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Abstract

This article offers the first comprehensive presentation of a monumental funerary lion found approxi-
mately 60 years ago in Thebes. Remarkably, the stone lion’s breast is inscribed with the name of the
deceased, Faotiog. On numismatic, epigraphic and historical grounds, I identify this Wastias as the
homonymous magistrate appearing on staters of the Boiotian koinon in ca. 400 BC, but also as
Astias, one of the leading Laconizing Theban politicians on the eve of the Corinthian War (Hellenica
Oxyrhynchia 20.1-2). Wastias’ death can be very plausibly placed in 395 BC, the year of the battle of
Haliartos. The proposed association is supported by a stylistic analysis of the monument, which thus
becomes one of the best-dated sculpted lions of the Classical period. My contextual analysis of the
monument reaffirms the notoriously oligarchic orientation of Theban politics. It also prompts a re-
examination of other funerary lions, most notably its regional successor in the lion of Chaironeia.
It concludes with a reflection on the nature of individual versus collective commemorative practices.
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In memory of Andrew Stewart

I. Introduction

The visitor to the quaint Museum of Chaironeia in northwest Boiotia is met by a formidable
beast: a marble lion erected on a lofty stone base. The monument, restored in the early 20th
century, originally stood a couple of kilometres away from its present location. It marked the
mass grave of 254 heroic soldiers. Brothers in arms, the select members of the famous Sacred
Band fell on that harrowing day in August 338 BC when the Macedonian army showed once
and for all their martial superiority.’ The towering lion has by now become emblematic. It
exemplifies military courage and communal self-sacrifice,? virtues habitually associated with
the backbone of the Greek polis, the hoplite phalanx.

This image has become canonical. In this article, I intend to introduce another lion that
has come out of the Boiotian earth. Its modern story is rarely told and all but forgotten. It is a
story of entrepreneurial greed, untimely death and scholarly negligence. Meanwhile, its
ancient story, when recounted, draws out the hidden dynamics of a society whose monu-
mentalizing culture oscillated between the collective and the individual. The lion in question
has been known for some time now, but has unjustifiably generated very little interest.

! The authoritative treatment of the lion of Chaironeia is that of Ma (2008).
2 For the earliest ideological use of the monument in modernity, see Papazarkadas (2019) 115-16.
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The inscribed lion was discovered in 1961 or 1962 (see below) during the construction of a
drainage channel in Kanapitsa (Kovaritoa), about 2km north of modern Thebes, in one of the
main cemeteries of the Classical city.” The discovery of the monument was briefly reported in
the Greek daily Kathimerini on 8 January 1965. It was on the basis of that report that A. Geoffrey
Woodhead produced a Latin lemma for SEG.* This first journalistic communiqué was promptly
followed by a brief scholarly feature in the short-lived American numismatics journal Voice of
the Turtle.® Paradoxically, this little gem, the only substantial eyewitness account of the dis-
covery of the lion in English, left almost no legacy.® At any rate, the editio princeps came out
shortly thereafter in the Archaiologikon Deltion.” The treatment was succinct, in the customary
style of the Greek Archaeological Service’s main journalistic venue, yet erudite, in the typical
manner of Stephanos Koumanoudes the younger. Nevertheless, the two small photographs
published by Koumanoudes did not do justice to the size and monumentality of the sculpted
animal. That, the all too familiar disregard for modern Greek publications and the relative
obscurity of the Voice of the Turtle have meant that not only epigraphists but even experts
in the field of sculptural studies have largely remained oblivious to the lion of Thebes.?

Il. Description

Today, the lion of Kanapitsa stands on a low modern pedestal in the courtyard of the new
Archaeological Museum of Thebes, under the shade of the medieval Tower of Saint Omer
(fig. 1). The lion is badly damaged. It has lost its head, its groin, almost the entirety of its
forelegs and most of its hindlegs, but its body and the majority of its haunches survive. It
has a preserved height of 2.02m and a maximum preserved length of 2.65m. The length,
however, between the two notional vertical axes that define the preserved front and rear
extremities of the lion is ca. 1.80m.

The lion is of the seated type. As preserved, it is made of a single piece of cosmic latte
limestone (‘Thespian stone’).” However, as the first editor aptly noted, the missing head
would have been made from a separate piece of stone. It would have been placed on the
lion’s neck, roughly a flat oval surface with anathyrosis, 0.081m maximum length and
0.068m maximum width. At the centre of the neck surface, which has been worked with

® On this cemetery, see Symeonoglou (1985) 259 site 59 (in F6 of the grid map in fig. 1.2); Kountouri (2008) 669,
686 no. 19.

4 SEG XXII 419: ‘Monumentum sep. Astiae, c. med. s. IVa’.

5 Koumanoudes (1965).

© To the best of my knowledge, Beister (1970) 5 n.1, marks the inglorious death of Koumanoudes’ 1965 English-
language article.

7 Koumanoudes (1966) [1967] 145-46, pl. 53, whence SEG XXIV 375 and the note by Jeanne and Louis Robert in BE
(1967) no. 298. A year before, Touloupa (1964) [1966] 200, pl. 235, had mentioned in passing that the lion was found
by Ioannes Threpsiades, Ephor of antiquities in Boiotia, in 1962 (contra editio princeps ‘0 88pog Tod &rovg 1961°). It
is both bizarre and regrettable, to say the least, that another authoritative, albeit brief, mention of the discovery
of the lion by Threpsiades himself has been totally overlooked (Threpsiades (1965) 24). The reference can be found
in a speech he composed in 1962 for the inauguration of the then new museum of Thebes. The speech was never
delivered because of Threpsiades’ sudden death on 16 September 1962, but was published in the Archaiologike
Ephemeris of 1963 that came out belatedly in 1965. According to Threpsiades, the lion had been discovered
‘Soydrog’ (‘lately’), an adverb that would make 1962 the most likely year. Yet Koumanoudes (1965) was adamant
(a) that the lion had been discovered in 1961, and (b) that he, rather than Threpsiades, had been the finder. Most
likely, Koumanoudes was right, but strictly speaking he was acting under the authority of his superior, Ioannes
Threpsiades, who could always claim that he, the local Ephor of antiquities, had found the monumental animal.

8 Brief references by Vermeule (1972) 51; Demakopoulou and Konsola (1981) 87; Symeonoglou (1985) 259, who
mentions the inscription en passant, adding that ‘the lion belonged to an important monument of the fourth cen-
tury B.C.”; Kountouri (2008) 686; Vlachogianni (2020) 80; van Wijk (2021) 452-53.

° On this material and its use in Boiotian sculpture, see Vlachogianni (2004) 74-75; Kokkorou-Alevras et al.
(2014) 257-58 no. 982.
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Fig. 1. The lion of Thebes: frontal view (pho-
tograph by Dimitrios Sourlas).

a point, a square dowel hole was used for the insertion of the head, measuring 0.13m on
each side and approximately 0.06m in depth, preserving residues of red rust at the bottom.
Behind it, towards the nape of the neck, one can see a shallow (ca. 0.01m) pouring channel
for lead; it has a length of 0.23m and a width of 0.03m. It is worth noting that in the tech-
nical fashioning of the animal’s upper part for the insertion of the head, the Theban lion
bears a striking resemblance to that from neighbouring Thespiai which crowned the public
funerary monument for the Battle of Delion in 424.1°

It need hardly be stated that the loss of the head is most unfortunate. One can hardly
speculate about the rendering of the eyes, ears, muzzle, mouth, etc. Obviously, most of the
mane has disappeared along with the head, but its lower edges, elegantly rendered in low
relief,!! are preserved around the surviving part of the neck. They take the form of flame-
like locks that are turned to the left at the front and to the right at the back,'? when seen
from the sides, giving the impression of a ruff that is so typical of pre-Hellenistic lions." At

10 Stamatakis (1883) 67; Keramopoullos (1911) 160-63; Schilardi (1977) 37-38. The only difference is that the top
of the Thespian lion was cut obliquely, whereas that of the Theban lion is flat.

1 such low-relief rendering can be observed at the edges of the mane of the lion from Cyrene, which Mertens-
Horn (1986) 9, dates to the last quarter of the fifth century BC. Similarities can also be observed with a lion in the
Museum of Peiraieus; see Willemsen (1959) 57 and table 51. It also looks very similar to a Thespian funerary lion,
now in the Museum of Thebes: de Ridder (1922) 253-55; Demakopoulou and Konsola (1981) 88 date it to the fourth
century BC.

12 Similar is the arrangement of the locks of the funerary lion from Aiani, provisionally dated to the early fifth
century BC by its excavator: see Karamitrou-Mentessidi (2008) 58-59.

13 Vermeule (1972) 51; ¢f. Schilardi (1977) 38, who makes similar observations about the lion from Thespiai. In
general, comparable flame-like tufts can be observed on the manes of early fourth-century funerary lions, like
that of the National Archaeological Museum of Athens no. 3868 (see Kaltsas (2002) 167 no. 330); the lion of the
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the front, the mane is wedged into the chest, taking the form of wavy reversed chevrons,
echoes of which can be observed on the chest of the lion of Chaironeia and on that of the
typologically similar Getty lion. It subsequently expands, roughly at the place where the
inscription is carved, before splitting into two branches until it smoothly fades away. Its
two halves are markedly asymmetrical, with the proper right being fuller, wider and more
finished than the left. Although most of the mane on the chest was probably made with a
simple chisel, certain concave surfaces show traces of a coarse rasp, a tool often used for
texturing hair. At the back, the mane is surprisingly short.”® 1t only runs for a length of
0.15m, hardly going beyond the point where the neck is separated from the main torso, in
the shape of the reversed chevron that can be observed at the front.

The lion’s body is cylindrical and sturdy, its back notably unwrinkled since the mane, as
noted above, does not continue there (fig. 2). In fact, the body has been smoothed with a
rasp, a process that has left faint, almost microscopic traces all over the surface. It is not
inconceivable that the sculptor deliberately left these fine rasp marks in order to subtly
suggest the lion’s fur; the visual effect would have been reinforced by the use of colour.'®
Otherwise, anatomical details are rendered unobtrusively, with six ribs indicated on both
sides by means of smooth ridges (figs 3 and 4). Individual muscles are indicated by sizeable,
somewhat schematic bulges that tend to be more conspicuous around the joints of the
torso to the limbs (fig. 3). This feature arguably reflects the stress put on the body from
the now missing forelegs. The muscles rise slightly higher on the proper right, matching
the asymmetry of the mane on the chest. This almost imperceptible asymmetry might
suggest that the lion’s head was turned slightly to the right, in the manner of the famous
lion of Chaironeia.l” The haunches are also sturdy and muscular; the left is better pre-
served. Overall, the sculptor has created a lion that appears imposing, almost stately
by virtue of its steadfastness.

The first editor tantalizingly claimed that the lion’s tail was missing; this is not true. Its
inception can still be seen at the back of the lion (fig. 2), where it has the form of a vertical
band, about 0.135m wide, that disappears under the lion’s buttocks before reappearing
over the left haunch, in the typical manner of Classical lions.’® Its tip has the form of a
tuft approximately 0.38m long consisting of clusters of wavy tresses (fig. 3).

At its lower part the lion ends in a partly preserved circular plinth, approximately
0.38m tall, which would have been inserted into a pedestal. The surviving chord has a
length of 1.20m. Since it is slightly shorter than a semicircle, the original perimeter of
the plinth would have been approximately 2.50-2.60m. In his editio princeps Koumanoudes

Boston Museum of Fine Arts 65.563 (probably an Attic work), which is dated to 390 BC by Comstock and Vermeule
(1976) 52 no. 76; the Attic lion of Providence of ca. 390-380 BC, according to Ridgway (1972) 32-3 no. 10, 147-8; and
the Getty lion 57.AA.12, of ca. 380 BC according to Grossman (2001) 82-83 no. 29. The tufts of all these lions have
more volume than those of the Theban lion, however (cf. n.11); rather than a chronological indication, the dif-
ference might be attributable to local artistic preferences.

14 Getty lion inv. no. 73.AA.121: Grossman (2001) 88-90 no. 32 dates it to ca. 310 BC, even though she claims that
[sltylistically, the Getty lion looks back to lions carved about fifteen years earlier’.

15 This feature, it has to be stressed, is in stark contrast to the mannerism of hair extending along the spine that
can be observed increasingly often in fourth-century BC lions: Ridgway (1972) 32. This may be yet another indi-
cation that we are still in the early years of the fourth century BC.

16 See Jens Daehner’s judicious remarks on the Getty lion, in Brinkmann et al. (2017) 133 no. 45: ‘the most
naturalistic element is the surface of the body, which has been textured with point and claw chisels so as to
suggest the hide of the beast ... the body and mane would have been further enhanced with paint’.

17 See Ma (2008) 85, with an array of theories on what the Chaironeian lion might have gazed at.

18 Most notably in the case of the lion of Chaironeia, although its tail turns back over the right haunch, rather
than the left. In fact, such tail positioning already occurs in the Archaic period: see, for example, the tail of the lion
of Komotini (ca. 510 BC): Kokkorou-Alevras (1997) 592-93, 601 figs 1-4.
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Fig. 2. The lion of Thebes: rear view (photo-
graph by Dimitrios Sourlas).

reported that the lion was originally found near a large base made of poros stone, adding
that the base was subsequently destroyed.!® This is regrettable, but the erstwhile base
should be taken into account. Standing on a pedestal, the lion would have inspired even
greater awe than it does today.

Although some morphological details might even point to the fifth century BC, most of
the rather admittedly limited comparanda cited above leave little if any doubt that the lion
dates to the fourth century. Yet Mertens-Horn’s aphorism that fourth-century BC lions
cannot be dated precisely remains as valid today as it was 35 years ago.”® In the rendering
of its torso, the Theban lion looks quite minimalistic: the absence of veins points to the
first quarter of the fourth century BC.?! As far as its posture is concerned, the Theban lion
seems closer to that of Peiraieus (now in Venice) and the almost identical lion of Moschato
than, say, the upright lions of Chaironeia and Amphipolis.?? Unfortunately, neither of the

19 Koumanoudes (1966) [1967] 145. Earlier, Koumanoudes (1965) had written of a base made of ‘isodomic stones’.
The unknown commentator on the posthumous article of Threpsiades (1965) 24, was more specific: the base dis-
appeared after having been enveloped with cement by the ‘€toupeia’, presumably the company in charge of con-
structing the Kanapitsa drainage channel.

0 Mertens-Horn (1986) 47.

2 See Polojiorghi (2004) 252-53: ‘Eine Serie von Lowenstatuen ... bei denen die Angabe von Adern nahezu
vollstdndig fehlt und die Mdhnen relativ unnatiirlich gestaltet sind wird in den Zeitraum vom ausgehenden 5.
Jahrhundert bis zum ersten Viertel des 4. Jahrhunderts v. Chr. datiert’.

2 This stylistic development (i.e. upright pose), which is important as a chronological indication, was well
understood by Broneer (1941) 44-45. For the date of the lion of Chaironeia, see Broneer’s n.76. That of
Amphipolis was tentatively dated by Broneer (1941) 53-57, to the period ‘shortly after Alexander’s death’.
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Fig. 3. The lion of Thebes: left view (photo-
graph by Dimitrios Sourlas).

two Attic lions is firmly dated.?® T will resume examination of this aspect below in
section V. As a closing statement to the morphological part of my analysis, I can but repeat
the striking assessment of the Theban lion’s artistic quality by one of the finest ancient art
historians of the 20th century: ‘The colossal seated lion found near the Thebes railway
station ... although now headless and bereft of its base, is as splendid a beast as one will
encounter in any lion-loving civilization’.”*

Ill. The date of the lion: status quaestionis

In the editio princeps, Koumanoudes put forward a date between 379 and 338 BC on palaeo-
graphical and historical grounds, adding that 335 BC, the year of the destruction of Thebes
by Alexander the Great, was the indisputable terminus ante quem. Moreover, he tentatively
identified the deceased with Faotiag ‘the boeotarch’, whose name appears on several coins
thought at the time to date to ca. 379-338 BC (see below).”> More than a decade later,

2 In his classic treatment, Giglioli (1952), dated the Venice lion to the fourth century BC. Vermeule (1968) dated
it to ca. 360-350 BC. Mertens-Horn (1986) 51 also places it to the mid-fourth century BC. As for the lion
of Moschato, which sadly remains unpublished, Steinhauer (1998) 76 briefly deems it contemporary with, or
posterior to, the lions of Amphipolis and Chaironeia; Steinhauer (2001) 276 tentatively suggests that it might
have stood on the private funerary monument of an Athenian who had fallen at the Battle of Chaironeia in
338 BC. I, too, find this date appropriate: the mane of the lion of Moschato is very similar to that of the lion
depicted on the stele of Leon of Sinope, believed to date to 340-330 BC (see n.55).

% Vermeule (1972) 51.

% see Koumanoudes (1965) and the editio princeps in Koumanoudes (1966) [1967] 145-46.
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Fig. 4. The lion of Thebes: three-quarter
view from the front right (photograph by
author).

Koumanoudes repeated the same identification in his comprehensive Theban
prosopography.”®

Otherwise, one should take heed of a very early and totally overlooked brief mention of
the lion in an old article published by Cornelius Vermeule in 1968. A checklist of funerary
animals compiled by Vermeule with Penelope von Kersburg contains a brief entry that
seems relevant: ‘Giant, headless “Polyandrion” lion, Thebes’.?” This is no doubt the lion
under consideration. What is more striking is the date proposed by the compilers of
the catalogue: 400-390 BC. I do not know on what authority Vermeule and von
Kersburg advocated for this date, which is patently not that favoured by the first editor.
Nor do I know whether either Vermeule or von Kersburg (or both) was able to carry out
autopsy of the lion, although it seems that one of them must have had first-hand knowl-
edge of the sculpture, and I therefore suspect that their chronological suggestion was
based on morphological criteria. Regardless, their date is not wide of the mark; in fact
it is spot on, as I will demonstrate presently.

IV. The inscription: epigraphic and historical aspects

On the lion’s chest, on each side of the mane as formed under the neck, stretches the fol-
lowing inscription (fig. 5):

Fac"*“tiog

A 0.25m gap (vacat) effectively separates the two letter sequences, which consist of
three and four elements respectively. The letter height ranges between ca. 0.065 and

26 Koumanoudes (1979) 38 no. 312: Faot(iog).
%7 Vermeule (1968) 99.
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Fig. 5. The lion of Thebes: the
inscription (photograph by author).

0.075m. The alpha has a straight horizontal line. The sigma has four bars, the top and bot-
tom of which slant outwards.?® The tau and iota are conventional and allow little chrono-
logical precision. Together, though, the letters indicate that this is a fourth-century BC
inscription, earlier rather than later in the century. More significant is the digamma.
One should be careful not to assume automatically that its appearance allows identifica-
tion of the script as Boiotian. In fact, the digamma was often, albeit not always, marked on
Boiotian inscriptions long after the old epichoric script had been replaced by the Ionic
alphabet.? Ultimately, it has to be conceded that we lack good diagnostic letters to decide
whether the name Faotiog was carved in the Boiotian or the Ionic script.

We can reap greater rewards from onomastic and prosopographic analysis. The name
(Flaotioag is relatively rare.’® In the form Actiag, it is known from two Boiotian cities,
Chaironeia and Thebes. The Chaironeian Astias lived in the Hellenistic period and will
not preoccupy us here. The Theban Astias is known from the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia as
one of the leaders of the oligarchic, or rather Laconizing, party that was entangled in
the fierce power struggles that rattled early fourth-century BC Thebes. Here, it should
be pointed out that the name appears in two different forms in the Hellenica

28 The four-bar sigma should not be taken as an indication of a date after ca. 371 BC, when the Thebans, and
arguably the whole of Boiotia, abandoned the epichoric script for the more familiar Ionic alphabet; see
Papazarkadas (2016) 135-39, although Vottéro (1996) 176-80 has dated the alphabetic reform to ca. 379-371
BC. Four-bar sigmas, for instance, appear in the Thespian casualty list IG VII 1888 for the Battle of Delion
(424 BC), which is otherwise carved in the local Boiotian script. Likewise, a four-bar sigma features in the treaty
between Thebes and Histiaia SEG LXII 296 (377/6 BC), which is also carved in the Boiotian alphabet; see
Aravantinos and Papazarkadas (2012) 242-43.

2 Arena (1971) 43-47; Bliimel (1982) 83.

3 The name is in the nominative and is not followed by a patronymic. This was standard in Boiotian commem-
orative culture as late as the Hellenistic period: see Fraser and Rénne (1957) 92-101, who take this rule to be a
token of cultural conservativism.
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Oxyrhynchia, Aciag and Actiog.?! In his Theban prosopography, Koumanoudes recorded
the two opposing scholarly views on the correct form of the nameS3? Eventually
Koumanoudes accepted, no doubt rightly, that Actiag is the correct form.

Yet this is not the end of the story. In the proper Boiotian version, Faotiog, the name is
slightly more common throughout Boiotia, with nine entries in the authoritative Lexicon of
Greek Personal Names (3B). In Thebes itself, one interesting attestation occurs in a catalogue
generis incerti, which is traditionally, and probably correctly, dated to the mid-fourth cen-
tury BC.*® Besides a single Hellenistic attestation, obviously irrelevant to our discussion,
there remain the Theban Footiag of the lion from Thebes and the Faotiog of the coins,
who in LGPN 3B is placed under Boiotia, rather than Thebes, presumably because of his
being identified as a federal magistrate. Now, as already mentioned, Koumanoudes
believed that the magistrate on the coins and the man commemorated on the lion were
one and the same person.** The identification seems correct. A question worth asking,
however, is whether this Wastias could be also identified with the prominent politician
of the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia. The rarity of the name, I believe, gives good reasons to assume
that this is indeed the case.®

We need to shift attention temporarily to the field of numismatics and the well-known
series of Theban, probably federal, staters that bear abbreviated forms of magistrates’
names.* It was Hepworth who rekindled interest in these staters roughly 35 years ago
by undertaking a die link study that substantially clarified their relative chronology.
More pertinent to our discussion, it was Hepworth who first proposed to identify one
of the coin magistrates, Wastias, as the homonymous Theban leader of the Laconizing fac-
tion.*” A further breakthrough has recently been made with the contention of Albert
Schachter, the doyen of Boiotian studies, that the inception of the magistrate coins should
be pushed back to the end of the fifth century BC.*® Schachter’s revision has several impli-
cations, one of which is that the coins struck, or authorized, by Wastias, who features in

31 Hell. Oxy. 20.1: fiyodvto 8& tod pépoug tod pév Topnviag koi Avtifsog kai AvpokAeidag, Tod 88 Agovtiadng
kol Aciog koi Koipotdadag, é@povovv 8¢ tdv moltevopévav ol pev tepi tov Agovtiadny ta Aokedapoviov, oi 8¢
nepi Tov Topnviav oitiov pév elyov drtikiCery, & Gv mpoBupot Tpdg Tov Sfjpov éyévovto wg Epuyev (‘Ismenias and
Antitheos and Androkleidas were the leaders of one group, Leontiades and Asias and Koiratadas were the leaders
of the other. Amongst the politically active, the supporters of Leontiades were leaning towards the
Lakedaimonians, whereas the supporters of Ismenias were being accused of Atticism ever since they showed their
eagerness for the Athenian people when the latter were in exile’); Hell. Oxy. 20.2: £€5Uvavto 8¢ tote pév kai &t
HiKp® TPpOTEPOV Kol Tap” 00TOoig Toig OnPaiolg kai mapd i) Povdi] TdV Boiwtdv, Eunpocbev 8¢ mpogiyov oi mepi Tov
Aotiav kai Agovtiddny, ypdvov 8é Tva cuyvov kai tv mohv Sid te1fods elyov (‘At the time and even shortly
before then they wielded influence amongst the Thebans themselves and the Council of the Boiotians, but earlier
the followers of Astias and Leontiades retained supremacy and for a long period of time controlled the city
through persuasion’).

32 Gigante (1949) 67, opted for Actiog; Bruce (1967) 111, Bonamente (1973) 183, Behrwald (2005) 121 and Billows
(2016) are non-committal, and almost unanimous in their uninformed conviction that the man in question cannot
be identified (Behrwald (2005) 121: ‘Er ist ansonsten nicht bekannt’).

316 VI 2427 1. 8: [Fo]otiog ITroidho[g] (partly restored). His father’s name would have been Iroilie. A
ITroiMAe is attested as dedicator of a bronze statuette at the Theban Kabirion in the fifth century BC (IG VII
3582). Chronologically, he could well have been the father of the Factiag analysed below, but the identification,
which was hesitantly proposed by Threpsiades (1965) 24, cannot be proved on independent evidence.

34 See Koumanoudes (1966) [1967] 146, and Koumanoudes (1979). His view is recorded, with a question mark, in
LGPN 3B. s.v. Faotiog (nos 1 and 6)

% For the tempting, but ultimately unprovable, theory that this Wastias can also be identified with the hom-
onymous individual of IG VII 2427; see n.33.

% In calling Wastias a Boiuwtépyng due to his appearance on the staters, Koumanoudes clearly believed that the
coin magistrates were Boiotarchs. This is likely, but by no means certain. Most scholars opt for the vague desig-
nation ‘magistrates’, to which I adhere.

37 Hepworth (1986) 38; Hepworth (1998) 63-64, 68.

38 Schachter (2016c).
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issue no. 7 of group A, appear to date to the late fifth or the early fourth century BC. But if
Wastias were also to be identified, as per Koumanoudes, with the man whose name appears
on the lion of Kanapitsa, then we would end up with a most welcome tripartite identifi-
cation: Wastias, one of the leading pro-Spartan politicians of late fifth-/early fourth-
century Thebes, was assigned the task of supervising the striking of Theban/Boiotian stat-
ers at some time before 382 BC, and most probably in the years around 400 BC. At a later
point, when Wastias died, he was commemorated with the gigantic lion of Kanapitsa. In
sum, the question has now been reduced to establishing, if possible, the date of
Wastias’ death.

A good argument from silence can be made that Wastias was already dead by 382 BC.
This was the year when a clique of Theban extremists led by Leontiades set up a pro-
Laconian junta in Thebes.* Sundry sources explicitly name Leontiades as the leader of
the oligarchic faction and further mention the active role of several other individuals;
Wastias is conspicuously absent.”® Given his earlier prominence and association with
Leontiades in the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia, it is highly unlikely that had he been still alive
he would have somehow remained totally invisible between 382 and 379 BC, when the
pro-democratic Thebans led by Pelopidas put a bloody end to the unconstitutional oligar-
chical interlude.

Koumanoudes argued that the lion of Kanapitsa evinced death on the battlefield and
further suggested that the sculpture was part of a polyandrion.*! Both hypotheses are rea-
sonable but, although conceptually congruent, are not necessarily coexistent and should
be considered separately. Iconographically, the lion is indeed a symbol of military prowess;
the connection is so obvious, even diachronically and cross-culturally, that it hardly needs
any theoretical support. There would seem to be no doubt that Koumanoudes was right to
suggest that Wastias had died on the battlefield.

At first glance, and given Wastias’ pro-Spartan sympathies, it might seem tempting to
look for an occasion on which Theban military forces fought alongside Spartans, or at least
under the aegis of Sparta. It has been argued, for instance, that the pro-Laconian party
temporarily returned to power around 385 BC, when Thebes dispatched troops to reinforce
the Spartan besiegers of Mantineia.*? As related by Plutarch, our main source for this mili-

% For a discussion of the Theban oligarchical regime of 382-379 BC and its overthrow through the prism of
political science, see Simonton (2017) 252-53. Incidentally, here and throughout I use the Ionic form Leontiades
(Agovti6dng), succumbing to the popularity it enjoys amongst modern scholars. The appropriate Boiotian form
was almost certainly Leontiadas (Agovtiadag).

0 Beyond Leontiades, one hears of ®unnog and Apyiag. Several scholars have hypothesized that Apyiag may
be a mistake for Aoctiag, for example, Bruce (1967) 111, Pascual (1986) 73, Behrwald (2005) 121, Billows (2016),
Feyel in Goukowsky and Feyel (2019) 304, but whereas the variant Aciag, instead of Actiag (see n.31), is easy to
understand, Apyiog for Actiog is palacographically more difficult. The earliest source mentioning Apyiag is
Xenophon, who as a contemporary would have avoided such a gross misrendering of the name. There is another
argument against the identification. In his account of the events of 382-379 BC, Plutarch repeatedly refers to
Apyiog (Plut. Vit. Pel. 5.2, 6.2, 11.1-2; Plut. De gen. 1-2, 4, 17, 19, 25-29, 31, 33), and modern scholars, for example,
Georgiadou (1997) 16 and Cawkwell (2010) 102, believe that the Chaironeian author did not draw on Xenophon’s
Hellenica for his composition of the Life of Pelopidas or On the Daimonion of Socrates, respectively. If so, one would
have to assume a double, independent, palaeographic error, which stretches credulity. Not unreasonably, the
identification of Actiog with Apyiag has been rejected by Grenfell and Hunt (1908) 229, Koumanoudes (1979)
in his prosopography and the editors of LGPN 3B. Nor is it accepted by Schachter (2016¢) 181 n.62, with whom
I am in full agreement.

41 Koumanoudes (1965) 102 (‘the equivalent of the Arlington National Cemetery’).

#2 See, for example, Hack (1978) 215-20, but note that Buckler (1980b) 185-6 has forcefully argued against the
historicity of the battle.
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tary episode,*® the Thebans did suffer some casualties. So, could Wastias have been one of
those heroic Thebans who lost their lives fighting alongside their Spartan friends?
Some caution is needed. Plutarch recounts the skirmish at Mantineia in his Life of
Pelopidas as an early manifestation of the close friendship that connected Pelopidas and
Epaminondas. Both of these Theban celebrities were known for their democratic leanings,
whatever ‘democratic’ meant in the Theban ideological spectrum. Certainly, neither could
ever be described as a Laconizer. The salient point is that, regardless of their political affili-
ations, Theban noblemen were very much typical Greek aristocrats who would have fought
at whatever battles their fatherland’s interest required. Just as there was nothing strange
in Pelopidas and Epaminondas fighting in a battle meant to boost Sparta’s interests, there
should be no obstacle to the idea that Wastias died fighting in a battle against Sparta, if this
is what Theban political expediency dictated. Now, the latest securely datable appearance
of Wastias is in 395, on the eve of the Corinthian War.** Given the observations made
above, he could have died at any time between 395 and 382. And, although Wastias’ politi-
cal faction was on the decline from at least 395, this does not mean that he and his peers
were removed from Thebes and therefore unable to participate in its military operations.*
In fact, the very first year of the Corinthian War offers the most historically plausible
context for Wastias” death. Primarily remembered as the occasion of Lysander’s demise,
the Battle of Haliartos was the first open clash between Sparta and Thebes in a very long
time.*® A Spartan defeat, the Battle of Haliartos also took a heavy toll on the Theban forces.
In Plutarch’s account, 300 Thebans met a heroic death pursuing the retreating Spartan
troops uphill.*’ Plutarch goes on to add an interesting detail, which seems too specific
to be fabricated: those 300 valiant Thebans pressed hard, careless of the danger, precisely
because they wished to absolve themselves of accusations of pro-Laconian sympathies.*® It
is certainly striking that the crucial phrase, foav év aitia Tod Aaxwovilew, echoes mutatis
mutandis the exact phrase used to denote the pro-Athenian followers of Ismenias in the
Hellenica Oxyrhynchia (oi pév mepi tov Topnviav aitiov pév giyov drtikiCew).” 1t is likely

4 Plut. Vit. Pel. 4.5-6: 00 pfv &AL’ of ye moAloi vopiCovstv adToig THv c@odpav @ihiov 4md Tiig év pavtiveiy
yevéoOor otpateiag, fiv ovveotpatedoovto AakeSaipoviols, &tt @iloig kol cvpudyoig odol, mep@deiong €k
Onpdv Pondeiag, teTaypévor yap &v Tolg Omhitaug per’ GAMA®V Kal paydpevor mpdg Tovg Apkadog, WG
$védwke TO Kot aTovG KEpAG TV Aakeduipovimy kai Tpomt) TAV TOADY £yeyOVelL, GLVACTIcCAVTEG ARUVOVTO
Tovg ém@epopévoug: kai Ilehomidog pév émnta tpavpata AaPav &vavtio molloig émikoteppln vekpoig Opod
@iroig kai mohepiorg (‘However, most people think that their ardent friendship dated from the campaign at
Mantineia, where they fought on the side of the Lacedaemonians, who were still their friends and allies, and
who received assistance from Thebes. For they stood side by side among the men-at-arms and fought against
the Arcadians, and when the Lacedaemonian wing to which they belonged gave way and was routed for the most
part, they locked their shields together and repelled their assailants. Pelopidas, after receiving seven wounds in
front, sank down upon a great heap of friends and enemies who lay dead together’); tr. Perrin (1917). Cf. Paus.
9.13.1.

4 See n.31.

 In fact, what distinguishes the oligarchical coup d’état of 382 is exactly the fact that it led to the violent
physical removal of the Theban democrats. Up to that point, Theban political in-fighting does not appear to have
escalated into full-blown stasis.

46 Modern accounts of the Battle of Haliartos: Buck (1994) 37-40; Buckler (2003) 79-81 (with topographical
observations); Pascual (2007) (also with topographical analysis).

47 Plut. Vit, Lys. 28.6. In Xen. Hell. 3.5.20, Theban casualties are given as ‘more than two hundred’; in Diodorus
Siculus as about 200. Bleckmann (2006) 69-74, offers important historiographical insights.

8 Plut. Vit. Lys. 28.6: o0to1 8¢ fioav v aitig T0d Aakmvilew, fiv omovddlovteg dmolicacOot Tolg moditorg kai
GOV anTdV apedodvteg &v Tf Sidée mapavardOncov (They were accused of being pro-Laconian; being deter-
mined to exonerate themselves in the eyes of their fellow citizens, they did not spare their lives and perished in
the pursuit’).

9 Hell. Oxy. 20.1 (see n.31) with Beresford (2014), especially 18-20.
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that both expressions resonate with current political parlance in Thebes at the time. In any
case, I doubt that the 300 pro-Laconian Theban patriots would have attacked in this way of
their own volition. Most likely, they constituted a large part of the support base of the
faction of Wastias and his fellow Laconizers. All in all, it is tempting to assume that
the Battle of Haliartos was the occasion for the death, and subsequent disappearance from
our sources, of one of the greatest pro-Laconian leaders that Thebes had ever boasted,
namely, Wastias.

V. Further analysis: the lionization of Wastias

Lions, sphinxes and other apotropaic figures had already been employed in the early
Archaic period not simply as grave markers but also as tomb guardians.*® Although this
obvious and rather banal function of funerary lions is applicable to the lion of Thebes, the
inscription calls for further analysis.

Rather predictably, lions became early on the object of anthropomorphic analysis, a
familiar strand of Greek thought. From fables to philosophical treatises, lions often stand,
speak and behave like human beings. This is nowhere better epitomized than in the
Aristotelian Physiognomonica: ‘The lion seems of all creatures to be the most perfect exam-
ple of the masculine qualities ... In spirit he is generous and independent, noble and
proud, and mild, just and affectionate towards his pride’>! Turning to more mainstream
literary products, in an oft-cited epigram attributed to Antipater of Sidon, a lion decorat-
ing the monument of a certain Teleutias, clearly a fallen warrior, grandly replies to the
enquiring passer-by: ‘Not in vain stand I here, but I emblem the prowess of the man,
for he was indeed a lion to his enemies’.>* This unambiguous statement has been widely
used by scholars to endow funerary lions with a meaning that transcends their basic func-
tion of vigilance. We will see below a parallel symbolic interpretation.

Not only was lion imagery a ubiquitous proxy for humans in antiquity, it almost appears
to be a universal transhistorical phenomenon.® One instantly thinks of the famous English
king Richard the Lionheart, or hic leo noster, ‘this lion of ours’, as he was hailed in impec-
cable medieval Latin by his contemporaries.* In the case of the Theban lion, the austere,
diligently executed carving on the beast’s chest establishes identity: ‘Wastias is a lion’, or
‘This lion is Wastias’, states the caption. The predication is unique as concerns Greek lions
sculpted in the round. Relatively close is the long-known and much-admired iconographic
and verbal pun on the fourth-century BC Attic grave relief for Leon of Sinope.>

One could argue that the unequivocal statement made by the inscription attests to some
very acute sense of class identity. Wastias himself bore a name that arguably oozed
urban(e) civility and superiority in implicit contrast to rustic uncouthness.>® One of his

50 Sourvinou-Inwood (1995) 271-75; Palagia (2016) 377-78.

51 Arist. [Phgn.] 809b 14-36: @aivetor @V {Yov ardvtov Aéov Tededtato, peteiingévor Tiig Tod &ppevog idéag
... T 8 mepl TNV Woymv SoTikov kod EAeVBepov, peyahdyuyov kal giidvikov, kol pad kai Sikoiov kol gihocTopyov
npdg & v Opfon; tr. Lewis and Llewellyn-Jones (2018) 332.

52 Anth. Pal. 7.426: ovyi pérroy Eotaka, Pépm ¢ T1 cOpBolov GAKES | dvépog: v yap &1 Sucpevéesot Adwv; tr.
Paton (1917). See Strocka (1985) 68; Mertens-Horn (1986) 54; Bettenworth (2007) 90-91; Barbantini (2019) 165, who
forcefully argues that Teleutias was a soldier.

53 Strocka (1985); Lewis and Llewellyn-Jones (2018) 322-38.

54 See Spencer (2017).

55 IG 112 10334/10335: Aéwv | Zvenelg (ca. 340-330 BC). See Woysch-Méautis (1982) 133 no. 358; Scholl (1996)
247 no. 77.

% Very instructive in that respect is the recent wonderful demonstration by Simonton (2017) 148-70 that Greek
oligarchs of the Archaic and Classical periods constantly tried to manipulate public space, and more specifically to
stake a claim for exclusive use of the city centre, the 8otv. Wastias’ parents certainly showed remarkable class
consciousness in naming their son.
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peers in the Laconizing triumvirate was the wonderfully named Koiratadas, ‘Mr
Rulerson’”” Besides, wasn’t the strongman of the same triumvirate Leontiades, the
‘Lion’s son’? A scenario whereby Leontiades and Wastias were not simply collaborators
but also relatives would then add an extra hermeneutic angle to our investigation of a
lion as the preferred means of commemorating Wastias. Alas, tempting as it is, the idea
is not borne out by the extant evidence.

As historians, we had better take a different path. Leontiades, as it happens, belonged to
an old Theban family of noble lineage: his ancestors were leading figures of Theban history
in the early and mid-fifth century BC,”® and his descendants continued to stake claims to
fame well after the Classical period, and indeed after Thebes itself had vanished. An early
member of the family, Leontiades son of Eurymachos, had fought along with 400 fellow
Thebans at the Battle of Thermopylai under the leadership of Leonidas; only to surrender,
Medizing cowards that they were.>® Onomastics has led to the tempting suggestion that the
two aristocratic families, the clan of the Theban Leontiades and the royal family of the
Agiad Leonidas, enjoyed some special relationship, perhaps through xenia.*® In that
respect, it is worth noting that Leonidas’ sacrifice was commemorated with the erection
of a lion at Thermopylai, an obviously multivalent allusion to his royal pedigree, bravery
and name.®! In fact, it was precisely the lost lion of Thermopylai to which Koumanoudes
referred as an obvious predecessor of the Theban lion.** So, even if we dismissed the the-
ory that Wastias was a relative of his political ally Leontiades, we should keep in mind the
possibility that his lion was inspired by the archetypal Spartan lion of Leonidas, hinting at
the deceased’s pro-Sparta alignment. Alternatively, Wastias’ lion might have inventively
appropriated a Laconian sculptural type by turning it into an emblem of Theban superi-
ority vis-a-vis Sparta,®® especially if Wastias died at the Battle of Haliartos pursuing the
retreating Spartan troops.

In somewhat similar fashion, John Ma recently compared the lion of Thermopylai to the
lion of Chaironeia in his superb analysis of the latter. For Ma, Leonidas’ late Archaic/early
Classical lion offers an idiosyncratic perspective on modern interpretations of the lion of
Chaironeia by ‘writing it into a Panhellenic narrative of remembered good deaths, in an act
of selective memory’.** The other lion adduced by Ma was the aforementioned lion from
the polyandrion of Thespiai.®® According to Ma, the Thespian parallel complicates further

57 See Beekes (2010) s.v. xoipavog (‘ruler, commander, lord’), with specific reference to the personal name
Kopatddag. On this Theban politician, who makes his first appearance as a defender of Byzantium in 408 BC
(Xen. Hell. 1.3.15-22), see Schachter (2016a) 74, who aptly observes that Koiratadas ‘drops out of sight in 395°.
The coincidence is arresting and I strongly suspect that Koiratadas, too, died at the Battle of Haliartos alongside
Wastias and the 300 Laconizing Thebans.

%8 Demand (1982) 22; Hornblower (2011) 123, 135-36; Tufano (2019) 240-50, 256.

59 Buck (1979) 129-35. The actual story is more complicated, its treatment by Herodotus having aroused the
wrath of Plutarch in his vitriolic De malignitate Herodoti. I am in agreement with those who, following Diod. Sic.
11.4.7 (fxov 8¢ gig Toic OeppombAag ... koi OnPainy amd Tig £Tépag Hepidog Mg TETPaKOGIOL S1EPEPoVTo Yap oi Tog
Onpag katokodvteg Tpdg AAARAOVG TEpi ThiG Tpog ToUg [Tépoag cuppayicg), believe that Leontiades and his hop-
lites represented a genuinely anti-Persian Theban group; see Lazenby (1993) 144; and Green (1996) 113, 140. These
Thebans and their descendants would have retained a memory of Thermopylai at odds with the exaggerated
image of Theban disgrace drawn by Herodotus.

€ Schachter (2016a) 67-68.

1 Hdt. 7.225: 6 88 kohwvog €07l &v Tij £608w, Skov ViV 6 AMbvog Adwv Eotnke émi Acwvidn (‘The hill is on the
entrance where nowadays stands the stone lion for Leonidas’), with How and Wells (1912) 230; Clairmont (1983)
1.114-15; Brown (2013) 103; Vannicelli et al. (2017) 578; see also Keesling (2009) 286.

62 Koumanoudes (1966) [1967] 145.

% For funerary lions as a Peloponnesian speciality under the influence of Spartan ideals, see Kokkorou-Alevras
(2002) 137-38; Kokkorou-Alevras (2009) 270-75, 279-81.

64 Ma (2008) 86.

 Ma (2008) 85-86. Almost ahead of his time, Broneer (1941) 47, had already pointed out the possible tripartite
connection between the lions of Thermopylai, Thespiai and Chaironeia. Note, in particular, his contention that by
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the interpretation of its Chaironeian counterpart by offering a local perspective perme-
ated by the uneasy, and often openly hostile, relationship between Thebes and
Thespiai. But I should like to argue that instead of only harking back to the fifth century
BC, students of the late Classical/early Hellenistic lion of Chaironeia could hardly do better
than examine a fourth-century lion, and a Theban one at that.

Indeed, the lions of Thespiai, Thebes and Chaironeia have a close morphological con-
nection: they all belong to the so-called seated type. Significantly, this was not the most
common lion type used in Greek funerary art. On the contrary, for the most part Greek
lions were depicted in the reclining or the attacking positions. It has been observed that
most of the seated lions come from outside Attica, primarily from central and northern
Greece, as well as from the islands and Tonia.*® Be that as it may, the seated type further
includes such celebrities as the lion at Venice, originally from Peiraieus, and that of
Amphipolis, which recently returned to the limelight, following the discovery at Kastas
in Amphipolis of the gigantic tomb with which the lion has been tentatively associated.
To the same type belong a lion from Marathon now in the Getty Museum,® the lion of the
Canellopoulos Museum,®® the lion of Moschato (a twin of the Venice lion), an early
Hellenistic lion from Larisa® and, in a slightly different medium, the lion in relief on
the stele of Leon of Sinope mentioned above.”® The latter is a good reminder that one
should not automatically associate lions of the seated type with polyandria.”*
Koumanoudes, for instance, had claimed that the lion of Thebes commemorated a man
who had died in war and who had received a burial at the public expense in a polyandrion.
Whereas the first part of his postulation is sound, the second is not necessarily true. The
analysis above shows that it is more economical to hypothesize that the lion of Thebes
marked the private monument of Wastias as an emblem of the man’s gallantry; ‘a perfect
example of masculine qualities’, to recall the pseudo-Aristotelian physiognomist, the lion
emphasized Wastias’ individual achievements rather than collective effort.

Reflection on the wider historical context is imperative here. By and large, Classical Thebes
was socially and politically conservative. The historian of the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia makes it
explicit that the two main political factions of Thebes in 395, the Laconizers and the
pro-Athenians, consisted of members of the local aristocracy, the péltictor and
yoppdraror’? However, things changed dramatically once Pelopidas and his supporters
managed to overturn the pro-Spartan oligarchical regime of Leontiades in 379. Apparently,
the sojourn of the Theban exiles in Athens had a long-term political impact, and even though

virtue of the resounding fame of the death of Leonidas and his Spartan comrades, the monument of Thermopylai
would have been an obvious exemplar for the Thespian polyandrion. 1 agree with van Wijk (2021) that the con-
nection runs even deeper: in addition to Leonidas’ famous 300, a further 700 heroic Thespians had also fought to
the last man at Thermopylai (Hdt. 7.202, 222). 1t is likely that in 424 BC the Thespians were inspired by, and
imitated, a monument that was not only generically appropriate but also specifically pertinent to their own his-
torical tradition; cf. Pritchett (1985), 171-72.

% Vermeule (1972) 51.

7 Getty lion 73.AA.121; see n.14.

¢ zagdoun (1978) 300-02 no. 12.

% Biesantz (1965) 31 no. L41, 116, taf. 45.

70 See n.55. As Scholl (1996) 247 has duly observed, the lion on the stele of Leon closely resembles the afore-
mentioned seated lion of the Canellopoulos Museum.

71 For a useful list and a concise analysis of polyandria in Boiotia, see Kalliontzis (2014) 346-49; for what it is
worth, Kalliontzis does not include the lion of Thebes in his catalogue of polyandria, an implicit proof that he, too,
does not consider it part of a public monument.

72 Bruce (1967) 109-10; Gehrke (1985) 173; Cook (1988) 58, 73; Pascual (1996) 149; Occhipinti (2016) 94-95;
Rockwell (2017) 86.
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Peter Rhodes has recently argued that the post-379 Theban constitution was effectively a
moderate oligarchy,” the fact of the matter is that the Thebans themselves consistently
employed the language of democracy to designate their institutions.”

One of the collective institutions actively promoted by the Thebans was the celebrated
Sacred Band (iepog Ady0c). The brainchild of the Theban hipparch Gorgidas, the Sacred
Band was a first-rate military corps that did much towards establishing the so-called
Theban Hegemony in the second quarter of the fourth century BC under the command
of Pelopidas.” And although the Battle of Mantineia in 362 put an end to Theban aspira-
tions of Panhellenic supremacy, Thebes remained a major force in Hellenic affairs until the
catastrophic Battle of Chaironeia in 338 and the heroic demise of the Sacred Band therein.
Either in the aftermath of the battle in 338 or after 315, when Thebes was refounded at the
personal instigation of Cassander,’® the battlefield became a major lieu de memoire and was
marked with the splendid gigantic lion of Chaironeia. In the absence of a commemorative
epigram, the seated lion sufficed to symbolize the Gopog, the spirit of the Theban heroes.””

We can now see that the lion of Chaironeia did not come out of nowhere. Rather than
representing a novelty, the Chaironeian monument had a local predecessor, the lion that
stood on the tomb of Wastias. In its moment of defeat, Thebes attempted in vain to empha-
size collective identity. It did so by appropriating the commemorative practices of its great
men, which it invested with an anonymity that emphasized group agency. In 338,”® the
anonymity of the lion of Chaironeia stressed collective sacrifice. Half a century earlier,
the lion of Kanapitsa had performed a totally different role. The plain inscription of
Factiag celebrated individual deeds, proudly proclaiming, ‘T am an emblem of the prowess
of the man, for he was indeed a lion to his enemies’, to use Antipater’s words quoted above.
The funerary monument of Wastias encapsulated the historical agency of the so-called
‘great man’.”’ But, I believe, it did so with artistic subtlety inspired by sophistication that
harkened back to the Homeric origins of Greek culture. For if the lion of Chaironeia
denoted the valiant spirit (Bopog) of the members of the Sacred Band, as per
Pausanias, then surely the lion of Thebes exemplified the Bupdg of Wastias.®’® From
Homer onwards, the Bupdg, the soul, or rather the emotional component of the soul,
was located in one’s breast.®’ No wonder then that it was there, on the puffed up,
shaggy chest of the lapidary beast, év ... othfeoov hacioio,?? that the unknown sculptor

73 Rhodes (2016).

74 See Buckler (1980a) 34-45; Hammond (2000) 91-92.

75 Sacred Band: Schachter (2016b) 193-98.

76 This is the old theory of Knigge (1976) 170, recently resuscitated by Ma (2008). See, however, the fairly justi-
fied art historical concerns raised by Clairmont (1983) 241.

77 Paus. 9.40.10: émyéypomton pév On éntypoppa ovdév, énibnua <8 &meotiv adt® AMwv- @épor 8'v &g TdV
avdpdV péAoTo TOV Bupov.

78 Or after 316/15 BC, if we are to accept the theory that the lion postdates the refoundation of Thebes by
Cassander: see 1n.76. In this case, the emphasis on collective identity would have been even more appropriate
given the sustained effort of contemporary Thebans and their patrons to raise their city from its ashes: on this
process, see now Kalliontzis and Papazarkadas (2019) 311-13.

79 Ferrario (2014), especially 259-80, deals with this historical phenomenon within the context of the Theban
hegemony. My analysis shows that some of her inferences can be pushed back to the early fourth century.

8 An epigram attributed to either Simonides or Callimachus operates on the same premise: A" i pm) Bopdv ye
Adwv &pov obvopd T elyev, | ovk v &yd TPy T8 énédnka m6dag (‘If Leon [= lion] had not had my nature as he
has my name, I should not have set foot on this tomb’); tr. Campbell (1991); ¢f. Mertens-Horn (1986) 53.

81 Clarke (1999) 73-79.

82 Hom. II. 1.188-89.
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carefully placed the austere inscription Footiog, an identifier of Wastias but also a visual
symbol of the dead man’s Qupog. For the man was indeed Quporéwv (‘lion-hearted’).®

VI. Conclusion

In this article, I have tried to save from oblivion a major Boiotian monument, the funerary
lion for the Theban statesman Wastias. It is my contention that the death of Wastias can be
firmly established in the period before the pro-Spartan oligarchical coup at Thebes of 382
BC, if not in 395 BC, the year of the Battle of Haliartos. If so, archaeologists gain a well-
dated monument that can serve as a point of reference for dating other sculptures of the
same type. Similarly, I have sought to offer a corrective to the traditional narrative of
Theban, and more widely Boiotian, commemorative practices by drawing attention to a
striking instance of individual glorification. Throughout the Classical period, in particular
during the ‘short fourth century’, Thebes oscillated incessantly between the public and the
private. This tension, I contend, plays out even in memorialization culture.®* The seated
funerary lion can no longer be seen as a sculptural type used solely in polyandria. The artis-
tic and cultural road from the lion of Leonidas at Thermopylai to the lion of Chaironeia in
memory of the heroes of the Sacred Band passes through the lion-crowned Thespian poly-
andrion for the Battle of Delion and, we now know, the splendid Theban lion that marked
the moment when Wastias, a prominent member of the local elite, was forever lionized.
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