homonymous Vedii Antonini. However, an argument can be made to support
Vedius 1 as the honorand. IE 1384, a fragmentary record of building in the
Hephaistion and the Artemisium, records three times the name of a P. Vedius
Antoninus. The inscription is dated to 116/7 by the proconsulate of Ti. Iulius
Ferox.!® We know that Vedius 1 was active in this period from IE 429, the
inscription of the temple on the Embolos dedicated to Artemis, Hadrian, and the
demos, which is dated to 117/8 by the proconsulate of Q. Servaeus Innocens.!%
Both /E 1384 and IE 429 demonstrate that Vedius 1 was connected with temple
building. It seems fitting, therefore, that the association of vaovpyot téxktoveg
would name him as their benefactor.

% On banquets and feasts associated with imperial cult practice, see Price 1984: 229-230.
100Friesen 1999a: 281: seven of the asiarchs that he studies are recorded as patrons of gladiators.
101 7£ 3070; Keil 1923: 152, no. 70; Robert 1940a: no. 200; Gallina 1974: 225.
1027E 3075: - - - — - — = / &teiunoev / To. OOHBIov / Avt@veivov / tdv krictnv / The néAemg
/ 1dv i81ov edepyétnv / vaovpyol téxtoveg (“The temple builders honoured P. Vedius Antoninus,
founder of the city, as their own benefactor”).

103 pTR? J 306; Eck 1983: 182-183.

1040 this inscription, see Worrle 1973.
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c) IE 2065. In an undated inscription, the teachers of the Mouseion, ot
nept 10 Movoelov maudevtad,'% honoured P. Vedius Antoninus asiarch as their
benefactor (edepyétnc) and as kriotng thc natpidog, founder of the city. The
mention of the office of asiarch most likely eliminates from consideration as
honorand Vedius 11, the builder of the Vedius baths and bouleuterion: no
inscription that can be indisputably assigned to him names him asiarch.}% Vedius
1, however, is noted as asiarch (and twice grammateus) on /E 429, the inscription
on the temple dedicated to Artemis, Hadrian, and the demos, and on IE 728.
IE 2039, which commemorates the city’s repair of the theatre from its own funds
in its second neocory, has been assigned to Vedius 11, who is named as asiarch
and grammateus.'”’ An edict of Antoninus Pius preserved as a quotation in the
Digest may clarify the link between the P. Vedius Antoninus honoured in IE
2065 and the Mouseion teachers.!® Early in his reign, Antoninus Pius limited
the number of teachers and doctors in the cities of Asia who were immune from
civic liturgies, moderating the edict of Hadrian that had given immunity to all
practitioners of these professions. Under Pius’ ruling, in a large city like Ephesos,
immunities were limited to ten doctors, five grammatici, and five rhetores/sophistai.
Appeals for dteleia, however, were not unheard of 19 Tt may be that P. Vedius
Antoninus performed such a service for the group of teachers belonging to the
Mouseion at Ephesos. Successful or not, such an action deserved recognition.
Since the edict dates from the period of Antoninus Pius, it seems more likely that
IE 2065 honours Vedius 11 than Vedius 1 who, given his activity as grammateus
and asiarch in 117/8, would have been by this time quite old, certainly retired
from civic life, or possibly dead.!!?

d) IE 727. This base was put up by the cuvepyasia t@v Aavapiov, the
association of the wool weavers, to honour P. Vedius Antoninus, ktictng tig
’Edeciov norems, founder of the city of the Ephesians. No offices are listed
which might aid in determining the identity of this Vedius Antoninus. However,
consideration of other epigraphic evidence may allow us to assign this inscription
to P. Vedius Antoninus 111. Most importantly, one of the columns from the latrines
of the Vedius baths names an association related to this one, the éplondiat or
wool vendors. Although wool making and wool selling are very different processes,
it is possible that P. Vedius Antoninus 111 was patron of groups involved in the
wool trade, from weaving to sales. Furthermore, the wool weavers seem to fit

1056 nepi o Movoeiov mardevta are also mentioned in IE 3068, where they honour a female

lampadarch, Pontia Apelliane.

106 See, however, Campanile 1994a: 115.

107 1 728, discussed above, 129-130, confirms that Vedius 11 was asiarch and grammateus once.

108 Dig. 27.1.6.1-8, Modestinus Libro secundo excusationum.

109Bowersock 1969: 30-42; Millar 1983: 77-78, 82.

1103t is notable that the connection of the Vedii Antonini with the rhetorical disciplines continues.
Vedia Phaedrina, the daughter of P. Vedius Antoninus 111, married the sophist T. Flavius Damianus:
Philostr. VS 2.23; IE 2100, 3081.
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well with other manufacturers of woven products represented in the latrine and
stoa of Servilius column inscriptions (kavvapapior, Aivriokot, Aevivpavrai,
xavi[[.]Jtar). Although the evidence is admittedly incomplete, Vedius 1 and
Vedius 11 do not appear to have links to the manufacturing sector. On these
grounds I would argue that IE 727 be assigned to Vedius 1.

Honorific statue bases erected to P. Vedius Papianus Antoninus (Vedius 1v),
the son of Vedius Antoninus 111, indicate that like his father he continued the
family tradition of patronage. IE 730 and 3079 call him tov ¢k mpoyévav kai
yévoug edepyétnv kal ktiotnv g natpidoc Hu@v, “benefactor and founder of
our city, whose family and ancestors were likewise benefactors and founders.”!!!
In IE 730 he is named as agonothete of the Hadrianeia, dymvoBétnv 814 Biov kai
yévoug / 1@v peydAmv ‘Adpraviwv. In his involvement in these festivals he was
carrying on the tradition of his grandfather Vedius 11 and his great-grandfather
Vedius 1, who were both asiarchs and panegyriarchs (IE 728). Furthermore, the
groups that paid for the erection of these inscriptions associated themselves with
a very specific part of Ephesos, the Koressos neighbourhood: IE 730 was put
up by the Koppnooeitor oi and 1 mdAng Ewg 100 otadiov, “the people of
Koressos from the gate to the stadium.” Scholars have understood t¢ mOANG to
be a reference to the Koressos gate, which is also mentioned in the foundation
inscription of Vibius Salutaris.!!? Unfortunately the location of the gate is not
known for certain. Scherrer has recently suggested that it may be the north
gate of the market agora.!’® If this proves to be the case, then the area “from
the gate to the stadium” parallels the area of the stoa of Servilius where, as
I have argued above, there is evidence of Vedius Antoninus 1r’s patronage of
workers’ associations. Scholarship, however, has established that the Koressos
neighbourhood was located on the north slope of Panayir-Dag, the area of the
Vedius gymnasium.!* The association of the Vedii Antonini and the Koressos
is further reinforced by IE 3079. It was erected to Papianus by oi &v 1§ t6n¢
npaypatevbpevor ‘AvdpokAeidor. Keil, who first published the inscription,!’
argued that the Androkleidai were a group of merchants who named themselves
after the legendary king and founder of Ephesos. Because this inscription was
found in the market agora—it should be noted, with a number of other bases
honouring members of the Vedii Antonini family—it has been suggested that
the zopos of these Androkleidai was the agora.!’® However, the Androkleidai
have a strong connection to the Koressos area through their namesake Androklos.
He slew a boar on the site where he was to found the archaic city, on the

1/ 730. The phraseology of IE 3079 varies slightly, omitting xai yévouc.

112The gate is mentioned in Vibius Salutaris’ inscription several times: IE 27. I 212; 11 425, 566.

13 Scherrer 2001: 63, 67.

140q Koressos, see Engelmann 1991; 1997: esp. 133-134; Scherrer 2001: 6061, 63, 73, with
references.

15Keil 1923: 161, no. 79.

16 For example, Rogers 1991a: 107-108.
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slopes of Trecheia and Koressos (Ath. 8.361). Scholars have identified Trecheia
with Panayir-Dag, the mountain on whose northern slope were the Koressos
neighbourhood and the Vedius baths.!” The connection of Androklos with the
Koressos was also commemorated in the baths themselves, where his over-lifesize
statue was found.!!® Does this perhaps indicate that it was not only Papianus
who was patron of the Androkleidai, but also his father, Vedius 111, who built and
decorated the Vedius baths?

The evidence of these inscriptions honouring Papianus demonstrates that the
patronage of the Vedii was focused, at least in part, on certain groups in a specific
area of the city. The asiarchies of Vedius 1 and 11 enabled them to establish
ties with associations who had their businesses near the stadium, one of the
venues for gladiatorial and other games. Vedius Antoninus 111 and Flavia Papiane
constructed the major public bath-gymnasium in the area, which brought steady
profit to the businesses in the stoa of Servilius, and the pleasures of bathing to
passers-by and to the people of the Koressos. P. Vedius Papianus Antoninus
inherited ties of patronage to this area as 1OV &k Tpoydvov kal yévovg edepyétnv
kol ktioTnv T matpidog Nuav, and continued to enhance them, holding the
position of agonothete, and eventually leaving his fortune to the goddess Artemis
(IE 731).

V. THE VEDIUS GYMNASIUM AND THE IMPERIAL CULT

I have argued above that Vedius Antoninus and Antoninus Pius were already
well acquainted when the dispute arose in Ephesos concerning the buildings that
Vedius was offering the city—the bath-gymnasium and the bouleuterion. The
emperor chose to support Vedius against the Ephesians in these projects and
contributed to them, as IE 1491 demonstrates. This bath-gymnasium may also
have been an expression of the loyalty of Vedius Antoninus 111 and Flavia Papiane
to the imperial house, since it may have had a room for imperial cult practice.

It was during his excavations of the Vedius baths that J. Keil first identified
the Kaisersaal, a room that he believed was a locus of imperial cult practice. Since
then, other possible Kaisersile have been identified in the bath-gymnasia of Asia
Minor, including in the east and harbour baths at Ephesos.!” In the Vedius
baths, the room in question was centrally placed on the east-west axis of the
building and was entered from the palaestra through a columnar screen (fig. 2).
Its back wall, two storeys high, was articulated by columns and pilasters which
once framed a series of statues standing on a low socle. In the centre of the wall

117Rogers 1991a: 108 with nn. 219-222; Engelmann 1997.

118The statue of Androklos with the head of Antinoos was found in the Kaisersaal of the Vedius
baths: Aurenhammer 1990: 126-129, Taf. 73 c—d, 74 a—c; Manderscheid 1981: 26, Taf. 28.

119 For the general features of the Kaisersaal and an interpretation of its architectural iconography,
see Yegiil 1982: 7. But Price (1984: 144) cautions against identifying these rooms as being used for
imperial cult practice on the basis of architecture alone: rooms can only be identified as being used for
cult practice on the basis of indisputable evidence, like inscribed altars, as at Pergamon and Salamis.
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Fig. 2. The Vedius bath-gymnasium, Ephesos. (OAD)
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was a broad but shallow niche that contained an uninscribed statue base i sizu.
In front of the niche was an altar. The conjunction of niche and altar, as well as
the central location and rich decoration of the room, led Keil to suppose that the
god worshipped here was none other than the emperor Antoninus Pius, whose
name appeared on the dedicatory inscription of the building (IE 439). Although
statues were found in the so-called Kaisersaal of the Vedius baths—a male portrait
(which has been identified as Vedius Antoninus) and a number of mythological
subjects—no imperial statue was among them.!? However, an architecturally
similar room, opening off the palaestra in the east baths of Ephesos, displayed
a portrait statue that may reinforce the idea that such rooms were intended for
imperial cult. This over-lifesize statue of a bearded man wears the distinctive
head-dress of an imperial priest, which is decorated with small busts of gods.!?!
F. Yegiil has also argued that the architectural iconography and decoration of the
Kaisersaal resembles the scaenae frontes of Roman theatres.’?2 Since the theatre
was the premier place of Dionysus, and Roman emperors were called the New
Dionysus,'? the Kaisersaal had imperial resonances. In this context, it is notable
that a Dionysiac relief panel was found in the Vedius baths.!?* If the room
opening off the palaestra was devoted to imperial cult, then, by incorporating
it in their building, Vedius and Flavia were demonstrating their loyalty to the
imperial house, and were providing users of the baths with a venue to do likewise.
But perhaps the most important imperial resonance of bath gymnasia complexes
is also the subtlest: with their rich decoration and their availability to people
of all classes, bath-gymnasia expressed the universal benefits of the imperial
peace.

Although epigraphic evidence associates members of Vedius Antoninus’ fam-
ily with the imperial cult, at the same time it demonstrates that he him-
self was not a high priest of Asia. In IE 729 his wife, Flavia Papiane, is
recorded as high priestess of Asia, and the daughter of high priests: ®Aaoviav
/ Tlamaviy / &pxiépeav tic Aci-/ ag kol apyiepénv Bu-/ yatépa, yovaika
8¢ / Mo. OvMdiov Avtw-/ veivov / TTo. OdMSrog Faddtng / AyiAledg / Thv
edepyéty (“P. Vedius Galates Achilleus [honoured] as his very own benefactress

120K eil 1929a: 34-36 and figs. 16-17; on the statuary in the Kaisersaal, largely mythological, see
Keil 1929a: 37-45 and figs. 19-27, 30; on relief panels with mythological scenes, see figs. 28-31. See
also Manderscheid 1981: 36-37, 43—46 with fig. 15, and 88-99 with plates 26-28; Aurenhammer
1990: nos. 23, 37, 66, 86, 87, 135, 138.

121 Keil 1932: 4043, no. 6 and figs. 23, 25; Inan and Rosenbaum 1966: 128, no. 151 and plates
83.4, 87.1-2. Dillon (1996) has recently argued that this portrait and the male portrait found in
the Vedius baths may be Vedius Antoninus 1. Smith (1998: 81-82) is more cautious about the
identification.

122Yegiil 1982: 23-26.

123 Especially Hadrian: see Nock 1972: 145-152.

124Keil 1929a: 42 and fig. 29. Manderscheid (1981: 36-38) argues for the identity of this room as a
hall for imperial cult practice on the basis of the sculptural program, though he does not mention the
Dionysiac imagery.
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Flavia Papiane high priestess of Asia, daughter of high priests and wife of
P. Vedius Antoninus [Vedius m1]”). In IE 732 his father, Vedius 1, is recorded
as high priest of Asia: [ITo.] Obn8iov Aviwveivov cuvkAnTikSy, / bdv M. KA.
ITo. Odndiov Avtmveivov Pai-/ §pov Zafetviavod cuvkAnTiKoL / Ekyovov M.
KA. ITo. Odndiov Aviwveivov / ZaBeivov dpylepéwe ¢ Aciac, &v / moArolg
kot dvavkaiolg ypricwov (“Vedius Antoninus, senator, useful in all necessities
[Vedius 1v], son of M. Cl. P. Vedius Antoninus Phaedrus Sabinianus, senator
[Vedius 1], son of M. CL P. Vedius Antoninus Sabinus, high priest of Asia
[Vedius 11]”). Both inscriptions name Vedius Antoninus 111 in contexts where
it would be appropriate to mention a high priesthood for him. Indeed it seems
particularly unlikely that the inscription to Flavia as high priestess would mention
her forbears as high priests, but not her husband, had he been one. IE 732 nicely
reinforces this: both Vedius 111 and his son Vedius Papianus—who is mentioned
in the first line—are called suvkAntixoi, while P. Vedius 11 is called high priest.
Neither Vedius 111 nor Vedius 1v (Papianus) needed to hold high priesthood after
gaining senatorial rank: their connection to the imperial power was embodied in
their status as senators.

VI. THE BOULEUTERION: IMPERIAL REFLECTIONS

Excavations undertaken in the bouleuterion by J. T. Wood in 186466, and
in the early years of the twentieth century by the Austrian mission, revealed
an elegant building (fig. 3).135 The stairs, the seats of the auditorium, and
the scaenae frons were clad in fine white marble, the latter accented by columns
of Egyptian syenite or red granite.® Two monumental building inscriptions
named Vedius Antoninus and Flavia Papiane as builders of the structure, but the
fragmentary nature of the texts cannot provide precise dating.!?’ In my view, this
structure, like the bath-gymnasium, was part of the building program proposed
by Vedius Antoninus and commemorated in the imperial letters inscribed in
the building. The bouleuterion was probably completed and dedicated after
the gymnasium, thus after 146-148. A date closer to 150 is suitable. This
is the date of the latest letter inscribed in the bouleuterion wherein Antoninus
Pius acknowledges the Ephesians’ tardy recognition of Vedius’ benefactions (IE
1493). The sculptural program of the building also reinforces this date. The
placement of the bouleuterion in the architectural landscape of Ephesos and its
epigraphic and sculptural programs emphasize both Vedius Antoninus’ (and his
family’s) prominent place in the city, and especially his imperial connections.

125Heberdey 1912: 164-174 and figs. 132-134.

126Wood (1877: 42-67) indicates that when the odeum was first cleared the scaenae frons was
preserved to a height of seven feet and six inches. He remarks that his workmen had difficulty
tolerating the light and heat reflected by its white marble facing. L. Bier is completing an architectural
study of the building: see Bier 1999.

127 IE 460; Heberdey 1912: 172-173.
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Fig. 3. The bouleuterion, Ephesos. (OAT)

The placement of this structure in the civic agora confirms its identification as
a bouleuterion.’”® Located on the north side of the upper or state agora, the
bouleuterion was in the heart of an area with civic resonances (fig. 4, no. 3). It
was very near the prytaneion (fig. 4, no. 5), the home of Hestia Boulaia, where
the sacred fire of the city burned.!? That Vedius Antoninus was permitted
to build the bouleuterion and inscribe the names of himself and his wife on it
testifies to the extent of his influence in the city. It is nicely ironic that the
Ephesian moAitevopevol who had opposed his building program would now be
required to meet in a building whose construction they had tried (unsuccessfully)
to prevent.

The upper agora was also the symbolic centre of Roman power in Ephesos.
Between the prytaneion and the bouleuterion was a femenos built shortly after
29 B.c. (Dio 51.20.6), either for Divus Iulius and Dea Roma,'*® or, as Peter

128 Fossel 1967: 72-81; Meinel 1980: 116-133; Balty 1991: 511-514.

129On the cult of Hestia, sec Merkelbach 1980. On the inscriptions from the prytaneion at Ephesos,
see IE 1001-80b and FiE 1X.1.1,13-69, 75-76.

139For bibliography supporting this identification, see Price 1984: 139 and 254 cat. no. 27; Rogers
1991a: 87-88.



(IVQ "01~€ "3y 0z 11007 3011942G) ‘sosaydy ‘e03e 23e3s 10 10ddn oy 1, “Frg

&) ]

@

W B © 0 0o 06 © 06 © 0 o

..........

..........

PHOENIX

© O]

140



THE VEDII ANTONINI 141

Scherrer has recently proposed, for Augustus and Artemis.’*! The monumental
frontage of these structures on the north side of the agora was the stoa dasilike
(fig. 4, no. 2), dedicated to Artemis, Augustus, Tiberius, and the demos of
Ephesos, and built by C. Sextilius Pollio and his family by a.p. 11 (IE 404).
The architrave inscription of the structure is truly monumental and is one of
the few bilingual inscriptions in Ephesos, emphasizing the primacy of Rome.!32
At the east end of the stoa basilike over-lifesize statues of Augustus and Livia
were found buried under the floor; these no doubt formed part of the original
sculptural program of the building.’> The temple of the Flavian Sebastoi,
which marked Ephesos’ first neocory granted in 88/9, dominated the west end
of the upper agora (fig. 4, no. 6).13* In the centre of the agora was another
temple built in the second half of the first century B.c. (fig. 4, no. 1). It may
have been dedicated to Isis, to M. Antonius and Cleopatra, to Augustus, or
to Divus Iulius and Dea Roma.’ 1In any case, not only were the temples
to ruling and dead imperial figures concentrated here, but there was also at
least one monument dedicated by a Roman governor: the Hydrekdochion of
C. Laecanius Bassus, built in A.p. 80/1 (fig. 4, no. 8).136 In its topographical
context, the bouleuterion has strong associations with Roman emperors and
imperial government in general.

The epigraphic program of the bouleuterion also highlighted Vedius Antoni-
nus’ ties to the imperial house. All of the inscriptions in the building, with the
exception of three, name P. Vedius Antoninus 111, and one of these exceptions
names his father P. Vedius Antoninus 11. Monumental fragmentary architrave
and wallfrieze inscriptions commemorated Vedius Antoninus and Flavia Papiane
as builders of the bouleuterion (IE 460). The imperial letters that have been the
subject of this paper were inscribed as a group on the proscaenium (IE 1491-93).
This display of imperial letters in the bouleuterion at Ephesos is unusual because
their content is critical of the city of Ephesos but positive with respect to Vedius
Antoninus. It is reasonable to suggest that, like the architrave and wallfrieze
inscriptions, it was on Vedius Antoninus’ initiative that these three letters were
displayed in the building that he and his wife constructed.

The same is likely true of IE 1489, another letter of Antoninus Pius inscribed
on a panel on the proscaenium and located next to IE 1491-93. Written between
140 and 144 to the magistrates, boule, and demos of Ephesos, it addresses an
Ephesian complaint about Smyrna’s omission of Ephesos’ civic titles in a decree

131Gcherrer 2001: 71 and n. 59.

132K nibbe and Biiyiikkolanci 1989.

133 Alzinger 1972-75: 257-264 and figs. 16, 18, 19.

B4For a summary of the excavations of this structure and a discussion of its identification, see
Friesen 1993: 59-75.

135For dedication to Isis, M. Antony and Cleopatra, and Augustus, see Rogers 1991a: 88 with
nn. 60—62; for dedication to Divus Iulius and Dea Roma, see Scherrer 2001: 69.

136 IE 695; Fossel and Langmann 1983: 53-55.
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concerning joint sacrifices. The grammateus responsible for the drafting of the
yndiopa, or decree of complaint to the emperor, was P. Vedius Antoninus.
Although the inscription has been assigned to P. Vedius Antoninus 111 by Bérker
and Merkelbach, the editors of IE,137 it is more likely that it refers to his father,
P. Vedius Antoninus 11, whom we know to have been grammateus from two
other inscriptions (IE 2039 and 728).1% No inscriptions that can be certainly
assigned to Vedius Antoninus 111 name him as grammateus. Furthermore, on
my reconstruction of his career, by the date of this letter P. Vedius Antoninus
11 was already a senator; holding the office of grammateus would, therefore,
have been superfluous. What we see here, then, is Vedius Antoninus 11
commemorating his father’s successful actions as grammateus. Vedius 11 had
drafted—and possibly even initiated—the decree of complaint against Smyrna to
Antoninus Pius. He could also be credited with the positive response elicited
from the emperor.3 It is notable that this inscription survives in two other
copies.!¥0

Two other letters were also inscribed in the bouleuterion. IE 1487 was
inscribed on the proscaenium, while fragments of IE 1488 were found inside
and in front of the bouleuterion; however, its dimensions seem to indicate that
it was probably not inscribed on the proscaenium.!! Both are letters of Hadrian
(dated to 129) addressed to the magistrates and boule of Ephesos supporting
the application for membership in the boule of the ship-captains Lucius Erastos
and Philokyrios. It appears that these letters were inscribed in the bouleuterion
because they concerned admission to membership in the boule, which met in
this building.’*? Furthermore, they are examples of intervention by an emperor
on behalf of petitioners, and thus have some parallel to the case of P. Vedius
Antoninus 111. We have no other information that may connect Lucius Erastos
and Philokyrios to the Vedii Antonini.*3 Nonetheless, as a group, the inscriptions
in the bouleuterion seem to be part of a conscious epigraphic program, with the

B71E V (32-33).

138 Bowie 1978: 870-871 with n. 15; Fontani 1996: 232-233.

139Fontani (1996: 232) hypothesizes that IE 1489 refers to a successful ambassadorship of
P. Vedius Antoninus 11 commemorated in IE 728 lines 18-21 by the phrase npeoBedoavra npdg
1€ TV / 6VYKANTOV Kai Tobg adTo—/ kpdtopog nept TV peylotov / kal &el vikfioavra. Likewise
Halfmann 1979: 169, no. 84a.

140 IE 1489a, found in the area of the harbour bath-gymnasium; Hicks (1890: 155) records IE 1490
= BM 3.490 as an inscribed stele “discovered by Mr. Wood at Ephesus.”

141 Curtius (1869: 181) calls it a fragment of a base and provides measurements: 30 inches high,
15 inches wide, and 7 inches thick; Hicks (1890: 153, no 488) calls the fragment a stele; Bérker and
Merkelbach (IE V [31]) describe it as thick wall paneling.

14254 Drew-Bear and Richard 1994.

143These inscriptions are dated to A.D. 129, the date of a visit of the emperor Hadrian to Ephesos.
I have suggested above (118-119) that it may have been at this time that the young P. Vedius
Antoninus came to the attention of the emperor Hadrian and began his ascent to senatorial rank.
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Vedii Antonini, and especially P. Vedius Antoninus 111, at its centre. In addition,
three statue base inscriptions demonstrate that P. Vedius Antoninus 111 put up an
imperial statue group in the bouleuterion.*

Only one fragmentary portrait statue survives from the bouleuterion.! J. T.
Wood found an over-lifesize nude male figure in the Ares Borghese pose! on
the stage in front of the central doorway.!*’ The inscribed base to which its feet
are attached identifies the figure as Lucius Verus (Pl. 4) and records that P. Vedius
Antoninus put it up. The text reads:

Aovxiov Athov AvpriA[tlov Kdppodov tdv vidv t{ob]
Adrtokpdropog O01S10¢ Avtwveivoc®

Vedius Antoninus honoured Lucius Aelius Aurelius Commodus, son of the emperor.

Two other bases discovered in the bouleuterion belong to the same group.
Wood excavated a base that supported a statue of Marcus Aurelius. The stone
itself appears to have been lost in the late nineteenth century and only Wood’s
sketch of it survives.!’

Mapxov Adphiiiov Katoapa
70V LV 100 AdToKpdTOopOg
001810¢ "Avioveivog

Vedius Antoninus honoured Marcus Aurelius Caesar, son of the emperor.

Austrian excavations in the bouleuterion in 1908 turned up an inscribed base
that supported a statue of Faustina, granddaughter of Antoninus Pius.

davo(teivav]
Buyatpi8[iv o0 Adtokpdropog)
0v#d10[c "Avtoveivoc]'s

Vedius Antoninus honoured Faustina granddaughter of the emperor.

Lucius Erastos and Philokyrios also came to the attention of Hadrian at this time and owed their
promotion to the patronage of the emperor.

144 For fuller discussion of the new imperial statue group, see Kalinowski and Taeuber 2001.

145The statue is currently in storage in the British Museum: Smith 1900: no. 1256.

146 Kleiner 1981.

147Wood 1877: 47.

148 1E 1505, See Curtius 1869: 189, no. 6 on the identification of the statue as Lucius Verus after
his adoption by Antoninus Pius and before Pius’ death. In his letters to C. J. Newton, Wood records
the statue as Commodus. By the time of the publication of Discoveries at Ephesos, he had changed his
view, no doubt influenced by his own further studies and by the work of Curtius; see also Hammond
1957: esp. 31; Alfoldy 1977: 164 on L. Aelius Aurelius Commodus as consul in 154 with T, Sextus
Lateranus.

149 A5 preserved in letters of Wood housed in the Greek and Roman Department of the British
Museum, J. T. Wood to C. T. Newton, 28 November 1864; see Kalinowski and Taeuber 2001.

150 JE 2852 with a doubtful reading for the 18 in the second line before the break in the stone.
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This is most probably Domitia Faustina,’>! the first child of Marcus Aurelius
and Faustina Minor. As I have argued elsewhere,’ it is likely that two
other members of the imperial family were also represented in this group:
Faustina Minor, 53 wife of Marcus and mother of the child Domitia Faustina,
and Antoninus Pius, adoptive father of Marcus and Lucius and grandfather of
Domitia Faustina. The find spot of the Lucius Verus base suggests that these
statues would have been arranged on the stage, between the doors of the scaenae
frons, and framed in aediculae created by columns of red granite. The erection
of this statue group by P. Vedius Antoninus m1 is, in my view, indisputable.
Epigraphic evidence demonstrates that he built the structure with Flavia Papiane
(IE 406). Furthermore, the imperial letters JE 1491-93 from Antoninus Pius
to the Ephesians almost certainly concern his building program of which the
bouleuterion was a part. The composition of this statue group also permits us
to suggest a date for the dedication of the bouleuterion. Since only Domitia
Faustina, the youngest child of Marcus and Faustina Minor, appears to have been
represented, the Ephesos bouleuterion likely dates between 149 and early 150.1%*
This fits well with JE 1492, also dated to 149/50. What better way to demonstrate
his gratitude for Pius’ support than to erect a statue group to the imperial dynasty?

In sum, there is coherence in the epigraphic and sculptural program in the
bouleuterion, with P. Vedius Antoninus 11 at its centre. This public structure
built by Vedius and Flavia visually and permanently represented and reinforced
the family’s ties to the imperial house, and the immediate source of their influence,
Antoninus Pius. It also celebrated the imperial dynasty and its future prospects
through the children of Marcus and Faustina Minor. -

CONCLUSIONS

For the Vedii Antonini, as for other elite gentes in the cities of the Roman
Empire, patronage and benefaction were duties that could advance family status
from one of local to imperial importance. Although P. Vedius Antoninus 111
was the most remarkable member of his family—thanks in part to the chance
preservation of a number of interesting inscriptions, such as JE 1491-93—his
predecessors, Vedius 1 and Vedius 11, established the family reputation as local
notables, patrons, and benefactors. Inscriptions attest their tenure of magistracies,
including festival presidencies, such as asiarchies, and their patronage of local
associations. Their respective roles as ambassadors for Ephesos brought them

151 pIR2 D 177; Raepsaet-Charlier 1987: no. 323. IE 285a identifies her as Annia Galeria Aurelia
Faustina; Campanile (1994b: 220) erroneously notes that JE 285a represents Faustina Minor. For
arguments supporting Domitia Faustina rather than Annia Galeria Aurelia Faustina as the eldest child
of Marcus and Faustina Minor, see Bol 1984: 22-45; Fittschen 1982: 23 and n. 8; Ameling 1992.

152K alinowski and Taeuber 2001.

153 pIR? A 716; Raepsaet-Charlier 1987: no. 63.

154Kalinowski and Taeuber 2001. See also Fittschen 1999: 40, n. 240 and Taf. 60, suggesting a
date around 150 or later. I thank Maria Aurenhammer for this reference.
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into contact with emperors and, as I have argued, facilitated the advancement
of P. Vedius Antoninus 111 to senatorial rank. According to the epigraphic and
archaeological record, Vedius 111 seems to have focused his benefactions on the city,
becoming a big fish in the local pond. The bath-gymnasium that he constructed
with his wife Flavia Papiane was located near the stadium in the Koressos area,
exploiting the longstanding connections with the people of this neighbourhood
that began with the games sponsored by his father and grandfather as part of their
asiarchies, and which are clearly indicated in the inscription erected to his son
Papianus (IE 730) by Koppnooettot oi 4nd thg ndAng éwg 100 otadiov. The
bouleuterion which Vedius 111 and Flavia built was a structure with both local and
imperial significance: it housed the meetings of the local boule, but through its
topographical location and its epigraphic and sculptural program it showcased the
ties of Vedius Antoninus 111 to the family of Antoninus Pius.

For the next three generations the descendents of Vedius Antoninus m
achieved senatorial rank: his son Papianus is called ovykAntikée.> He did
not forget to act as benefactor to his city: dying childless, he left a substantial
legacy to Ephesos for which he is honoured in a number of inscriptions.!*® Vedia
Phaedrina, 7 the daughter of Vedius Antoninus 11 and Flavia Papiane, held a
prytany and married the sophist Titus Flavius Damianus.!® Philostratus records
that Damianus lavishly spent his wealth on the city of Ephesos, maintaining the
poor and beautifying the city with buildings, including a stone portico from the
city to the Artemisium.!>’ Three male children of Vedia Phaedrina and Flavius
Damianus focused their careers on imperial office, each acquiring the consulship.
It is notable that the only local office that each of these held was membership
in the college of kuretes.!®® One of these sons, T. Flavius Vedius Antoninus,
married Flavia Pasinice: their male progeny entered the senatorial order.!¢!

DeparTMENT OF HisTorY

UNIVERSITY OF SASKATCHEWAN
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S7N 5AS kalinow@duke.usask.ca

155 Papianus as suykAntide: IE 502, 730, 732, 3079.

156 IE 725, 731, 3076, 3077, 3078.

157Vedia Phaedrina, prytanis: IE 47,733, 678, 733, 2100, 308; Raepsaet-Charlier 1987: no. 784.

158, Flavius Damianus: PIR? F 253; IE 672a, 672b, 678a, 735, 811, 2100, 3029, 30517, 3080,
3081.

159 Philostrat. ¥S 2.23. On the excavations of the colonnade from the city to the Artemisium, see
Knibbe and Langmann 1993; Knibbe and Thiir 1995.

160, Flavius Vedius Antoninus, proconsul of Africa: PIR? F 392; IE 47, 678, 3081-3085;
T. Flavius Damianus: PIR? F 252; IE 47, 678, 30512, 3081; T. Flavius Phaedrus: PIR? F 329; IE
677, 678, 3081. They had a fourth male child, T. Flavius Papianus, but he appears to have died in
childhood: PIR? F 328.

161T Flavius Vedius Antoninus: PIR? F 393; IE 678, 3085; T. Flavius Vedius Apellas: PIR’F
394; IE 678, 3084; T. Flavius Damianus: PIR? F 251; IE 678.
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Plate 1. IE 1491 (British Museum)
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Plate 2. IE 1492 (British Museum)
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Plate 3. IE 1493 (British Museum)
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Plate 4. Lucius Aelius Commodus Verus (British Museum)
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