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The Great Transformation.  
Civic Coin Design in the Second Century BC 

(Plates XL-XLVIII) 

Andrew MEADOWS∗ 

In 2001 Jonathan Williams and I published an article in which we examined the 
phenomenon of the paradigm shift in coin design at the mint of Rome, which 
seems to have begun around the 130s BC. At this point the traditional designs of 
the denarius began to be abandoned in favor of an annually changing series of 
designs, which tended to be based on the familial history of the moneyers 
responsible for the coinage. This was something distinctly Roman, we suggested, 
to do on the one hand with the relationship between the concepts of money and 
memory inherent in the identity of Moneta, a word which meant both remem-
brance, mint (and by extension money), and on the other hand between the 
strongly familial nature of political competition in the Republic of the second 
century BC. The spur to this change at Rome is perhaps to be seen in the 
widening imperial horizons of the Republic in the second half of the second 
century BC, the attendant social upheaval that this occasioned in the city of 
Rome, and the threat this began to create to the established political order.1 

As we composed that paper, we looked briefly to the Greek world to see if we 
could detect any similar shift in behavior in Greek coins, but it was immediately 
apparent that this personal or familial element was essentially absent from Greek 
coin designs. Nonetheless, in this paper I want to suggest that there was a para-
digm shift in Greek coinage in the second century BC. This did not manifest itself 
in the form of the iconographic preoccupations of individuals or families, but 
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1. MEADOWS, WILLIAMS (2001). Elements of our interpretation have come under fire, notably in 

WISEMAN (2009), and the archaeological evidence for the physical location of the mint and its 
environs has developed rapidly. See TUCCI (2005); COARELLI (2010); ARATA (2010) and 
HEYWORTH (2011). However, the basic phenomenon of change in design and its essentially 
personal nature remains unchallenged.  
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rather in a new view of communal identity, which may be witnessed in other 
aspects of civic behavior in the same period. 

As will become clear, there is a massive body evidence to be considered, far 
beyond the scope of this short paper, so I shall try to give first an overview of the 
phenomenon, second to examine some particularly instructive cases, and finally 
to suggest how the numismatic material fits against a broader backdrop of evi-
dence during this period. 

THE GREAT TRANSFORMATION 

The basic nature of the Transformation of Greek coin design that took place in 
the second century BC can most simply be appreciated by examining a few 
specific cases. We may begin with one of the most familiar, that of Athens. The 
archaic, classical and early Hellenistic coinage of Athens is familiar almost to the 
point of banality (Pl. XL, 1). Through a period of 300 years or so it underwent 
some stylistic change, but the basic conception remained remarkably constant. 
But in c. 164/3 BC, (Pl. XL, 2) the Athenians began the production of a New Style 
coinage, with a clear change in design. The basic types remain the same, but the 
execution is completely different. Athena’s head is now treated in exquisite detail, 
such that most have been tempted to see in this new depiction a rendering of the 
head of Pheidias’ statue.2 Whatever the model, the effect is certainly more specific 
than the generic portrayals of the earlier coinage. The reverse is completely 
encircled in a wreath — the detail that is perhaps most frequently noted of these 
coins, and which gave rise to their nickname of “stephanephoroi”.3 The wreath, of 
course, is of olive and is surely to be connected with the other new feature of the 
reverse design: the owl now stands on an amphora, generally assumed to 
represent one of the prize amphorae from the Panathenaic Games. The combined 
effect of these two new designs is surely to make us think not only of a specific, 
Athenian manifestation of Athena, but also of her temple on the Acropolis, the 
Parthenon, and her great games and festival, the Panathenaia. Athena and her 

                                                           
2. See, for exemple, LACROIX (1949), p. 271-272: “Il faut attendre la fin du IIIe siècle pour trouver, 

sur les tétradrachmes athéniens du nouveau style, une image d’Athéna qui reproduise fidèle-
ment la tête de la Parthénos… Ces monnaies offrent, en effet, des détails qui concordent avec 
les copies les plus exactes, telles que les médaillons de Koul-Oba ou la gemme d’Aspasios. On 
y reconnaît les chevaux ailés qui servaient de supports aux aigrettes latérales et les protomés 
d’animaux qui, disposées en rangée, surmontaient le bord de la visière. Sans doute, les gra-
veurs n’ont-ils pu transcrire, à une aussi petite échelle, tous les détails de leur modèle ; ils ont 
omis, en particulier, le sphinx, pièce centrale de cette décoration compliquée. Il est certain, 
cependant, qu’ils avaient présent à l’esprit l’œuvre du sculpteur et qu’ils cherchaient à en 
donner, sous une forme abrégée, une image aussi fidèle que possible”. For a full discussion, see 
SCHWABACHER (1953). 

3. On the applicability of the term, see ROBERT (1977). 
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owl have changed from the plain canting types of the early coinage, to bear more 
specific meanings about the city and its relationship to its goddess. 

In this development the Athenians were far from alone. Chalcis and Eretria 
in Euboea, almost simultaneously with Athens, it would seem, struck brief series 
of coinage on a similar model.4 The issues of Chalcis (Pl. XL, 3) are characterized 
by a unique portrayal of Hera wearing a veil on the obverse, while on the reverse 
the goddess appears driving a chariot. This is a phenomenon that becomes 
widespread in a number of coinages that we shall consider below: a deity shown 
full figure. There is no question here of a simple head, or a cult statue, but rather 
Hera is shown in action. As in the case of Athens, the difference from the earlier 
coinage of the city (Pl. XL, 4) is quite marked.5 Eretria (Pl. XL, 5), on the other 
hand went for a sumptuous depiction of the goddess Artemis, and on the reverse 
a sacrificial, filleted bull, as there had been on earlier Eretrian coinage (Pl. XL, 6), 
but here shown in its entirety. Further north in Thrace, again probably in the 
160s, two more cities would transform their coinage. Thasos (Pl. XL, 7) and 
Maroneia (Pl. XL, 8) both abandoned past coin designs (Pl. XLI, 9 and 10) to 
produce coinage on a pattern that is beginning to become familiar.6 On the 
obverse of both is a detailed rendering of Dionysus. For Thasos this is the 
replacement for an earlier portrait; for Maroneia it is new. The reverses of both 
coins are similar too in conception. At Thasos we find a standing, statuesque 
figure of Herakles; at Maroneia we have Dionysus in similar posture but in place 
of a club he holds grapes, and where Herakles holds a lion’s pelt, Dionysus has a 
cloak. But, as much as the designs of these coins, it is the legends that strike us. In 
addition to giving the impression that we are looking at figures based on specific 
depictions or statues, the coins explicitly tell us about the relationship between 
the cities and their deity and hero, for they have not just an ethnic, but also the 
name of the god and his local epithet: ΗΡΑΚΛΕΟΥΣ ΣΩΤΗΡΟΣ ΘΑΣΙΩΝ and 
ΔΙΟΝΥΣΟΥ ΣΩΤΗΡΟΣ ΜΑΡΩΝΙΤΩΝ. These two figures represent not just the 
guardians of the cities,7 but their saviors.  

These basic patterns of elaborate ‘portraits’ of deities, full figure depictions, 
and concentration on specific local cult or association with the issuing city are 
repeated on almost 40 coinages, that all seem to begin in or after the decade 170-
160 BC (see Table 1). 
                                                           
4. On the relative chronology of the three mints on the basis of the Anthedon hoard (IGCH 223), 

see THOMPSON (1952), p. 30. 
5. For the identification of these types, see PICARD (1979), p. 91-92. 
6. For the Thasian issues, see PROKOPOV (2006), ‘originale Münze’, with p. 21 on their likely start 

date. For Maroneia, see SCHÖNERT-GEISS (1987), ‘Periode X’. Her start date for these issues is 
to be lowered: the issues of Kolophon and Magnesia which she took to be stylistically similar 
belong c. 150-140 BC, not 190-150 as she assumed (see below n. 10). Hoard evidence similarly 
points to a start date in the 160s. 

7. On Dionysus and Herakles as θεοί φύλακοι at Thasos, see PICARD (2010), p. 46. 
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MINT DESCRIPTION REFERENCE PLATE 
Athens New Style THOMPSON (1961) XL, 2 
Chalcis Hera/Hera in Chariot PICARD (1979) XL, 3 
Eretria Artemis/Filleted Bull  XL, 5 
Maroneia ΔΙΟΝΥΣΟΥ ΣΩΤΗΡΟΣ SCHÖNERT-GEISS (1987) XL, 8 
Thasos ΗΡΑΚΛΕΟΥΣ ΣΩΤΗΡΟΣ PROKOPOV (2006) XL, 7 
Odessos Great God/Great God PICK, REGLING (1910), nos. 2214-5; 

TOPALOV (1999), 190-1
XLI, 11 

Samothrace Αthena/Cybele REGLING (1928) XLI, 12 
‘Syros’ Demeter/Cabeiroi NICOLET PIERRE, AMANDRY 

(1992); MEADOWS (2013)
XLI, 13 

Apollonia Pontica ΑΠΟΛΛΩΝΟΣ ΙΑΤΡΟΥ TOPALOV (2007) XLI, 14 
Cyzicus Kore Soteira/Club VON FRITZE (1914) XLII, 15 
Lampsakos Priapos/Apollo GAEBLER (1923); BALDWIN BRETT 

(1924)
XLII, 16 

Parion ΑΠΟΛΛΩΝΟΣ ΑΚΤΑΙΟΥ MEADOWS (1998) XLII, 17 
Pergamon ΑΘΗΝΑΣ ΝΙΚΗΦΟΡΟΥ LE RIDER (1973) XLII, 18 
Abydos Artemis/Eagle DE CALLATAŸ (1996) XLII, 19 
Alexandria Troas AΠΟΛΛΩΝΟΣ ΣΜΙΘΕΩΣ BELLINGER (1961) XLIII, 20 
Ilion ΑΘΗΝΑΣ ΙΛΙΑΔΟΣ BELLINGER (1961) XLIII, 21 
Tenedos Janiform head/Axe DE CALLATAŸ (1998) XLIII, 22 
Aegai Apollo/Zeus  XLIII, 23 
Kyme Kyme/Horse and cup OAKLEY (1982) XLIV, 24 
Myrina Apollo/Apollo Gryneios SACKS (1985) XLIV,, 25 
Mytilene Zeus Ammon/Statue of 

Dionysus
 XLIV,, 26 

Clazomenae ΔΙΟΣ ΣΩΤΗΡΟΣ 
ΕΠΙΦΑΝΟΥΣ

MEADOWS (2009) XLIV,, 27 

Kolophon Apollo/Apollo Klarios MILNE (1941) XLV, 28 
Lebedos Athena/Owl, club 

cornucopiae
AMANDRY (1989) XLV, 30 

Magnesia Artemis/Apollo JONES (1979) XLV, 31 
Miletos Apollo/Lion DEPPERT-LIPPITZ (1984); 

MARCELLESI (2004)
XLV, 33 

Priene Βias of Priene REGLING (1927), no. 30. FREEMAN 
& SEAR FPL 11, 54

XLV, 34 

Smyrna Smyrna/ΣΜΥΡΝΑΙΩΝ MILNE (1914) and (1927) XLVI, 35 
Teos ΤΩΝ ΠΕΡΙ ΤΟΝ 

ΔΙΟΝΥΣΟΝ ΤΕΧΝΙΤΩΝ
LORBER, HOOVER (2003) XLVI, 36 

Samos Zeus/Hera CH 4. 55 XLVI, 37 
Alabanda Αpollo/Pegasus MEADOWS (2008) XLVI, 38 
Knidos Apollo/Artemis LE RIDER (1979) XLVI, 39 
Heraclea Latmos Athena/Club LAVVA (1993) XLVII, 42 
Myndos Αpollo/Winged Fulmen  XLVII, 43 
Kos Kore/Asclepius  XLVII, 44 
Sardes Herakles/Zeus Lydios SEYRIG (1963) XLVII, 45 
Phaselis Apollo/Athena standing HEIPP-TAMER (1993) XLVIII, 46 
Perge AΡΤΕΜΙΔΟΣ ΠΕΡΓΑΙΑΣ COLIN (1996) XLVIII, 47 

Table 1. Coinages of the Great Transformation. 
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There are, of course, differences among these issues. Some have wreaths on 
the reverse, some do not; some have gods on the reverse, some do not; some have 
legends naming the gods, others do not. And there has been a tendency in past 
examinations of these types to break them down by such typological distinctions.8 
As a result, there has been little attempt to consider this group of coins as whole.  

However, they all share obvious technical characteristics such as spread or 
hammered flans, or at least dies that are smaller than the flans on which they are 
used;9 their Attic weight standard; increased elaboration in the ‘portraiture’ of the 
obverse; and a tendency to frame reverse types with wreaths or legends. And 
almost all of the coins that can be reasonably firmly dated by hoard evidence 
seem to belong between c. 175 and 140 BC, that is to say within a generation.10 
There is, clearly, a danger that if we artificially break these coinages down into 
groups on the basis of certain design features we miss a broad, sweeping transfor-
mation that has its roots much deeper than the choices of those design features.  

But while we may be able to identify a broad movement that extends from 
mainland Greece through Thrace to Western Asia Minor, it is equally clear that 
the design decisions taken are fundamentally local. In this respect, I think, they 
exemplify a tension visible elsewhere in this volume between explanations that 
may be universally applicable for coin design choices, and those that focus on the 
individual circumstances of the issuing state. It is a tension we also see in the 
distinction articulated in a famous passage of Plato’s Laws, where the philosopher 
proposes that we may distinguish coinage that is ‘Hellenic’, useable ‘internation-
ally’ in the Greek world (Ἑλληνικὸν νόμισμα ἕνεκά τε στρατειῶν καὶ ἀποδημιῶν 
εἰς τοὺς ἄλλους ἀνθρώπους) from that which is ‘epichoric’ (τὸ ἐπιχώριον), 
designed for local use only.11 So to investigate the Great Transformation that I 
have just outlined in these civic coinages, we need to keep one eye on the local 
and one eye on the more general historical circumstances behind them. To begin 
with I want to take a look at some of the local circumstances in cases where there 
seems to be some surviving epigraphic and literary evidence.  

CASE STUDIES 

A particularly intriguing case is provided by the mint of Knidos, sometime 
probably in the second quarter of the second century (Pl. XLVI, 39). The 
                                                           
8. The bibliography on the wreathed issues is substantial. For a brief summary, see LE RIDER 

(1999), p. 47-49. For the coinages in the name of gods, see the recent study of PSOMA (2008). 
9. For this general tendency in the second century, see the studies of MØRKHOLM (1991), p. 12 

and DE CALLATAŸ (2000). 
10. Not all of these issues can be closely dated, and space prohibits detailed discussion here. In 

addition to the bibliography cited in Table 1, for recent evidence for a number of the key 
issues, see the discussion by A.R. Meadows, in MEADOWS, HOUGHTON (2010), p. 179-183. 

11. Plato, Laws 742a-b. For discussion of this passage and its significance, see MEADOWS (2009b). 
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traditional Knidian types of Aphrodite and a lion (Pl. XLVI, 40) are abandoned. 
Instead, on the obverse appears a distinctively rendered head of Apollo; but it is 
the reverse that captivates the attention. Here we see a standing figure of Artemis, 
fully draped and apparently holding a bowl. At her feet stands a stag. As we have 
long known from Knidian inscriptions the local cult was of Artemis 
Hyakinthotrophos, and this must be her.12 We have, then, a representation of a 
distinctive local deity. But what lifts this type out of the ordinary is that we have 
in this design not one, but two depictions of the deity. For, in addition to the 
anthropomorphized depiction of the goddess, we can see that she is resting her 
left elbow on an archaic cult statue—presumably her own (Pl. XLVII, 41).13 What 
is going on here? Why are there two depictions: one of the goddess in ‘human’ 
form, the other of her object of cult reverence at Knidos? The answer, I think, can 
be found in a pair of inscriptions from Kos, published by G. Pugliesi-Caratelli in 
1987. They record a diplomatic exchange between the cities of Kos and Knidos, 
which the editor dated, on the basis of letterforms, to around the beginning of the 
second century.14 The city of Knidos had apparently sent out embassies to its 
neighbors and allies announcing that they had added an extra title to the name of 
their goddess: she was now to be known as Artemis Hyakinthotrophos Goddess 
Epiphanes (‘θεὸν Ἐπιφανῆ’), on account of a recent epiphany. As part of this 
process, the Knidians had established a penteteric festival in her honor and sent 
to Delphi for recognition of the festival as Isopythian. The Koans responded 
favorably to the Knidian request and presumably were not the only ones to do so. 
The occasion of the epiphany is not recorded, however it is more than likely that 
this occurred during a period of military conflict, and all commentators on these 
inscriptions have assumed that it must have occurred during the attack on the 
city by Philip V in 201 BC.15 Artemis presumably appeared and saved the city 
from conquest. In this extraordinary coin type, I would suggest, we can see the 
engraver’s attempt to show the goddess Artemis manifest (Epiphanes, in the 
human figure) protecting her cult statue and, by metonymy, the whole city of 
Knidos.  

We cannot say for certain that this coin was struck in the immediate 
aftermath of the epiphany, or, for example, the first celebration of the games. It 
might be tempting to suggest this; but the point I want to make is more general. 
In this particular case, the Knidians’ choice of coin type seems to exist in the 

                                                           
12. For the identification, see LE RIDER (1979), p. 156.  
13. LE RIDER (1979), p. 157 notes also the archaic appearance of the legend with backwards nu and 

omicron instead of omega. This feature is not confined to this type, however, the backward nus 
are also to be found on late posthumous Alexanders of Knidos: see PRICE (1991), no. 2472a; 
Mektepini 420. 

14. PUGLIESE CARRATELLI (1987) (SEG 38.812).  
15. See e.g. PRITCHETT (1979), p. 36; PUGLIESE CARRATELLI (1987), p. 113; HABICHT (1989), p. 92. 
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same realm of civic activity as the recognition of their local deity, and of their 
establishment of an international festival in her honor. In this respect, the unique 
coin from Knidos in fact seems to fall into a shift in pattern of civic behavior we 
can identify elsewhere. In two classic articles Angelos Chaniotis has drawn 
attention to two parallel phenomena in the Hellenistic period: the rise of the civic 
festival (sich selbst feiern) and an increased theatrical dimension to the transac-
tion of civic activity in the same period; and in a recent book Verity Platt has 
emphasized the role that epiphanies of gods play at the intersection of these two 
movements.16 Knidos is one place where the epiphany of the god led to the 
establishment of a major festival, but it is not the only one.  

The same had happened slightly earlier at Magnesia on the Maeander, where 
the epiphany of Artemis Leukophryene led to an international campaign (the 
record of which survives in inscriptions) to seek recognition of the goddess’ 
sanctuary and her games as isopythian.17 The early second century saw also the 
construction of a new temple, and the establishment of a festival of Eisiteria to 
mark the goddess’ installation in her new home.18 And so, on the coinage of the 
second century we find Artemis brought to prominence, in contrast to the earlier 
coinage of the city where she is nowhere visible (cf. Pl. XLV, 31 and 32). Similarly 
at Kolophon, an epiphany of Apollo Klarios seems to have led to the 
establishment of a penteteric festival around the end of the third century.19 Again, 
we can see the adaptation of earlier types of the city with generic Apollonian 
types to ones of greater detail (cf. Pl. XLV, 28-29). We might note here that 
Apollo is depicted full figure and standing, but since we know that this cannot 
represent the cult statue of Apollo Klarios (which was seated),20 it is tempting to 
suggest that we may again have a depiction of the epiphany. And, of course, there 
is Pergamon (Pl. XLII, 18), where an epiphany of the goddess Athena has been 
taken to have given rise to the city’s cult of Athena Nikephoros.21 
                                                           
16. CHANIOTIS (1995) and CHANIOTIS (1997); PLATT (2011), p. 124-160. For a survey of the 

evidence for the transformation in civic cult in the Hellenistic period, see also DESHOURS 
(2011), p. 33-83. 

17. The Magnesians’ own account of the epiphany, embassy to Delphi, and quest for recognition 
is preserved in IMagnesia 16 (SIG3 557). For the dossier of responses from around the Greek 
world, see RIGSBY (1996), nos. 67-131. 

18. IMagnesia 100, LSAG 33A. See now DESHOURS (2011), p. 197-208. 
19. For the epiphany, see SEG 33.973 (RIGSBY [1996], no. 172), a decree of an unknown city 

recognizing the sanctuary, apparently one of many that otherwise remain unpublished. Cf. 
GAUTHIER (1999), p. 15. 

20. E. SIMON, LIMC II.1 (1984), sv. “Apollo”, p. 324. The statue seems to be depicted on bronze of 
the Augustan period: RPC I. 2523. The remains of a colossal seated statue, probably dating the 
late first century BC or slightly later were discovered by the French excavators: HOLTZMANN 
(1993), p. 803-804. 

21. See, for example, SEGRÉ (1948), p. 117; PLATT (2011), p. 137-139. Explicit testimony for an 
epiphany is, in fact, lacking. 
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While the coins of Knidos, Magnesia, Kolophon and Pergamon might allude 
to epiphanies, an issue of Klazomenai, that has only recently been recognized as 
such, is much more explicit (Pl. XLIV, 27). On the obverse appears a striking 
head of Zeus, and on the reverse the standing figure of an Amazon. The legend, 
however, draws us back to the obverse: ΔΙΟΣ ΣΩΤΗΡΟΣ ΕΠΙΦΑΝΟΥΣ 
KΛΑΖΟ. This coin claims to be of the people of Klazomenai and of Zeus Soter 
Epiphanes (or perhaps of the Zeus Soter Epiphanes of the Klazomenians). We 
know nothing of the occasion of the epiphany, although since it was of Zeus 
Soter, it is perhaps plausible to suggest again that this occurred in a time of war. I 
have suggested elsewhere that we might see the circumstances in a war between 
Klazomenai and Temnos that is epigraphically attested to have taken place in the 
first half of the second century.22 Irrespective of the specific circumstances, how-
ever, we are left with a very clear case of a coinage that makes explicit reference to 
a specific deity and his relation to the city. One cannot help but be reminded of 
the coinages of Thasos and Maroneia we have already noted, which share similar 
forms of legends: ΗΡΑΚΛΕΟΥΣ ΣΩΤΗΡΟΣ ΘΑΣΙΩΝ (of Herakles Soter [and?] 
of the Thasians) and ΔΙΟΝΥΣΟΥ ΣΩΤΗΡΟΣ ΜΑΡΩΝΙΤΩΝ (of Dionysus Soter 
[and?] of the Maroneians) (Pl. XL, 7-8). In these cases it is unclear whether a 
reference to a specific act of Soteria is being referred to, but the attempt seems to 
be being made to refer to a specific cult within the cities. This is in contrast, as we 
have noted, to the more generic references we find earlier on the coinages of these 
cities.  

Other examples of such specific reference, alongside similarly statuesque 
representations are not difficult to find. So at both Parion and Alexandria Troas 
(Pl. XLII, 17 and Pl. XLIII, 20) we have standing figures of Apollo. At the former 
city he is depicted holding a bow at his feet and laurel branch in his outstretched 
hand, at the latter he holds the bow up, but carries a bowl in his right hand. The 
difference in representation is explained in the legend. At Parion we have 
ΑΠΟΛΛΩΝΟΣ ΑΚΤΑΙΟΥ ΠΑΡΙΑΝΩΝ—Apollo Actaeus of the Parians; at 
Alexandria we have ΑΠΟΛΛΩΝΟΣ ΣΜΙΘΕΩΣ ΑΛΕΞΑΝ—Apollo Smintheus of 
the Alexandrians. Closely connected to these in style are the coins of Ilion, where 
the deity is Athena, described as ΑΘΗΝΑΣ ΙΛΙΑΔΟΣ—Athena Ilias 
(Pl. XLIII, 21). In all these cases we are told quite explicitly that these are 
representations of the local deity.  
There is, of course, another explicit way to identify the representation of a deity 
as being that of specific cult, and that is to represent the statue itself 
unambiguously. We have already seen one example of this at Knidos 
(Pl. XLVII, 41). Another stunning instance can be found on another unique coin, 
this time of Samos (Pl. XLVI, 37). Here we have a head of Zeus on the obverse, 

                                                           
22. MEADOWS (2009a), p. 253-254. 
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and what is clearly the archaic cult statue of Hera on the reverse. This needs no 
labeling—ΣΑΜΙΩΝ will suffice.23 A similar case can be made for the distinctive 
representation of Dionysus on the wreathed issues of Mytilene (Pl. XLIV, 26).24 
But perhaps the most extraordinary example comes from Apollonia Pontica, 
(Pl. XLI, 14) where the die-engraver has gone out of his way to make it clear that 
he is representing a statue, and a big one at that. Here we have Apollo Iatros, duly 
labeled (ΑΠΟΛΛΩΝΟΣ ΙΑΤΡΟΥ) standing on a truncated pedestal. The laurel 
he holds is lifted above its usual depiction as a single branch to take on the 
appearance of an entire tree. As it happens, we have literary testimony to the 
identity of the statue, the work of Calamis (at a reputed cost of 500 talents), and 
to the prominent place it took within the city.25 Prior to its removal by Lucullus 
this colossal statue, with a height of 30 cubits (45 ft = 13.7m) was a major land-
mark within the city. 

And even where the representation may not be absolutely certain to us, 
because the cult statue is lost, we should bear in mind that there may be other 
cases where the identity would have been obvious to the ancient citizen of the 
issuing city. One obvious candidate here is the coinage of Kos, with the depiction 
of Asclepius standing leaning on his snake staff (Pl. XLVII, 44). Like the coinage 
of Samos, this first turns up in a hoard of the late 160s, and so both have every 
chance of being contemporary with the Artemis coin of Knidos.26 
Lest we become fixated with statues, we might compare the circumstances of the 
wreathed tetradrachms of Cyzicus (Pl. XLII, 15). Louis Robert first suggested that 
the issue of these was connected with the reorganization of the Cyzicene festival 
of Kore Soteira, which is attested in inscriptions from Delos and Delphi, where 
the gods declared the festival holy and perhaps Panhellenic. The coins cannot 

                                                           
23. The statue is well attested on issues of the imperial period, and probably represents that 

described by Pausanias (and other authors) as the work of Smilis, son of Eukleides. Pausanias, 
writing of the Samian Heraion notes: εἶναι δ᾽ οὖν τὸἱερὸν τοῦτο ἐν τοῖς μάλιστα ἀρχαῖον ὃ 
οὐχ ἥκιστα ἄν τις καὶ ἐπὶ τῷ ἀγάλματι τεκμαίροιτο: ἔστι γὰρ δὴ ἀνδρὸς ἔργον Αἰγινήτου 
Σμίλιδος τοῦ Εὐκλείδου. οὗτος ὁ Σμῖλίς ἐστιν ἡλικίαν κατὰ Δαίδαλον (7. 4. 4). For discussion 
of the later numismatic evidence for the statue, see LACROIX (1949), p. 206-216. 

24. See LACROIX (1949), p. 48-54: “certainement une idole vénérable” (p. 50). 
25. Strabo 7.6.1 C438: “εἶτ᾽Ἀπολλωνία…ἄποικος Μιλησίων, τὸ πλέον τοῦ κτίσματος ἱδρυμένον 

ἔχουσα ἐν νησίῳ τινί, ὅπου ἱερὸν τοῦ Ἀπόλλωνος, ἐξ οὗ Μάρκος Λεύκολλος τὸν κολοσσὸν 
ἦρε καὶ ἀνέθηκεν ἐν τῷ Καπετωλίῳ τὸν τοῦ Ἀπόλλωνος, Καλάμιδος ἔργον”. Cf. Pliny Nat. 
34.17: moles quippe excogitatas videmus statuarum, quas colossaeas vocant, turribus pares. talis 
est in capitolio apollo, tralatus a m. lucullo ex apollonia ponti urbe, xxx cubitorum, d talentis 
factus. For the identification of the statue on bronze coins, similarly labeled ΑΠΟΛΛΩΝΟΣ 
ΙΑΤΡΟΥ, see already LACROIX (1949), p. 248-249, with pl. xx, 8-9. 

26. An example of the Koan type was included in the Ma-Aret en-Numan hoard (CH 9. 511) of 
c. 162 BC; the single known Samian coin derives from Unknown Findspot, 1977 (CH 4. 55), 
for which a date in the late 160s is suggested by contents from Alexandria Troas and Seleucid 
Antioch. 
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belong to the precise period of reorganization, since it now seems that this took 
place during the reign of Philip V, i.e. before 179 BC, whereas the coinage seems 
to date from the late 170s or early 160s at the earliest.27 However, the recent 
redating of a Rhodian inscription recognizing the Soteria to some time between 
169 and 167 BC shows that the diplomatic activity surrounding the recognition of 
the festival carried on for some time and into the period in which we can 
comfortably date the beginning of the coinage.28 The important point to stress is 
that, at the city of Cyzicus, the period of the creation of this new style of coin 
coincides with one in which the city was upgrading its civic festival and embark-
ing upon a major, international effort to have this recognized.  

Finally we can return to Athens, which inaugurated its wreathed coinage 
perhaps 10-15 years later. As Julia Shear has put it:  

In 167, the Roman Senate rewarded the Athenians with control of Delos, 
Lemnos, Imbros, and Skyros…. Delegations from these four islands very proba-
bly took part in the succeeding Great Panathenaia in 166/5. The importance of 
the celebration and its clear association with the identity of the city may be seen 
in the introduction at just this time of Athenian new-style coinage which, on 
the reverse, showed an owl standing on a horizontal Panathenaic amphora and 
surrounded by an olive crown. Although this new type may be connected with 
the political events of the 160’s, it could equally have been intended to celebrate 
the 400th anniversary of the Great Panathenaia and it emphasized the close 
connection between the city, the goddess, and the festival.29 

In fact, although the Great Panathenaia of 162 occurred at a remarkable 
confluence of Athenian good fortune and a major anniversary, the games had 
been growing for a while. In particular, the tribal hippic events had increased to 4 
by 182/1 BC, and were further augmented with horse races and the four-horse 
chariot in 178/7 BC, and a second set of tribal events in the hippodrome and in 
the Great games of 162/1 theatrical contests were added to the festival. As 
S.V. Tracy and C. Habicht, writing of these years have put it, the Athenians  

chose… to use the Panathenaia to showcase their city and to remind their 
contemporaries of Athens’ role as the cultural leader of the Hellenic world. In 
response to their invitation, professional athletes, influential politicians, royal 

                                                           
27. The evidence is collected by RIGSBY (1996), p. 341-350. For the evidence pushing the 

foundation of the cult back into the reign of Philip V, see HABICHT (2010). For the date of the 
coinage, see MEADOWS, HOUGHTON (2010), p. 179-180. 

28. The stone (CIG 3656), now lost, bore a Rhodian decree recognizing some aspect of Kyzikos’ 
religious status. For discussion and text, see RIGSBY (1996), no. 166. For a date in the early 
160s, see HABICHT (2005), p. 96-97. 

29. SHEAR (2001), p. 615. 
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ministers and generals, queens and kings flocked to Athens or sent their horses, 
jockeys, and chariots.30  

The advent of the New Style coinage thus falls within a period of significant 
augmentation of the festival to which it seems to refer in its reverse type. 

THE BROADER BACKGROUND 

I have suggested that there was a Great Transformation in coin design in the 
second quarter of the second century BC, and that by consideration of specific 
types against their specific civic historical background, we can begin to ‘read’ 
these coinages and the messages that their issuers sought to convey. But, if this 
reading is correct, we cannot deny that this was, at the same time, a movement 
that was bigger than the individual city. Although their preoccupations were 
local, these coinages form part of a much broader shift in civic self-representation 
that is observable in other areas such as the appearance of gods to groups of citi-
zens, the development of cults and attendant festivals and, we might add, the 
requests for recognition of Asylia that frequently accompanied the announce-
ment of such festivals on the international stage. In this sense, therefore, it is 
important that we view this ‘Great Transformation’ in coin design against a 
broader background than merely coinage.  

But here we return to the tension noted earlier between local and general 
explanations for iconographic choices. In this context we must consider the 
question that has been posed by the editors of this volume about issuers and 
audience, intent and reception. The types I have been discussing were local, polis-
driven, and at that level capable of explanation at the local level, but in seeking to 
explain these choices we cannot ignore the more general phenomenon: the fact 
that it occurred in multiple cities at more or less the same time. Two major 
interrelated questions (at least) require answer: first, why now, in and shortly 
after the 160s BC? And, second why did coinage respond in this particular way? 

These questions are susceptible to two types of answer. On the one hand we 
may appeal to general historical circumstances. A broad change in the political 
environment was taking place in Greece and Asia Minor in the 170s and 160s BC. 
Traditional models of monarchy were disappearing; Rome was arriving; and 
cities were becoming independent, some for the first time in living memory. As 
Polybius famously put it, “In the 149th Olympiad (184-180 BC) a greater number 
of embassies came to Rome from Greece than had ever been seen before”.31 We 
may explain the growth of civic cults, and their fierce promotion by the cities they 

                                                           
30. TRACY, HABICHT (1991), p. 235. On the development of the games in this period, see also 

SHEAR (2001), p. 381. 
31. Plb. 23.1.1: κατὰ τὴν ἐνάτην καὶ τετταρακοστὴν ὀλυμπιάδα πρὸς ταῖς ἑκατὸν εἰς τὴν Ῥώμην 

ἡθροίσθησαν πρεσβειῶν πλῆθος ἀπὸ τῆς Ἑλλάδος, ὅσον οὐ ταχέως πρότερον. 
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graced as the result of a peer-polity interaction of a particularly competitive kind. 
In this environment kings, leagues, other cities and perhaps, above all, Romans 
had to be convinced of the antiquity, venerability and Panhellenic importance of 
a city’s festival. Against this background we can read the Transformation of coin-
age as part of this promotional activity. On this somewhat modernistic 
interpretation, the issuers of the new iconography were the cities qua cities, and 
the audience was external.  

But I am personally reluctant to reduce Greek religious expression to such 
entirely instrumental interpretation. Epiphanies were not invented; belief in a 
local deity was not a matter of choice or convenience. The local cult was part of 
local identity and the recognition of that cult through ritual acts and service was 
part of what bound the polis together. In this sense we might view the issuers of 
these coins as the communal whole of the city, but the audience as being the same 
communal whole. The designs chosen served as communal self-reinforcement in 
a period of communal crisis of identity. 

Another form of explanation that we may pursue is numismatic, and can be 
appreciated most clearly if we turn to one aspect of the Great Transformation 
that I have not yet outlined: a significant number of the cities we have surveyed 
had in fact recently issued Attic weight coinage before the Great Transformation, 
but they had done so in the form of posthumous Alexanders or Lysimachi. So, for 
example, Cyzicus, Lampsakos, Parion, Alexandria Troas, Tenedos, Kyme, 
Myrina, Mytilene, Klazomenai, Kolophon, Lebedos, Magnesia, Miletos, Priene, 
Smyrna, Teos, Samos, Alabanda, Knidos, Kos and Phaselis.32 But by the mid 150s 
all of these coinages had ceased, to be replaced by the new, civic types.  

Here once more, we return to our tension between the local and the general. 
These posthumous royal coinages had been Hellenic coinages, wherein local 
identity had been suppressed in favor of universal acceptability. Types were 
chosen on the basis of the economic message they conveyed. The extraordinary 
feature of the second century post-Transformation issues is that economically 
they were no different from the Alexanders they followed, either in intent or, 
apparently, behavior. They were Attic weight coins, and circulated far beyond 
their cities of issue.33 So they were both epichoric in design and Hellenic in 
nature. What seems to have happened is that the issuers of these coins were now 
free to ignore one audience for their coins, and concentrate on another.  

So we have to ask why these cities abandoned such convenient ‘Hellenic’ 
designs in favor of their new esoteric, locally motivated types. And how did 
coinage come to be the place for the expression of such local religious concerns? 

                                                           
32. For the Alexanders, see PRICE (1991), with a list on p. 78-79. For the Lysimachi, see LE RIDER 

(1972). For a general survey, LE RIDER (1999), p. 39-41. 
33. For a recent discussion of this phenomenon, with past bibliography, see PSOMA (2013). 
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Here we must introduce one final piece of the numismatic puzzle: the parallel 
development that occurred in royal coinage at the same period. In the early years 
of the second century BC the young king Ptolemy V took the epiklesis Epiphanes, 
and around 199/8 BC coins were struck according this title, but with a significant 
departure from the standard Ptolemaic reverse (Pl. XLVIII, 48).34 (As it happens, 
this type was also taken by one of the wreathed coinages, that of Myndos 
[Pl. XLVII, 43]). Kings had long been gods, of course, but one of them was 
pushing the notion a stage further by adopting an epithet that calls to mind 
precisely the epiphany of gods to mortals that, as we have seen, was starting to 
appear in the civic epigraphic record.  

A quarter of a century later, shortly after 175 BC, the first Seleucid king 
would give himself the same title, Epiphanes. The development of Antiochos IV’s 
epithets, and the accompanying changes in his coinage at the mint of Antioch 
make fascinating reading. Between 175 and 173/2 (Series 1) he was known as 
ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΑΝΤΙΟΧΟΥ and his coins had the usual Apollo on omphalos 
reverse (Pl. XLVIII, 49). Between 173/2 and 169/8 (Series 2) he changed his 
legend to ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΑΝΤΙΟΧΟΥ ΘΕΟΥ ΕΠΙΦΑΝΟΥΣ, and the reverse type 
was personalized to present a god new to Seleucid silver, Zeus, holding a Nike 
(Pl. XLVIII, 50). Around 168 BC (Series 3) he introduced a new type that 
replaced his own portrait with a head of Zeus (Pl. XLVIII, 51), and then, probably 
to mark his great Panhellenic festival at Daphne in 166 BC, he issued a remarka-
ble coinage (Pl. XLVIII, 52), with a head of Apollo on the obverse and a standing 
figure of the god on the reverse. The latter is generally assumed to represent the 
cult statue of Apollo at Daphne by Bryaxis.35 

In broad conception of design, we are clearly in the same world as the trans-
formed civic designs, and we are in exactly the same chronological period as the 
beginning of that phenomenon. In the development in Antiochos’ coinage from 
portrait of king to portrait of god we see perhaps where the portrait-like 
depiction of deities on the civic coins takes its inspiration. In the utilization of 
deities to represent dynastic origins, or other religious association, and the 
framing legends of Antiochos’ coinage, we find a parallel for the development in 

                                                           
34. Sv. 1249. On the likely date of the introduction of the epiklesis and the date of issue, see 

HAZZARD (1995). A date in the early 190s seems confirmed by the presence of a specimen in 
the Syria 1981 hoard (CH 7.90): MEADOWS (2017). This may not, in fact be the first Ptolemaic 
coinage with an epiphanic theme. BRICAULT (1999) suggests that following the battle of 
Raphia, victory may have been attributed to an epiphany of Isis and Sarapis, who thereafter 
were accorded the status of Theoi Soteres, which is perhaps reflected in the Isis and Sarapis 
tetradrachms of Ptolemy IV and V. On these last, see now LANDVATTER (2012). 

35. The chronology of the Antioch coinage of Antiochos IV has been studied in depth by 
MØRKHOLM (1963) and LE RIDER (1999). For a summary, see SC 2, p. 61-65. For the 
identification of the Apollo reverse with Bryaxis’ statue, see LACROIX (1949), p. 320 and SC 2 
ad no. 1401. 
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civic coin. In a sense then we can describe the designers of the new civic coinage 
as being themselves the audience of royal coinage. But we can see also that they 
were potentially speaking to a similar audience in similar ways.  

So to conclude: who were these designers? The answer is that we do not 
know. But since the famous Sestos stele is discussed elsewhere in this volume36, 
and since it forms one of the very few pieces of evidence we have on this subject, 
it is worth adducing here.37 
τοῦ τε δήμου προελομέ|ν̣ου νομίσματι χαλκίνῳ χρῆσθαι ἰδίωι χάριν  

1. τοῦ νομειτεύεσθαι μὲν τὸν τῆς π[ό]|[λ]εως χαρακτῆρα,  
2. τὸ δὲ λυσιτελὲς τὸ περιγεινόμενον ἐκ τῆς τοιαύτης προσόδου ̣ | λαμβάνειν 

τὸν δῆμον,  
καὶ προχειρισαμένου τοὺς τὴν πίστιν  

1. εὐσεβῶς τε καὶ |  
2. δ̣ικαίως τηρήσοντας, vv 

Μηνᾶς αἱρεθεὶς μετὰ τοῦ συναποδειχθέντος τὴν κα|θ ̣ήκουσαν εἰσηνέγκατο 
ἐπιμέλειαν, ἐξ ὧν ὁ δῆμος διὰ τὴν τῶν ἀνδρῶν  

1. δι|κ̣αιοσύνην τε καὶ  
2. φιλοτιμίαν  

χρῆται τῶι ἰδίωι νομίσματι38 

Through the description of Menas’ involvement in the coinage there is, very 
clearly, a tension between pride (φιλοτιμία), religious propriety (εὐσέβεια) and 
civic self-representation (ἰδιότης) on the one hand and the economic function 
(λυσιτελεία, πρόσοδος) and reliability (δικαιοσύνη) of coinage on the other. This 
bipolar opposition is expressed no less than three times. If Menas did not choose 
the designs himself, he was surely involved. But the reference to the city as 
communal entity should not mislead us. Menas was a member of its elite. And 
the choices he made may have been on behalf of the city, and had an audience 
beyond its boundaries. But he was also a representative of one social and 
economic part of that city—the wealthy.39 And his audience was no less the 

                                                           
36  See p. 40, 118, 191 and 259 in this volume. 
37. The stele bears an honorific decree of the late second century BC for a Sestian by the name of 

Menas. Among his benefactions to the city was his role in the administration of its coinage. 
OGIS 339; GIBM 1XXX; I.Sestos 1. The fullest discussion of the text remains ROBERT (1973); 
cf. MARTIN (1985), p. 238-241. 

38. Ll. 43-9: “When the people decided to use its own bronze coinage, (1) so that the city’s coin 
type should be used as the current type, and (2) so that the people should receive the profit 
from this revenue, and chose men who would safeguard this trust (1) piously and (2) justly, 
Menas was appointed and, together with his colleague, showed the appropriate care. As a 
result, through the (1) justice and (2) pride of these men, the people uses its own coinage”. 

39. Cf. ROBERT (1973), p. 52-53: “C’était donc un homme qui avait de l’argent même dans les 
circonstances difficiles, ἐν καιροῖς δυσκόλοις, et la patrie ne se privait pas de faire appel à ses 
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people of his city; his choices present the conscious modeling of civic identity by 
just one part of it. 

This brings us back one last time to Athens. Just as they were redesigning 
their coinage, the people of Athens were, as we have seen, augmenting their 
games. They expanded the tribal hippic contests. Seating was erected either side 
of the Panathenaic Way, and citizens, and only citizens, would race its length, 
watched by the crowds who had assembled in the city for the Great Games.40 
Among this audience were many foreigners who could only look on at the 
spectacle of the racing citizens. But also on the seats were many Athenians, who 
could never hope to have sufficient wealth to compete in these games. The 
audience of this self-conscious display of civic pride was multifaceted, multi-
national and drawn from multiple layers of Athenian society. And so it is for 
coinage; an audience is never singular.41 
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