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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Commemorating Classical Battles:
A Landscape Biography Approach to

Marathon, Leuktra, and Chaironeia

by

Brandon Braun
Doctor of Philosophy in Archaeology
University of California, Los Angeles, 2021
Professor Sarah P. Morris, Co-Chair

Professor John K. Papadopoulos, Co-Chair

This project is a study of the commemoration of Classical Greek battles from a landscape
biography perspective, approaching monuments and other practices as vital elements in the
creation and curation of memories. It analyzes the diachronic development of battlefield,
sanctuary, and city spaces, as evidenced by archaeological remains, ancient literary sources, and
inscriptions. In addition, it explores the experience of the commemorative spaces through the
application of theories of space, phenomenology, and social memory. Following a biographical
approach, the commemoration of each battle is separated into stages of initial commemoration,

official monumentalization, memory curation, memory lapse, and recovery and reception.
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The battles fought at Marathon, Leuktra, and Chaironeia are chosen as case studies for
three reasons. First, Marathon (490 BCE) and Chaironeia (338 BCE) effectively span the period
of Classical Greece. Secondly, these battles have different participants: Athenians over Persians
at Marathon, Thebans over Spartans at Leuktra, and Macedonians over Thebans at Chaironeia.
By focusing on these battles, this project looks at a diverse range of participants, both victorious
and defeated. Lastly, these were battles that had lasting impacts in the material and literary
record. Archaeologically, there are numerous monuments on each battlefield, as well as many
that were dedicated in sanctuaries and in individual cities. Literary records indicate the Athenians
repeatedly celebrated their victory at Marathon, whether to bolster their esteem among Greek
states or to encourage their own citizenry in their undertaking of empire in the subsequent
centuries. Similarly, the victory at Leuktra inspired the Thebans while simultaneously provoking
the Spartans and other Greek cities.

The project has several conclusions. The commemoration of each battle can be divided
into stages, but that the stages are not always discrete. There is variation in the types of
commemorations within the stages, dependent on both time and surrounding space. Single
commemorations can resonate differently with multiple audiences. The processes within the
stage of memory curation lead to the subsequent lapse. The final stage of commemoration for

each battle begins with the rediscovery of ancient monuments and continues to this day.
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Note on Spelling and Translation

I have written Greek names and words as close to the original Greek as I could manage
when rendering in English characters. Nevertheless, there are some inconsistencies that I must
note, when I have chosen to follow scholarly or modern conventions in order to avoid confusion.
For instance, | have Boiotia (Greek: Boiwtia, Latin: Boeotia) and Oinoe (Greek: Owvon, Ancient
Greek: Oivon), but I opt for Veria (Greek: Bépoia) and Livadia (Greek: Aifadeia or Aeifooia,
Ancient Greek: Agfadeia). Other well-known words are written with Latinized/Anglicized
spellings, such as Aeschylus, Aeschines, Corinth, Herodotus, Thebes, and Thucydides.

Unless otherwise noted, translations throughout the text are my own. Mistakes, whether

in translation, grammar, or anything else, are my own as well.
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Chapter One: Introduction
The battle of Marathon was fought in 490 BCE on a marshy plain to the northeast of
Athens, Greece. The Athenian victory spurred numerous commemorations on the field itself
almost immediately, as well as in many other spaces of contemporary Greece. Nearly half a
millennium later and more than a thousand kilometers away, the first-century BCE Roman orator

Cicero reflected on the commemorative potency of the battle of Marathon:

Contraque in laudibus, quae magno animo et fortiter excellenterque gesta sunt, ea nescio quo modo quasi
pleniore ore laudamus. Hinc rhetorum campus de Marathone...

When, on the other hand, we wish to pay a compliment, we somehow or other praise in more eloquent
strain the brave and noble work of some great soul. Hence there is a field for orators on the subject of
Marathon...

-Cicero De Officiis 1.61, adapted from Miller translation in Henderson 1913.

Cicero recognized the field as a resource ripe for orators expounding on the virtues of morality
and duty, comparable even to the deeds of famous and contemporary Romans.

Marathon was not the only famous battlefield on the list and Cicero included several
other prominent battles of the Persian Wars in fifth-century Greece, as well as the lone
representative of the fourth century in the battle of Leuktra. Why were these battles included, and
not others? What was it about the space of the fields themselves that resonated with Cicero?
What was his role, and the role of authors like him, in adapting and accessing the
commemorative nature of the space?

This dissertation is a study of the commemoration of Classical Greek battles from a
landscape biography perspective, approaching monuments and other practices as vital elements
in the creation and curation of memories. The primary research questions are: How are Classical
battles commemorated? Where are they commemorated? How does commemoration change over

time? Do the types of spaces matter, and how do they change the spaces themselves?



To this end, I analyze the diachronic development of battlefield, sanctuary, and city
spaces, by means of archaeological remains and ancient literary sources. I focus on the battles at
Marathon, Leuktra, and Chaironeia as three case studies, and explore the types of
commemorations and spaces that evoked the memory of these events.

In this chapter, I introduce the case studies and various assumptions regarding the topic
of the commemoration of battles in Classical Greece. Next, I provide an overview of the
methodological approach and the theoretical background to the project. Lastly, I set out the

structure of the study.

Case Studies

There are three case studies in this study: the battles fought at Marathon, Leuktra, and
Chaironeia (Map 1.1). These events were chosen for several reasons. First of all, the three battles
effectively span the entire Classical period.! The battle of Marathon was fought in 490 BCE, a
date often arbitrarily chosen to represent the start of the period.? On the other end of the
timespan, the battle of Chaironeia was fought in 338 BCE. This date may not exactly correlate
with the end of the Classical period, which is usually associated with the death of Alexander in

323 BCE.? Nevertheless, Chaironeia was a significant battle on mainland Greece, and the last

! For more on the history of the modern practice of imposing periods on Greek history, see Kotsonas 2016;
Barringer 2020.

2 Dates from the end of the Persian Wars, either the battles of 479 BCE or the sack of the Athenian Acropolis in 480
BCE, are other commonly cited start of the Classical period/end of the preceding Archaic period: e.g., Hurwit
2004, 252-255; Shapiro 2007.

3 This is the periodization of Erskine 2005 and Dillon and Garland 2013, for example. Of course, there are other
periodizations and some scholars place greater emphasis on the 338 battle as a terminal date (e.g., Grote 1853;
Thallon 1914) or approach the topic from narrower thematic perspectives, such as “the rise of Macedon” (e.g.,
Small 2019), or regional perspectives, such as the view from Boiotia (e.g., Buckler and Beck 2008). For more on
the Hellenistic period in general, see Bosworth 2006.
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fought before Alexander’s eastward expedition. With such a timespan, we see a variation across
chronology.

A second important issue is that these battles featured a variety of participants. In the
simplest (or most frequently repeated, even in antiquity) terms, the battle of Marathon was an
Athenian victory over the Persians, the battle of Leuktra was a Theban victory over the Spartans,
and the battle of Chaironeia was a Macedonian victory over Thebes. We therefore see how an
Athenian victory was commemorated, in contrast with respective Theban and Macedonian
victories over the next century and a half. Of course, the actual events and participants were
much more complex, especially as the narrative accounts of them changed in the centuries after
the battles. With these case studies, we can compare changes in commemoration based on the
variation of victors and vanquished.

Thirdly, these battles were chosen because they are well-represented in the literary
record. They were the subject of frequent and regular commentary, almost continuously from
soon after they were fought, up until the present. Ancient authors not only reported events from
the battles, but also deployed and weaponized them in terms of hypothetical lessons or morals
learned, in many later contexts and for various purposes. Later authors also exploited the
memory of the battles for their own purposes, whether as in support of Greek independence in
the 19" century, or for other nationalistic endeavors of the 19" century and later. In this instance,
both chronology and identity of the participants matters, as do the goals and attitudes of later
audiences.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, these battles were chosen because there are extant
commemorative monuments on the respective battlefields, as well as in other spaces (Map 1.2).

The battle at Marathon directly inspired at least one contemporary physical monument, but later



reception probably led to several other monuments as well. The battle at Leuktra produced only
one monument, which has been variously interpreted over time. The battle of Chaironeia
produced a whole suite of commemorations, further complicated by the later actions on the field
itself. Again, chronology, audience, and intent are critical to interpretation.

There are no battles from the Peloponnesian war among the case studies, although it was
one of the most famous long-term conflicts of ancient Greece. While battles from this war
occurred in the right time period, featured a variety of participants, generated commemorative
dedications, and were discussed at great lengths by contemporary and later authors, there are no
extant monuments to analyze on the respective battlefields. Even seemingly significant
outcomes, like the battle at Aegospotami that essentially brought the war to a close, did not
produce lasting commemorations, in words or on the ground. The lack of on-field
commemoration is very interesting and will be briefly explored in comparisons with other
battles, but the topic can be explored more fully and in-depth in future research.

Similarly, other battles of the Persian Wars, especially those at Thermopylai, Salamis,
and Plataia, are not included among the case studies. Interest in these battles have produced a
great amount of attention, not just among modern scholars, but also among ancient audiences.* In
order not to derail the project into a discussion of the commemoration of the Persian War, I
chose the battle of Marathon as a representative sample of the conflicts. As an early clash in the
larger conflict, Marathon provides a lens through which the later Persian Wars battles can be
viewed. Nevertheless, the commemorations of the later battles can be compared to those of
Marathon, and all these compared to the commemorations of fourth-century battles at Leuktra

and Chaironeia.

4 E.g., Xenophon (Anabasis 3.2.13) says that the monuments that resulted from Xerxes’ invasion were still standing
in the generations after the battles of Thermopylai, Salamis, and Plataia.
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Theoretical Background

This study is rooted in theories of social memory and space, combined with an adapted
landscape biography approach. I trace the diachronic changes on the field as viewed in the
material record, in combination with the developing commemoration in literary sources, to
unravel the dense network of evolving memories and to recognize the various moments (be they
the erection of monuments, the installment of games, or any other practice) that punctuated the

commemorative lifetime of the space.

Theories of Memory

The concept of social memory draws on the work of Maurice Halbwachs on mémoire
collective, or collective memory.> It is different from individual memory, in that it is not
necessarily personal but rather shared among multiple people, and because memories reside
within social groups, they can persist beyond an individual’s lifespan.® Subsequent theorists
pushed further, developing the idea in the context of society and social groups, analyzing the
mechanics of social memory and positing that one can have membership in many different
memory groups.’

Collective memory can be social or political memory, defined as “the notion of a shared
sense of the past that is shaped, filtered and selected by actors in the present”.® In this sense,

memory requires “actors” who curate the past for their own purposes. Memory can be evoked

5 Halbwachs 1925, 1950; See Olick and Robbins 1998 for the continued development of collective memory, and
Russell 2006 for Halbwachs’ predecessors from as early as 16"-century France, as well as his successors in French
sociology.

¢ Depending on whether the memory is episodic (i.e., individual) or semantic (i.e., objective), Russell 2006, 798.

7 Connerton 1989; Russell 2006, 799-800.

8 Tumblety 2013, 10.



passively, as the actor is prompted by stimuli they encounter. This can inform and reinforce the
world views and perspectives of a given memory group. Memories are useful for someone, either
individual or group, as “no memory is possible outside frameworks used by people living in
society to determine and retrieve their recollection”.? Collective memory can also be employed
actively, usually for rhetorical or political effect. In this usage, the (memory of the) past is a tool
that furthers the goals of the actor.

Forgetting is a necessary counterweight to memory, as it is impossible (and not useful) to
remember everything.!® A memory is not constant, but rather is evoked or prompted, and each
new moment of recall “blots out” the previous iterations. To a certain extent, the act of
remembering can be constrained by commemorative practices such as monuments or written
histories, but these also imply forgetting other versions of the past.!! Sometimes versions of the
past are replaced, or perhaps we could say “updated”, in order to be useful in a new context.!?
Other times, memories can lapse for various reasons, whether passively (e.g., there is nobody left
to remember a story) or consciously obliterated (e.g., stories deliberately repressed).

The many commemorations of Classical battles can be assessed as vehicles of collective
memory. For example, the battle of Marathon was remembered by different memory groups. In
some cases, it was a useful memory invoked to affect a desired outcome.!? The Athenians

recalled Marathon prior to the battle of Plataia to argue that they should hold the position of

® Tumblety 2013, 9.
19 Fentress and Wickham 1992, 39.
! See Castagnoli and Ceccarelli 2019, 20-25.

12 For example, over time the Athenian memory of Marathon increasingly minimized the participation of the
Plataians.

13 For more on different memory groups and the Persian War, see Yates 2020, 135-167.
6



honor at the left wing in battle (Hdt. 9.27), but the Spartans remind the Athenians of Marathon to
achieve the exact opposite and argue that the Athenians should face the Persian troops in the
right wing (Hdt. 9.46). The Persians even recall Marathon, although not by name, when
Artabanos is attempting to dissuade Xerxes from invasion (Hdt. 7.10). These excerpts are
examples of only one medium of memory in Greece: literature.!*

Memories are recalled by many different media, however, each capable of conveying the
“emotional rawness and humanity of lived experience in the past”.!> In addition to literature,
Greek social memory was enacted by performance in cult, festival, and public discourse. For
example, Bernd Steinbock argued that fourth-century orators employed the Persian Wars in order
to discredit contemporary Thebes.!¢ In the speeches, the historicity of the war was stripped away,
and the battles became symbols for the community.!” The details did not matter, as particular
framings of the memory of the battles became set-pieces within the orators’ arguments. The
Persian Wars were also commemorated in public performance, such as in the poetry of
Simonides (e.g., IG I? 503; fr. 11 in M.L. West 1992) or in the Persians by Aeschylus.

Along with literature and performance, monuments are a third type of mnemonic
practice. Studies of monuments emphasize the role of memory and meaning. Thus, monuments
are defined as “an object, or suite of objects, that possesses an agreed-upon meaning to a

community of people”,!8 as “places, structures, or objects deliberately designed, or later agreed,

!4 For more on the historiography and narratives of warfare, see Bruzzone 2021.
15 Tumblety 2013, 11.

16 Steinbock 2013; Yates 2020.

17 Steinbock 2013, 134.

18 Osborne 2014, 4.



to provoke memories”,'” and as objects imbued with cultural value and meaning.?°

Monumentality is an expression of cultural memory, as the monument records the present for a
future past.?!

But not all monuments function as faithful expressions of collective memory. In fact,
monuments can obscure or marginalize the experience of particular groups and, instead, promote
alternative attitudes and versions of the past. Dell Upton studied this phenomenon in the context
of American memorials, recently focusing on Confederate monuments in the American South.?
According to Upton, the issue arises from the difference between what is seen (i.e., the
monument and commemorative space, or “visible order”) and the conceptualization of the space
(i.e., “social space”).2* Thus, a monument can “give a consensual cast to the landscape”, even if
that same monument does not reflect what the community feels.>* Moreover, Upton shows that
the meanings that monuments evoke can change over time, and therefore what once was relevant
to the community can eventually become completely inappropriate.?® The same processes
occurred with ancient monuments, especially those in complex commemorative spaces such as
sanctuaries and cities, but also on the battlefield.

It is important to approach memory through different media because a particular set of

mnemonic practices strongly influences the formation, transmission, and contestation of

19 Alcock 2002, 28.

20 Kolb 2014, 153.

2l Wendrich 2014, 412.

2 E.g., Upton 2015; Upton 2018.
23 Upton 1997, 174-175.

24 Upton 1997, 175

25 Upton 2018. “A monument leads an unhappy life,” Upton 2018, 1.
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memories held by a society.?% In Classical Athens, monuments functioned as a type of
“analogical” history, emphasizing continuity and highlighting glorious moments, while
remaining frustratingly ambiguous for the sake of allowing interpretation and re-interpretation.?’
An example is a stone column monument at Marathon that is sometimes called a trophy, which I
cover in more detail below.?® Depending on the viewer and their knowledge of cultural codes,
this monument had multiple meanings. To the average fifth-century Greek, the monument
marked the space of the victory as a trophy would. It may have also reminded the viewer of other
columnal dedications, such as the column dedicated by Kallimachus on the Athenian Acropolis,
itself commemorating Marathon, or the column of the Naxians at Delphi. In this instance, the
monument at Marathon prompted thoughts of other victories and celebrations that would have
been accessible to a relatively wide audience. The column monument probably meant something
different to an Athenian, however, especially one with knowledge of contemporary drama in
Athens.? Just like the excerpts from Herodotus, by the fifth century BCE the trophy is a

functional tool that operates on a sociopolitical level.

Spatial Theories
Everything exists in space, but what is space and how is it created? Here I draw on the
spatial theories of Henri Lefebvre and Yi-Fu Tuan. According to these theorists, space is actively

produced and always changing, continually created by people and experience.*” It does not

26 Steinbock 2013, 3.
27 Boedeker 1998.
28 See Chapter 2, pp. 61-65 and Figure 2.13.

2 In both the Knights (lines 1333-1334) and Wasps (lines 708-711), Aristophanes refers to the trophy as a physical
reminder of actions that are worthy of imitation.



always exist and instead must be created through spatial practices.’! Spatial practices are
particular to specific societies, however, and no two practices are exactly the same. These
practices can become a “code” of space for a society, an achievement that indicates a unified
conception of space.?? Part of this project is to explore the spatial practices—or codes—of the
ancient Greek battlefield as a commemorative space, to determine whether practices varied
through time or by geographic location.

Henri Lefebvre divided space into components: perceived, conceived, and lived.
Mythical space could be considered another the components of space, as discussed by Yi-Fu
Tuan.?*

Perceived space is rooted in society. It is a form that is created by social practices, while
it also perpetuates those same social practices. As such, it is not necessarily “coherent (in the
sense of intellectually worked out or logically conceived)”,?® but rather a disjointed connection
of many, sometimes disparate, practices. Thus, it is possible for the Athenian Acropolis to be a
space that celebrates Athenian victory, while also recalling its destruction at the hands of the
Persians.

Conceived space is theoretical space, the product of planners and organizers, created by

an artist that subscribes to the unified “code” of space. This is the space created by battlefield

30 There is no such thing as a “real space”; space cannot be objective, but rather needs a subject. Lefebvre 1991, 8-9.
31 Lefebvre 1991, 12.

32 Tuan 1979, 389; Lefebvre 1991, 17.

33 Lefebvre 1991, 38-39.

34 Tuan 1977, 86-89.

35 Lefebvre 1991, 38.
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monuments, sanctuary layouts and plans, and centralized commemorative programs in cities. It
leaves the most visible and accessible footprint in the archaeological record.

Lived space is a combination of conceived and perceived, created by transgressive
“artists”.>® In a sense, lived space is created in conceived spaces by social practices that are
intentional, as opposed to the received and guided. This type of space is created by subverting
expectations or re-interpreting meanings, as can be seen in the spatial politics of interstate
sanctuaries.?’

Tuan defined mythical space as both a fuzzy area of defective knowledge that is produced
by a misunderstanding of direct experience, as well as the spatial component of a worldview that
defines man’s place in nature. *® In my own terms, I refer to this category as imaginary space, in
order to remove confusion when talking about myths or literary spaces, and since it is often
based on the real world but ultimately independent of it.

The built environment, manifest in architecture or monuments, operates in each

component of space. As described by Tuan:

Architectural space—even a simple hut surrounded by cleared ground—can define such senses [of
perception] and render them vivid. The built environment clarifies social roles and relations.
People know better who they are and how they ought to behave when the arena is humanly
designed rather than nature’s raw stage, Finally, architecture ‘teaches.” A planned city, a
monument or even a simple dwelling can be a symbol of the cosmos.*

Thus, although space is created through bodily experience, it also influences that same
experience. In every cultural context, space reproduces the processes that created it because it

structures experience simultaneously. Space is linked with memory through the relationship

36 Lefebvre 1991, 39-40.
37 See Chapter 5.
38 Tuan 1977, 86-89.

39 Tuan 1977, 102.
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between space and time. By conceptualizing space and time through bodily experience, Tuan
argued that distance implies remoteness in time. Through this remoteness, the present is removed
from the past and future, as Tuan states, “I am (or we are) here; here is now. You (or they) are
there; there is then, and then refers to a tie which can be either the past or the future”.4°
What one experiences as space is a combination of these types, as each type “involves,
underpins, and presupposes the other”.*! The components of space itself are created and
experienced by individuals. To assess this, I follow ideas of phenomenology and experience.*?
Michel de Certeau highlighted the central role of movement in the experience and creation of
space. Movement actualizes spaces and landmarks, which otherwise would not exist.** Maurice
Merleau-Ponty further focused on the individual and argued that the body was the key to
experience, as it is the gestures of the body that define space itself.** Distance and separation are
only understood in terms of the body, so a person only experiences spaces through
objects/stationary points in space and the potential of moving between them. When the person
pauses, they then experience (or create) a place, satisfying an innate “lust to be a viewpoint”.*®
Yi-Fu Tuan defines “place” in similar, yet inverted terms, nevertheless still grounded in

individual experience: “place is whatever stable object catches our attention. Each pause is time

enough to create an image of place that looms large momentarily in our view”.*¢ Tuan

40 Tuan 1977, 126.
41 Lefebvre 1991, 14.

42 As outlined by Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1962) and Michel de Certeau (1988) and applied in an archaeological
setting by Christopher Tilley (1994) and Yannis Hamilakis (2013; 2021), among others.

43 De Certeau 1988, 99; Also, Tuan 1977, 68.
4 Merleau-Ponty 1962, 144.
4 De Certeau 1988, 92.

46 Tuan 1977, 161.
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emphasizes the capability of objects, such as sculptures, of creating places within space.*’
Simply put, a place is created by the (social/cultural) experience of space.*®

Archaeological approaches to phenomenology anchor individual experience to the
physical world, assuming that the human body is a mediation point between thought and the
world.*” Sometimes the sense of sight is emphasized, but the other senses also influence the
experience of the world, and consequently the practices that construct spaces.’® While sight is
important, at the heart of phenomenology is the assumption that one experiences the world
through all the senses of the body.>!

These theories emphasize, in their own ways, the centrality of experience in the
construction and understanding of space. Consequently, it is possible to uncover subordinate or
subversive experiences of space, based on evidence that the spaces were accessed by means
other than originally intended. This is especially powerful in the case of ancient battles, which
were undoubtably painful, frightening, and often confusing events. Such experiences, as De
Certeau argued, cannot themselves be reversed, but representations of the experiences, in this
case monuments or other mnemonic practices, are reversible, thus rendering painful events

somewhat forgettable.>? As mere representations, they can take the brunt of harsh experience.

47 Tuan 1977, 162.

4 Tuan 1979, 387.

4 Tilley 1994, 14.

50 For example, Dell Upton studied the development of early US cities like Philadelphia from the 17th-century,
noting that the locations of “bakeries, tanneries, breweries, and slaughterhouses could be plotted with the nose.”
Upton 1992, 58.

3! Hamilakis 2013; Hamilakis 2021.

32 De Certeau 1988, 97.
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They also allow separation, physical and temporal, between the contemporary viewer and the
painful event. This separation allows the memory to become useable in multiple ways.

In this study, I assess archaeological material, such as monuments, as definers of spaces.
Monuments are physical structures, but they intersect every abstract type of space. They are what
Lefebvre calls “representations of space”; they are space-time made concrete. This type of space,
as a place, is a necessary reference point for ideologies.> The erection of a monument transforms
a space into a place, as the landscape becomes marked by architecture as anchorage points to
experience.”* Monuments also create meaning, because they “are designed and erected as signs
of power and superiority. They may be disputed and even fought over, pushed through against
possible resistance, or destroyed by a successful opposition”.>> A monument is “a culturally
constructed place, a permanent and visible space upon the physical landscape that mediates
human experience and memory”.%¢

Whenever available and relevant, combining the archaeological material with the literary
record is important because it grants insights into contemporary perspectives on the space.
Central to all spatial theories is the idea that places gain meanings through embodied experience,
which is itself structured by the knowledge of the individual. Knowledge of a place—knowing

its proper name, in De Certeau’s argument—allows experience of it. This creates a more nuanced
9

type of place, what Tilley calls a locale, that is value-laden and can be socially experienced.®’

33 Lefebvre 1991.

34 Merleau-Ponty 1962, 259.
55 Holscher 1998, 156.

56 Kolb 2014, 154.

57 Tilly 1994, 18.
14



Landscapes and Landscape Biography

Concepts of landscape archaeology and landscape biography connect the theories of
collective memory and space to this study of battle commemoration. Contrary to processual
approaches to the environment that cast landscapes as sources of stress and circumscription to
which people react, °® recent trends have taken a more humanistic view to landscapes, arguing
that they are imbued with cultural meaning through experience and recursive practice.>® The
landscape is a creation of experience and is experienced through phenomenological senses.
Landscape archaeology interprets sites as artifacts, allowing places to be infused with social
meaning and value.

Phenomenology can be fruitfully applied on a landscape scale. Human activity is
inscribed on landscapes, such that places become familiar and landscapes become embedded in
memory.°! Bodily movement, whether physical or imagined, creates “paths” (which are not
necessarily just physical paths, but can also be methods, techniques, or strategies) through a
landscape, connecting the space with memory.5? In this theorization, landscapes are sets of
relational places linked by movement through these paths.®* The experience of a place is
significant for the understanding of meaning, and so it is necessary to examine how a place was

experienced. In the naming and experiencing of a landscape, one constructs a narrative that

38 Binford 1962; Carneiro 1970.

3 However, for criticism of post-processual approaches to the landscape, see Fleming 2006.
60 Chapman 2006; Johnson 2012.

81 Tilley 1994, 27.

62 Tilley 1994, 29.

83 Tilley 1994, 34.
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makes locales markers of individual and group experience.5* Through narrative, the features in a
landscape become mnemonic devices and moral guides.’

A landscape, as a space, has an impact on social memory. According to Susan Alcock,
“human landscapes provide the broad physical framework that shaped communal experience;
disturbance or dispossession would strike at memories invested in the places to which people
became attached, in the places where they dwelled, worked, and worshipped”.%® Spatial practice
is linked to memory, changes or stability in space that implies change or maintenance of
memory, and the inscription of new memories implies the forgetting or manipulation of old
memories.

Alcock developed a material approach to the archaeology of memory. Looking at
monuments and landscapes, she argued that memories, like artifacts, are “embedded and
supported within a material framework™.%” Advocating an approach to monuments through
landscape analysis, Alcock understands that landscapes are more than physical environments.
The workings of social memory are revealed through this framework, as a causal link for
monumental activity. Monuments are elements within a landscape that “live within a wider

matrix of human activity”.®® Both landscapes and monuments have meaning, but the landscape is

64 Tilley 1994, 33.

% Tilley uses the Apache as an example of this, citing an Apache narrative: “the land is always stalking people. The
land makes people live right” (Tilley 1994, 33).

% Alcock 2002, 31.
7 Alcock 2002, 2.

5% Alcock 2002, 30.
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broader than the more localized monument.®® In terms of theories of space and place, monuments
are localized places and landscapes are the spaces between.

Memory is embedded in monuments and landscapes. There are different kinds of
memories, however, as described by Alcock. The first type of memory is the kind that is
inscribed at the creation of the monument. This type of memory is “far more visible to the
archaeologist”.’’ These memories can be viewed functionally as conservative transmitters of
cultural information, often clustering around paradigmatic events or charismatic people.”! The
other type of memory is inscribed through everyday practice. It is more difficult to see this in the
archaeological record because it is a habitual memory incorporated and cemented through bodily
experience.”? In terms of the spatial theories outlined above, the first type of memory is made in
conceived space, which creates the conditions for the second type of memory within received
and lived space.

These ideas of memory in the landscape stem from Pierre Nora’s concepts of milieux de
mémoire and lieux de mémoire. At the heart of these two terms is the distinction between
memory and history respectively, that “memory is a perpetually actual phenomenon, a bond
tying us to the eternal present; history is a representation of the past”.”> Between the two
concepts, lieux de mémoire has been applied to ancient contexts more frequently than its

counterpart.”* The distinction is not always apt, however; commemorative places exist as sites of

% Alcock 2002, 31.
70 Alcock 2002, 28.
7 Alcock 2002, 17.
72 Alcock 2002, 28.
73 Nora 1989, 8.

"4 E.g., Alcock 2002; Jung 2006.
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crystallized memories of “moments of history torn away from the movement of history, then
returned; no longer quite life, not yet death, like shells on the shore when the sea of living
memory has receded”.”

A biographical approach recognizes the changing commemorative stages of a landscape.
There are several examples of archaeological applications of the biography approach from recent
decades.’® As argued by Marwyn Samuels, landscape biography is based on the definition of the
self (philosophically), and the way that it is possible to define a landscape as a thing that is
experienced by individuals, while also constraining the experience of the individual.”” The
landscape is molded through what he calls “contextual media”, “through which and by means of
which individuals and specific groups mold their environments to create meaningful
landscapes”.”® Igor Kopytoff developed the concept further, extending the analysis to “things”
that have cultural and social lives.”” Analyzing a space biographically allows for a long term and
diachronic perspective. As a method, “the landscape-biographical approach is used to study the
historical layeredness of a landscape in the past and in the present.”®® From this perspective, it is
possible to see trends and patterns in how these different spaces are used.

Landscapes contain multitudes of meaning, each affected by the monuments that populate

the area. While it may not be possible to arrive at an original or fundamental meaning—if

75 Nora 1989, 12.

76 E.g., Roymans et al. 2009; Deltsou 2009; Kolen et al. 2015. Also, from a landscape architecture perspective:
Damayanti and Spek 2015.

77 Samuels 1979, 61-63.
78 Samuels 1979, 63.
7 Kopytoff 1986.

80 Schriek 2020, 46.
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divining such a meaning is ever possible—tracing changes in spatial relationships yields insight
into past perspectives. Combined with theories of space and memory, this method can illuminate
how monuments create and shape a landscape, as a space that becomes imbued with meaning.
These perspectives inform this study, as I examine the layers of meaning created and mediated in

commemorations of Classical battles.

Methodology

The project began with a review of archaeologically explored battlefield monuments
from the Classical period. I sought out monumental commemorations of the various battles that
had occurred in sanctuary and city spaces. In addition to physical remains, I consulted scholarly
reconstructions and interpretations of monuments.

Commemorations of battles of the Persian Wars were easily identified, as there have been
numerous studies, monographs, and edited volumes devoted to the topic.?! At the outset,
adapted lists of the various commemorations of the battles as collated first by William Custis
West I11,%2 but later updated and re-assessed by Xavier Duffy.®? From there, I added other
scholarship on the battles, and compiled all of the extant archaeological evidence on the fields.
There is a wealth of scholarship on each battle of the Persian War, so each would have been a
fitting case study, but ultimately, I selected the battle of Marathon, not only because it was the
earliest battle and could be compared to the subsequent battles, but also due to several aspects of

its commemoration.

81 E.g., Jung 2006; Bridges, Hall, and Rhodes 2007; Carey and Edwards 2013; Yates 2020.
82 West 1966.

8 Duffy (2016, 2018) uses the catalog of West (1966) as a starting point.
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There are no similar comprehensive collections of battlefield commemorations of other
battles of the Classical period.?* I filled in the dataset with research conducted on previous trips
through Greece and Sicily with the American School of Classical Studies at Athens. From the
options outside of the Persian War, this added the battles at Leuktra and Chaironeia to the
collection, as well as battles at Delium, Mantinea, and Himera. Because of the limited extant
evidence of battlefield commemorations for the latter three battles, the battles at Leuktra and
Chaironeia were selected as case studies.

As best I could, I traced the study of the battlefields from the most recent publications
and into the past. After consulting the archaeological excavation reports of the three sites, I noted
several trends. First, I saw that most interpretations of the archaeological materials relied on
literary sources that were often written centuries later than the events in question, frequently
based on readings of Pausanias from the second century CE. Second, the first modern
archaeological publications in the late 19" and early 20™ centuries sought to identify monuments
securely and left little room for doubt or reinterpretation. Finally, the authoritative interpretations
ignored evidence of subsequent activities, effectively obscuring lively debates between
established opinion and contrary interpretations. While the latter positions have been revived in
some instances,®® they are usually ignored or completely quashed in favor of the mainstream

interpretations.®¢

8 Most do not deal with the monuments, but rather with the topography of the battlefields themselves. Even those,
however, focus on how battle tactics were constrained by the topography. E.g., Tuplin 1987.

85 E.g., Hsu (2008) convincingly revives speculations regarding the prehistoric nature of the soros at Marathon,
which had been suggested by Schliemann in 1884, but immediately updated by Stais in 1890.

8 E.g., Dionysopoulos (2015) scoffs at any possible contrary interpretations of the monuments at Marathon. He is
particularly scathing of Schliemann, but also discounts other interpretations, such as Mersch (1995) that the soros
is an aristocratic burial unassociated with the battle of Marathon.
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I next turned to references to the battles in ancient literary sources. First and foremost, I
read and organized the ancient references that have been used to support interpretations of the
extant monuments. I looked through these references in the original ancient Greek and took note
of the author and corresponding time period, which monuments or commemorations were
discussed, in what context(s), and how.

In order to supplement sources from previous scholarship, I broadened the search through
ancient sources and consulted the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG).}" In the TLG, I conducted
searches for references to Marathon, Leuktra, and Chaironeia. I queried the database for
instances of Mopabawv, Asdxtpa, and Xaipovera in any grammatical form, over the entire
collection of sources from the seventh century BCE and into the Byzantine period. Predictably
due to the fame of the battles, each search yielded hundreds of examples: there are 845 separate
uses of the various forms of Marathon, 232 uses of Leuktra, and 356 uses of Chaironeia.
Fortunately, because this study is tied to commemorations that occurred in defined spaces, I read
through the references to narrow the selections to those that actually dealt with the field or other
places, omitting those that do not mention commemorations. I further cut down the references by
excluding obvious repetitions of fragments or citations in later sources. In the end, I collected
127 ancient Greek references to the battlefield of Marathon, 69 to Leuktra, and 80 to Chaironeia.

Unfortunately, there is not an easily searchable Latin counterpart to the 7LG, as the
corresponding Thesaurus Linguae Latinae is not yet complete. In an effort to find at least a few
Latin sources to round out the analysis, I turned to the Latin collection of the Loeb Classical

Library. 1 performed the same searches through the nearly 500 Latin sources available and

87 Thesaurus Linguae Graecae® Digital Library. Ed. Maria C. Pantelia. University of California, Irvine.
<http://www.tlg.uci.edu.>
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looked for additional relevant references (i.e., the commemorations on the battlefields), and
found six references to Marathon, seven to Leuktra, and five to Chaironeia. There were
limitations to this, however, based on the available material. For example, I was only able to find
Latin references as recent as the fifth-century CE author Sidonius Apollinaris. Also, the Loeb
collection is not exhaustive, so doubtless there are more examples out there, such as the third-
century CE historian Justin, who wrote about Chaironeia. That said, there is potential for future
exploration of the commemoration from the perspective of Latin texts, but that falls out of the
scope of the present study.

After collecting all of the physical and literary evidence, I organized the datasets
chronologically. In so doing, I assumed some stationary points in the analysis. At one extreme,
the termini post quem for the extant monuments were the dates of the battles themselves. Various
analyses of the remains, whether stylistic or stratigraphic, helped to push this date forward or to
establish sequences of events. At the other end, the termini ante quem were indicated by
reference to the monuments in literary sources on them. Subsequent references indicated the
persistence of the commemorations, sometimes with changes in both the targeted
commemoration and the evoked memory. These snapshots indicated that the monuments had
been erected at some point before the reference and that they had been associated with the battles
by that point, and occasionally gave insight to the contemporary experience and construction of

the commemorative space.

Commemorative Stages
In the context of ancient Greek battle commemoration at the site of Classical

battlegrounds, I recognize five different stages. The first stage is that of initial commemoration,
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which includes the erection of ephemeral trophies and the disposal of the dead. The next stage is
the creation of official memory, usually through durable monuments or dedications. There are
points of contact and tension between these two stages, as the initial stage taps into longtime
conventions of commemoration, whereas the second stage deals with its own conventions while
simultaneously coming to terms with the first stage.

After the first two stages of commemoration comes the longest stage of the ancient
battlefield, namely that during which the monuments, and therefore the memories, are
maintained. It is in this stage that the official meanings of the place, as viewed in the monuments
and other cultural practices, are updated, maintained, or curated. The commemoration within this
stage is often in dialogue with the activities in the context of the battlefield itself, as well as in
other places where the battle is commemorated.

Stage four is the period marked by the decay of the monuments on the field, and it is in
some ways the natural outcome of the processes of the previous stages, but especially the
curation and maintenance of the third stage. While the maintenance of the monuments and
practices on the battlefields may lapse, I insist that the memories do not necessarily fall into the
same state of dis-use. On the contrary, it is during the stage of physical decay that some of the
commemorative traditions appear most starkly, indicating a robust collective memory that defies
the material record. Nevertheless, at some point during stage four the fading of memories catches
up to the degradation of the monuments, often manifest in literary sources by conflicting
descriptions of monuments or lost elements of stories.

The fifth and final stage is of reinvigoration of memories and restoration of monuments.
Often, this stage coincides with the rediscovery of monuments by travelers who were well-versed

in ancient sources, attracted to the places because they still resonated to that audience. Some
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places were never truly “forgotten”, such as Marathon, and so were re-incorporated sooner than
others.®

There are further possible divisions within the last stage, for example the visits of Louis-
Frangois-Sébastien Fauvel in the 18" century could fall into a different category than the
excavations of Heinrich Schliemann in the late 19th century or the reconstructions of the 20% and
21% centuries. Moreover, it should be noted that this study only covers reception by early
travelers exclusively from Europe, and briefly at that. There are many more perspectives that
would be relevant in future research; it would be especially interesting to explore sources from
pre-independence Ottoman Greece, for example from the traveler writings of Evliya Celebi.?’

Consequently, I construct a general model of a battlefield biography, divided into five
stages. I stress that each of these stages refers primarily to the materials that populated the
battlefields, and that these physical objects were only anchorage points that allowed the
persistence of collective memories that coalesced on the battlefield. It is obvious that collective
memory cannot be so easily tracked with monuments as physical indices, however, and I will
strive to give as much complementary evidence for memory as possible, in the form of literary
references, inscriptions, and other archaeological data.

The complexity of the commemorative networks, influenced by numerous factors,
prohibits a similar approach for sanctuary and city spaces. Nevertheless, the changes in these
spaces, likely undertaken for the commemoration of particular battles, can be striking.”® The

commemorative stages of the battlefield can be a proxy for similar activities that occurred in

88 Gehrke 2007; Gehrke 20009.
89 See Neumeier 2017.

%0 For example, in the fifth century BCE the Propylaia on the Athenian Acropolis was reoriented so that it literally
framed the island of Salamis (Martin-McAuliffe and Papadopoulos 2012).
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other spaces. In this study, I highlight connections between the spaces of the battlefields and city

or sanctuaries, through the lens of the battlefield biography.

Baseline Expectations of Commemorations

There are many studies on the commemoration of battles, especially those of the Persian
War.”! As some scholars note, many of these studies produce general perceptions of what
occurred after a battle was fought. The following introduces typical commemorations that
occurred on a battlefield, in a sanctuary, and in a city. For the sake of simplicity, I present a
largely synchronic perspective here, and only hint at the diachronic approach of the rest of the

study.

Burials, Trophies, and Commemoration on the Battlefield

In studying the commemorative activities on battlefields, several practices become clear.
The first regards the treatment of the dead, namely whether or not there were battlefield burials.
The dead were handled in some way, even if there are no explicit literary sources that detail the
practice or extant physical evidence.”? There are some assumptions among scholars based on
ancient literary sources.”® After the battle ended, the victors and vanquished acted out different

roles. The victors had control over the field, including the corpses of the dead and their

% Some example sources on the commemoration of ancient warfare: Pritchett 1971, 1974, 1979, 1985, 1991; De
Souza and Heckel 2004; Rees 2016; Low, Oliver, and Rhodes 2012; Howe, Miiller and Stoneman 2017,
Giangiulia, Franchi, and Proietti 2019. On the monuments of the Persian Wars: West 1966; Duffy 2016, 2018;
Yates 2020.

92 Although Kucewicz 2020 suggests that the dead were sometimes left on the field, especially in the Archaic period.

93 Krentz 2007, 173-176, based largely on Pritchett’s Greek State at War series (Pritchett 1971, 1974, 1979, 1985,
1991).
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respective weapons and belongings. Thus, in order to collect their dead, the vanquished
“admitted defeat by formally requesting a truce.”* The dead were then collected and cared for,
based on the traditions of their respective poleis.”

A trophy is depicted on a red-figure pelike painted by the Trophy Painter between 475-
425 BCE (Figure 1.1),°° and it seems that representations of trophies in vase paintings only
begin in the middle of the fifth century.’” Based on these depictions, it is possible to reconstruct
the usual form of the fifth-century trophy as an anthropomorphized tree or stump, with attached
armor and weapons. A trophy may be depicted on a black-figure fragment dated to 500-480
BCE,” but only a shield is clearly visible (Figure 1.2).

The trophy is an interesting feature of commemorative practice of victory in Greece. The
exact genesis of the tradition is debated; it is possible that these had some religious function as
an apotropaic manikin,” but it is generally agreed that the word comes from zpomsj “rout” and
péme “to turn,” and so it is assumed that the trophy marked the site where the battle turned in
favor of the eventual victor, as a memorial to the rout.!'”’ The trophy thus has a spatial

component, which marks a specific location on the battlefield.

9 Krentz 2007, 173.
%5 See Kurtz and Boardman 1971, especially 247-259; Pritchett 1985, especially 153-234 and 249-256.

% Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 20.187; Attic Red-figure Vase-Painters 2" ed. 857.2; Beazley Archive Pottery
Database 212473.

97 Caskey and Beazley 1963, 67.

%8 Gottingen, Georg-August-Universitit; Beazley Archive Pottery Database 9032606; Corpus Vasorum Antiquorum
Inv.K.306.

% Such as the Gorgoneion shield device in Figure 1.2; Picard 1957; Pritchett (1971, 248) disagrees.

190 Pritchett 1974, 252.
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The Greek word has a specific meaning, so it is necessary to be careful with what is
called a trophy. Several scholars have attributed the first mention to a work called the
Batrachomyomachia, or “Battle of the Frogs and Mice”,'%! but the dating of this work is
variously attributed to Homer or to Pigres of Halikarnassos, who was a near contemporary of
Herodotus.!?? Given that tpéraiov does not occur otherwise in Homer, I think a later author is
more likely, possibly the Pigres that Plutarch cites.

Kendrick Pritchett argues that the earliest example of a trophy occurs in the Doloneia,'%?
but the term is never mentioned in the text. Instead, Odysseus sets aside spoils that he offered to

Athena:

O¢ ap’ Epmvnoey, kai ano E0gv VYOG dgipog
Ofkev ava popiknv: déelov & €mi ofjud T £0nke
SUUUApYOG dOvakag popikng T epOniéac 6Lovc.

So he [Odysseus] spoke, and lifting high from him [Dolon]
He placed [the spoils] on a tamarisk shrub: he made a clear sign,
Gathering reeds and flourishing bunches of tamarisk.

-Iliad 10.465-467

Instead of pomaiov, the language is of booty and stripping, and Athena is given the epithet
Anfrig, “she who dispenses booty.”!% This highlights the difficulty of the term “trophy”,
especially when used by English-speaking scholars. But even in antiquity, the definition of the
trophy changed over time, depending on the cultural context. After emerging in the Classical

period probably in the fifth century BCE, the practice was well established into the Hellenistic

101 Line 59; Woelcke 1911, 131; Picard 1957, 22; Janssen 1957, 30. Hosty 2020.

102 plutarch De Herodoti Malignitate 43.

103 Pritchett 1974, 249.

104 There is a whole vocabulary of booty, but none of these words mean zpdraiov. The closest association is
probably oxdla, or “the arms stripped from a slain enemy,” but it is likely that there are other instances where

“booty” can refer to elements of a trophy. See Pritchett 1991.1t should also be noted that gporaiov would not fit
into dactylic hexameters, and thus we would not expect to find it in epic poetry.
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period. The trophy survived into the Roman period as well, but with new traditions and
associations,'%> among the most prominent of which in Greek lands was the Victory Monument
of Augustus at Actium. !

Raising durable monuments or structures is a practice often associated with the trophy.
Sometimes, these are replacements of the ephemeral trophies, but not always. In some cases,
later trophy monuments are the first such monuments on the field, not as replacements, but rather
as commemorations meant to resonate with a different audience. For example, the stone lion
monument at Chaironeia was variously considered a trophy in the first century BCE (Diodorus
Siculus 16.85-87), a non-trophy in the second century CE (Pausanias 9.40), and a trophy again
by the fourth century CE (Libanius Progymnasmata 9.3.13) and later.!°” Other monuments can
embellish previous commemorations on the field, such as inscribed stelai around burials or later
enclosures that reorganized the space.

Festivals, processions, and other non-durable activities are a third mnemonic practice that
occurred on battlefields. These are usually associated with honoring those that had participated
and/or died in the battle, and often centered around burials. They are often organized by the city
or large group, but there are examples of individualized activities of this type. Messages and
dispatches from the field announcing the outcome of the battle would be part of this category.
Even if there are only isolated evidence of these types of commemoration, most are considered to

have been iterative events.

105 Rabe 2008; Kinnee 2018.
106 Zachos 2003.

107 See Chapter 4.
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Although these practices can happen at any stage in the biography of the battlefield,
interesting patterns emerge. The erection of ephemeral trophies and the burials of the war dead
tend to occur in the first stage. Both of these patterns make sense logically, as the trophy
symbolically marked the end of the fighting and the claim of victory, while the disposal of the
war dead was the most pressing issue once the fighting stopped. In this commemorative stage,
both general Greek cultural norms as well as the norms of respective poleis are observed. It is
also in this stage that we see the development of several norms that become well established
through time, such as the ephemeral trophy and the Athenian funeral speech for the fallen war
dead. Moreover, and perhaps because these patterns were well established, there are several
examples in which the expectations of the trophy and the immediate burial are challenged.

The second and third stages of commemoration, during which deliberate memories are
established and maintained, are characterized by durable monuments, the initiation of games,
festivals and other periodic trips to the sites, as well as the recording of the battle in literary
sources. For both of these stages, monuments serve as analogs for the creation and curation of
memories within the physical commemorative network, and the third stage is especially
characterized by the build-up of monuments on the field. Inscriptions and literary sources give us

evidence of periodic trips to the site.

Dedications, Offerings, and Commemoration in Sanctuaries

In addition to religious and cult activities, sanctuaries were important spaces for
communication and interaction, usually mediated visually through dedications and offerings
(Map 1.3). These patterns varied over time and were also dependent on other dynamics within

the spaces.
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Some regional sanctuaries received commemorations for Classical battles, such as
Rhamnous or Sounion in Attika, or Livadia in Boiotia. The types of mnemonic activities in these
spaces depended on the participants in the various battles; for example, it is unlikely that an
Athenian victory/loss would be registered in a Boiotian sanctuary, especially if there were no
Boiotians involved in the conflict. There is not much physical evidence from these regional
sanctuaries that connects monuments and dedications to specific events, and most of the data
comes from literary sources. Nevertheless, the physical locations of the sanctuaries in space are
significant, as they were important in the articulation of a city’s territorial claims.!%

Large interstate sanctuaries, often called “Panhellenic” sanctuaries, frequently received
commemorations of Classical battles. The commemorations came in the form of building or
monument construction, or the dedications of arms, armor, or other booty. The best-known
interstate sanctuaries are those of Apollo at Delphi and of Zeus at Olympia, and there are

numerous studies of military monuments at both sites.!%

Thank Offerings, Rhetorical Maneuvering, and Commemoration in Cities

The outcome of battle spurred different actions in city spaces (Map 1.4). In the
immediate aftermath, a battle could cause elation and celebration, or panic and the adoption of
further defenses, depending on whether a side was victorious or defeated. The reactions were
caused by the reception of news from the field, which were the first connections between the

battlefield and the city space.

108 De Polignac 1995.

109 B o at both Delph and Olympia: Morgan 1990, Scott 2010; at Delphi: Jacquemin 1999, Scott 2014, Bommelaer
and Laroche 2015; at Olympia: Mallwitz 1972.
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There is no firsthand evidence of these initial reactions, but instead there are later literary
accounts that indicate what the atmosphere in the city had been at the time of the battle. By
themselves, the reactions are not exactly commemorations, but the later recollections in literary
sources are. In Athens, orations and speeches sometimes accuse individuals of cowardice, but
other times celebrate bravery. !1°

Cities would also receive dedications, whether in the form of sacrifices and other iterative
events, the consecration of weapons and booty, or the funding of other building activities. In
some instances, these had been vowed prior to the battle, in which case the activity has
connections with the battlefield space. In other cases, the activities were simply a celebration and

thanksgiving for victory.

Outline

This study is divided into seven chapters. After this introduction, three chapters focusing
on the battlefields of the case studies follow. In these, I analyze the material and literary evidence
of the various commemorative practices, which I then organize into one of the stages of
commemoration. The section begins with an analysis of the battlefield of Marathon. Because this
battle was fought first in time, it not only experienced the first commemorations, but also set the
expectations for commemoration in different spaces. This chapter concludes with a comparison
between Marathon and the other battlefields of the Persian Wars.

The chapter on the battlefield of Leuktra follows. This chapter is structured in the same
way as the previous one, but includes a discussion of, and comparison between, the

commemorations exhibited at Marathon and Leuktra. The battlefield analyses end with a chapter

19 For example, both victory (Salamis) and defeat (Chaironeia) prompted increased defense in Athens.
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on the battlefield of Chaironeia, in which the commemorative practices are organized, then
ultimately compared to the respective commemorations at Marathon and Leuktra.

After the three chapters analyzing battlefield spaces, a chapter on the commemoration in
Greek sanctuaries follows. Comparing commemoration of the same three battles is of interest,
and I analyze the diachronic changes in the sanctuary spaces with regard to the various
monuments. Sanctuaries of various capacity are included, from smaller regional sanctuaries like
Rhamnous in Attika to large interstate sanctuaries at Delphi and Olympia. Discussion of
religious spaces within cities are not included but are reserved for the next chapter.

The final chapter covers the commemoration of these battles in city spaces. Athens and
Thebes are considered because their citizens participated in many of the battles. Other scenarios,
such as when there are reports of a city receiving a garrison after a battle, are also considered in
this chapter. Sanctuaries and religious spaces within cities are included here.

The conclusion summarizes the discoveries of the study and presents possible future
research. The project has several conclusions. First, the commemoration of a battle can be
divided into stages, but the stages are not always discrete. Each stage is manifested in the
experience of single commemorations, but also in combination with surrounding
commemorations, so there are no distinct chronological endpoints to the respective stages.
Secondly, there is variation in the types of commemorations within stages, dependent on both
time and surrounding space. Thirdly, single commemorations can resonate differently with
multiple audiences. Fourthly, the processes within the stage of memory curation led to the
subsequent lapse. Lastly, the final stage of commemoration for each battle begins with the

rediscovery of ancient monuments and continues to this day.
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Maps
(All maps are my own, unless otherwise noted)
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Figures

Figure 0.1 Nike erecting a trophy, by the Trophy Painter. Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 20.187; ARV2 857.2;
BAPD 212473.
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Figure 0.2 Black-Figure fragment with shield decoration. Gottingen, Georg-August-Universitit; BAPD 9032606;
CVA Inv.K.306.
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Chapter Two: The Battlefield of Marathon

The field of Marathon is the site of a famous battle in 490 BCE between the Persians
under the rule of King Darius II and led by the general Datis, and Athens with its Plataian allies,
led by the Athenian general Miltiades. For most of its existence as a place, however, the
Marathon plain was not just a battlefield. It was also a marshy plain that marked the limit of
Athenian lands since the Archaic period, an archaic city space, a prehistoric burial space, as well
as a space of many sanctuaries.

Geographically, Marathon is a flood plain in northeast Attika, on the coast of the
Euboean gulf beyond Mt. Pentele (Map 2.1; Figure 2.1, 2.2). This region of Attika was wet in
antiquity, and in fact was marshy until relatively recently with the construction of the Marathon
Dam in the early 20th century.! The dampness of Marathon was well-established fact in
antiquity, from fifth-century sources like Herodotus? and Aristophanes,® fourth-century texts
from Aristotle* and Theophrastos,® and into the second century CE with Pausanias.® At the same
time, the plain could also be good for horses, according to both Herodotus’ and the poet of old

comedy Kratinos.®

! The dam was built by the American company Ulen and Company in the 1920s, after various stages of planning
since the late 19% century. See below and Kaika 2005.

2 Herodotus 6.102-132.
3 Aristophanes Birds, line 246. Marathon is one of the places of the birds, and it is all damp with dew.

4 Aristotle History of Animals 569b. Aristotle compares the marshes of Marathon and Salamis, saying that both are
good for fishing.

5 Theophrastos Historia Plantarum 9.13. Theophrastos compares the marshes of Marathon to the area around
Orchomenos, with no interest in the battle itself.

6 Pausanias 1.32.
7 Herodotus 6.102-132

8 Kratinos fr. 180.
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In addition to the marshy environment, there are other notable facts about Marathon and
the plain that are only loosely associated with the battle at best. Some predate the battle of 490
BCE, and others are several centuries later. The deme center and the association with Athens
itself goes back to the time of Homer. The poet ties Marathon to Athens in Book Seven of the
Odyssey:

O¢ dpa povicas’ anéPn YAavkdmic AOvn

woVTOV €T ATPUYETOV, Mg 8¢ Tyepinv Epotevny,

iketo 6 éc Mapabdva kai edpudyviov ARy, 80
ddve 6 'Epegybijog mokivov d0pov...

After speaking thus, bright-eyed Athena departed

Over the barren sea, and left lovely Scheria,

And she came to Marathon and the wide-street’d Athens, 80
And entered the well-built house of Erechtheus...

-Odyssey 7.78-81.

The wording of the poem indicates the plain of Marathon was considered Athenian. In the poet’s
imagination, Marathon was the very limit of Athenian territory as well as its entry point, as the
goddess progressed from the outer edge of Athens, into the city itself, and finally into its
mythological core. According to the epic tradition, Marathon was considered part of Athenian
territory at least since the composition of the poem.

It is not surprising that there are a considerable number of historical and mythological
stories about Marathon. Mythologically, Marathon became a deme under the organization of
Attika by Theseus.” As the story goes, the deme was actually a collection of four places:
Marathon, Probalynthos, Trikorynthos, and Oinoe.!® Subsequently, the myth was incorporated in
the Athenian construction of its own history, to the point that many modern scholars accept the

story on its own merits, rather than as a fragment of received history.!!

° Thucydides 2.15; Gouschin 1999.
10T olling 1876, 67; Rihll 1986, 255; Van Gelder 1991, 61.

1 See Van Gelder 1991, 61.
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The location of the deme center, however, has been difficult to establish
archaeologically.!? There are ongoing debates between scholars who argue for the foothills
where modern Marathonas sits!® and for the center of the plain itself, perhaps near Plasi.'*
Further exploration of the site will address this question, such as the current excavation project
by the University of Athens.!> Besides the deme center, there are several other archaeological
sites within the plain. These include the prehistoric tombs at Vrana!® and Tsepi,!” a sanctuary to
the Egyptian gods at Brexiza,'® and the results of recent excavations by the University of Athens
at Plasi'® (Map 2.2). All of these layers shaped the overall space of the field of Marathon,
including the network of commemorations of the ancient battle.

Beyond its long history, Marathon is probably best known today for the above-mentioned
battle of 490 BCE. While short accounts of the battle survive in several ancient sources,?’ the
first and most well-known comes from Book Six of Herodotus’ Histories.?! According to this
account, the Athenians were greatly outnumbered and largely without allies, but nevertheless

were able to defeat the large army amassed by Persia while only suffering 192 Athenian

12 Vanderpool 1966b, 319.
13 E.g., Leake 1829; Lolling 1876.
14 See Weber 2010. For recent excavations, see Banou 2006.

15 For current excavations since 2014, see project website:
<http://www.marathonexcavations.arch.uoa.gr/index.php.>

16 Marinatos 1970a, 1970b.

17 Marinatos 1970a, 1970b; Petrakos 1996; Pantelidou Gkopha 2005; Oikonomakou 2010; Kapetanios 2010.
18 For recent excavations, see Dekoulakou 2015.

19 Supra n. 14.

20 E.g., Ktesias Persika 12 (F. 13). Ktesias merely mentions that the Persian army was stopped at Marathon.

21 Herodotus 6. For more on Herodotus, see below.
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casualties. Herodotus makes no further mention of the war-dead in his narration of the events
surrounding the battle, which quickly proceeds to the story of the rushed march of the remaining
Athenian army back to Athens to secure the city against a second attack by the now-depleted
Persian force. Neither does Herodotus’ narrative return to the battlefield to describe the other
commemorations that occurred on the battlefield itself. Instead, the battlefield at Marathon was
left to lie fallow, and the historical potency of the space was left to the imagination and/or prior
knowledge of the ancient audience.

Herodotus’ silence on the commemorations on the battlefield is not corroborated either
by the archaeological record, nor by later authors. In fact, it is possible to reconstruct the
commemorative network through archaeological remains on the field, including tombs,
monuments, and inscriptional evidence, as well as later accounts of both ancient and modern
authors. Through a diachronic approach to these various lines of evidence, the space of the
battlefield and the commemorative field itself can be defined and examined.

As previously outlined,? the five broad stages of commemoration are recognizable at the
battlefield of Marathon. The initial, stage one monuments were placed soon after the battle itself.
Likewise, there were ephemeral practices of commemoration that leave no material trace, such as
the collection of the dead and the stripping of arms and armor. By my estimation, there are only a
few monuments that belong to this stage, and all of them are burials. There are more examples of
the second, more official stage of commemoration. This not only includes the erection of the
marble column monument, but also the incorporation of earlier monuments into subsequent
dedications or funerary games, as well as the establishment of versions of the story by ancient

historians. The developments of the next three stages centered around the soros and the trophy,

22 See Chapter 1, pp. 22-25.
40



as the collected memories developed, lapsed, and were eventually recovered in the respective
stages (Map 2.3). In what follows, I describe the commemorative activities within the space of
Marathon during each of the life stages, with emphasis on the changes in commemorative space.
In addition to monuments, I include commemorations that are only known indirectly, whether in
ancient literary sources, inscriptions, or by inference.

A pattern emerged throughout the stages, namely that there are two foci of monumental
activity on the field that were consistently referenced by subsequent commemorations. The first
is the soros, which is a burial mound or tumulus that has long been connected with the 192
Athenian dead of the battle. The second is a marble column monument that is also associated
with the battle, sometimes called a trophy. While the construction dates for these monuments are
in question, both were lasting and visible monuments on the field, and so became focal points
within the commemorative network of Marathon and readily available foils for later
commemorative activities. Through the centuries after their initial constructions, these
monuments bent space around them, creating a commemorative place that, in the words of

Merleau-Ponty,?® could be populated and dwelt in for generations to come.

Previous Scholarship

Marathon has garnered so much attention in the millennia after 490 BCE, that it is
difficult to list the many contributions to its study. Among many options, scholars have
approached the battle of Marathon in terms of ancient literature, history, politics, epigraphy, and

archaeology.?* A recent conference and associated volume for the 2,500% anniversary of the

23 Merleau-Ponty 1962.

24 For example, Krentz 2010b.
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battle spanned many topics and receptions of the battle.?> The scope and breadth of the study is
fitting for such a paradigmatic event.

Several scholars, and the trends they represent, that have greatly influenced the study of
the battlefield at Marathon. W. Kendrick Pritchett approached the battle in terms of
topography.2® In his work, Pritchett identified many of the monuments that are of interest, as well
as provided the literary background and testimonia. The main shortcoming of this approach,
however, is that the monuments themselves are taken to prove elements of the history, rendering
the battlefield flat and timeless.

Eugene Vanderpool also researched the battlefield of Marathon.?” Vanderpool was a
contemporary of Pritchett, and he often accompanied the topographer on trips to Marathon.
Instead of focusing on the topography, however, Vanderpool made detailed studies of the
monuments themselves. Vanderpool had a good eye for the chronology of the monuments, and
so introduced some depth into the study of Marathon. Several scholars have subsequently taken
on this approach of close inspection and autopsy of ancient monuments, including Luigi Beschi?®
and Manolis Korres.?

Around the same time as Pritchett and Vanderpool, William Custis West III completed
his study on the Greek monuments of the Persian Wars.?? In his dissertation, West created a

catalog of the many ways that the Persian wars were commemorated, compiled from literary

25 Carey and Edwards (eds.) 2013.
26 Pritchett 1960, 1965a.

27 Vanderpool 1966a, 1967, 1969.
28 Beschi 2002.

2 Korres 2017.

30 West 1966.
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sources and archaeological material. West’s work included monuments for all of the Persian war
battles, no matter where they were dedicated. This allowed comparisons of monuments across
time and space. Like Pritchett and Vanderpool, West’s work largely rested on the literary record,
and he sought to prove history through archaeological evidence.

Recently, scholars have studied Marathon with an interest in space and memory. Xavier
Sean Duffy®!' complemented West’s catalog with analyses of the types of monuments and spaces
that they inhabited. Michael Jung?? took a spatial and commemorative approach to the field,
using the monuments to reconstruct Marathon as a lieu de mémoire, ultimately comparing the
field to Plataia.

My approach follows the works of Pritchett, Vanderpool, West, Beschi, and Korres in
focusing on topography and monuments, but in combination with the recent spatial interests
emphasized by Duffy and Jung. In addition to theories of space and place developed by Henri
Lefebvre and Yi-Fu Tuan, as well as theories of experience and phenomenology as defined by
Maurice Merleau-Ponty and Michel de Certeau, I apply a lens of landscape biography that works
particularly well in the dynamic space of a battlefield. It is a simple approach that takes into
account the long lifespans of battlefields as spaces that change through time and allows different
theoretical perspectives to be applied at individual stages.

Through the biography perspective, I avoid complex issues regarding the application of

specific terms and ideas in the study of ancient contexts, in particular Pierre Nora’s concept of

31 Duffy 2016.

32 Jung 2006. Jung’s approach is similar to Susan Alcock, who briefly discusses Marathon in Alcock 2002.
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lieux de mémoire, which is very instructive, but common in recent scholarship and perhaps can

be applied too readily.>® Thus, I use “space” or “place”, rather than “lieu” or “milieu”.

Stage One: Initial Commemoration in the years immediately after 490 BCE

There are limits to the extant ancient sources on the battle of Marathon. Herodotus is the
nearest contemporary author to detail the battle, but he composed his histories half-a-century
later. Herodotus’ description of the battle of Marathon was itself a commemoration of a later
stage,> but it was neither an initial account nor does it describe monuments of the first stage.
Moreover, his reporting of the monuments was sparse. He does not mention any of the burials on
the field, but instead, he gives the numbers of the dead--192 Athenians, 6,400 foreign Barbaroi--
and that the Spartans desired to see the slain Medes.?® Neither did he describe other monuments

on the field.

Mnemonic Practices on the Field

Although authors after Herodotus discussed the monuments on the field--specifically two
burials on the field, called the soros and the Tomb of the Plataians, and the marble trophy--and
tried to forge connections to the period soon after the battle,*® there is no other contemporary

evidence that corroborates the connections. On the contrary, the archaeological record indicates

33 For example, see Yates 2020, 18-19; Arrington (2012) is critical of easy adaptations of Nora’s theory to the
ancient Greek world. According to Arrington, Nora’s lieux often are not applied as terminology that Nora
intended, but rather as synonyms for physical space. With the limited definition, Arrington says that one loses the
“persons, texts, songs, natural features, and so forth” that were also included in Nora’s formulation of lieux.

34 See below, stages two and three.

35 Herodotus 6.117-120. Jung 2013 elaborates on this scene, claiming that it was an extension of rhetorical practices,
particularly the epitaphioi logoi, that were contemporary with Herodotus.

36 See below.
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that the monuments were not erected in this period, but instead either predated 490 BCE by
several generations, or postdated by decades.

Of the many commemorations of the battle of Marathon, only the practice of processing
the slain can surely be categorized as initial. The commemorative activities associated with the
dead left few visible traces in the material record, but we know that they occurred based on other
evidence. This would be the collection of the dead and the stripping of the arms and armor,
which we know by (later) literary sources and from the fact that spoils were both dedicated in
sanctuaries and used to fund other dedications.>” On the one hand, these activities were necessary
reactions to pressing needs and realities on the field itself. On the other hand, they fit into long
established patterns of commemorations in Greece. Regardless, many of the initial activities
were not monumental and made little lasting impact on the battlefield.

There is no direct evidence as to how the Athenians processed the corpses on the field
and how the practice was manifest on the battlefield, but perhaps we see the seeds of the later
battlefield trophy through secondary evidence. There was no battlefield trophy, but it is generally
accepted that the weapons and armor of the slain were collected following victory. Literary
references to spoils and other inscriptional evidence from Delphi and Olympia indicate that at
least a portion of the weapons and armor of the fallen Persian army was collected and dedicated
as a tithe from the victory.*® Actual dedications of helmets from Marathon have been excavated
at the sanctuary of Zeus at Olympia, complete with inscriptions and evidence of display.?® These

dedications stood in the sanctuary as physical representations of victory at the battlefield,

37 Such as the Athenian Treasury at Delphi (see Chapter 5, pp. 267-269 and Figure 5.6) and the Athena Promachos
statue on the Athenian Acropolis (see Chapter 6).

38 See Chapter 5.

39 See Chapter 3, pp. 256-265. The best example is an inscribed helmet from Olympia (B 2600), a dedication from
Miltiades.
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granting access to the space of Marathon in the imagination. At the same time, the display of
spoils suggests pious and responsible treatment of the war dead, presumably following common
burial traditions.

In contrast, a Corinthian helmet with associated skull fragments may have been
excavated at the field, although its provenance is uncertain.*’ The helmet was probably not put
on display in antiquity, as there are no punctured holes for suspension and its damage appears to
come from age.*! The associated skull fragments further decrease the possibility that the items
were displayed. If these were really from the battle of 490 BCE, then they are evidence that not
all of the arms and armor were collected following the victory, thus problematizing the accepted
scholarly reconstructions of the treatment of the dead on the field. Combined with the secondary
evidence that indicates the collection and despoiling of corpses, the helmet and skull fragments
may indicate that there were differential treatments of the many corpses, and perhaps that the
processing of the dead was more intensive than simply stripping the bodies and depositing them
in mass graves. Nevertheless, none of this provides evidence of an initial trophy monument in
the immediate aftermath of the battle. Instead, this is indirect evidence of an initial ritual
commemorative practice, as the survivors gave varying degrees of attention to the processing of
the dead.

Besides the largely undetectable practices surrounding the disposing of the dead, there
are three monuments that may be associated with the initial stage of commemoration of the battle

of Marathon: the battlefield trophy, the soros, and the Tomb of the Plataians. It is unsurprising

40 See De Vivo 2013, 65-66 n. 173. The helmet and skull fragments are in the Royal Ontario Museum, respectively
accession nos. 926.19.3 and 926.19.5.

41 “Corinthian Type Helmet”, Object number 926.19.3, Royal Ontario Museum,
<https://collections.rom.on.ca/objects/523779/corinthian-type-helmet?ctx=cb646366-0a96-4b15-a9dd-
7624e2096527&idx=0>
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that there are only a few monuments of this stage for a few reasons. If we accept the account of
Herodotus and assume that the victory was unexpected and precipitated a hurried retreat to
Athens to protect the city proper from the remnants of the Persian army, then any monuments
would have been raised in trying times. Of course, the victorious Athenians could have returned
to the field and raised monuments soon after, but it does not appear that they did so. In addition,
the lack of monuments may reflect the pivotal place of Marathon in the chronological
development of battlefield commemoration, as several scholars have argued.*?> Although the
victory was extremely important to Athens in the years after 490 BCE, extensive
commemoration on the field would have been unprecedented as there is little evidence of any
previous battlefield commemorations outside of ancient sources.** The trophy and burial
mounds, however, do not have unassailable connections to the battle itself, as critical analyses of
the archaeological record and ancient sources show.

While the erection of a trophy was a common practice in Greek warfare during and after
the fifth century, the practice is not attested as early as the battle of Marathon. There is little
literary evidence for such monuments; a search of the 7L G for variations of the word tropaion
(tpomaiov) yields 3,906 instances, but the earliest appears in Aeschylus’ in Seven Against Thebes
from the 460s BCE.* Moreover, mentions of trophy monuments are completely absent in
Herodotus’ histories, but become very common in the historical accounts of Thucydides and later

historians.*

42 E.g., Lissarrague 2014.
43 Although there are examples of monuments that commemorate earlier battles.

4 There is an instance of tporaiodyog (“trophy-bearing”) in Aesop’s fables (fable 20, line 8), maybe from the sixth
century BCE.
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Nor is there any direct physical evidence of an initial trophy in the years after the battle
of Marathon. The later trophy monuments, as attested by ancient authors, would generally belong
to the initial commemoration on a battlefield, and as a rule were ephemeral and not made to last,
merely marking the spot where the tide of battle “turned” to the victors.*¢ Following this later
practice, it is possible that there was an initial trophy at Marathon that has left no physical or
literary trace. The existence of an ephemeral trophy is entirely conjectural, however.

There are remains of a marble column monument that surely belongs to a later stage of
commemoration sometime in the middle of the fifth century, as it was erected as early as the
460s.*” Some argue that this column is evidence of monumentalization of the first trophy,*
although this is purely conjecture again.*’ The date and function would certainly be more fitting
for an official monument in the second stage of commemoration. There is no reason to assume,
however, that it was a replacement of an ephemeral trophy, especially in light of the absence of
trophies before the second quarter of the century. It is more likely that the column monument
was set up as a primary dedication in the decades after the battle, with no material connection to
the spoils from the battle itself.

After the unconfirmed trophy monument, the burials of the participants, both Greek and

Persian, are the only monuments that could possibly belong to the initial stage of

4 Likewise, Pritchett (1974) lists 109 instances of trophies in historians from Thucydides to Plutarch, and Herodotus
does not use the word. De Vivo (2013, 250-256) briefly discusses the trophy in Archaic Greece, and he argues that
the practice is connected to despoiled armor.

46 Pritchett 1974.
47 Vanderpool 1966a; West 1966, 9. See below for the monument as an official commemoration of the battle.
“8 E.g., Vanderpool 1966a, 105; West 1966, 9.

4 This interpretation is largely based on literary accounts of competition through battlefield trophies, including the
later events surrounding the Leuktra monument. See Chapter 3.
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commemoration. The two extant burial mounds that are often associated with the battle are the
soros and the so-called Tomb of the Plataians. Presumably there was also a burial for the dead
Persians, although today there is no monument associated with the invading army and its
existence was in doubt as early as Pausanias’ visit to the site in the second century CE.>® The
battlefield may also be the final resting place of the Persian general Datis and the Athenian
polemarch Kallimachos and general Miltiades. The reference to Datis’ death in the battle comes
from the late-fifth to early-fourth century BCE historian Ktesias, but he makes no reference to
Datis’ actual grave.! Further, Ktesias’ story is contradicted by Herodotus’ earlier account that
Datis escaped Marathon alive.>? Given the contradictory sources and the lack of material
corroboration, it is not possible to be certain whether there was a burial of Datis at the battlefield
of Marathon.

The Athenian military leaders Kallimachos and Miltiades may also have been buried at
Marathon, although there are only loose connections in the archaeological record. Kallimachos’
role in the battle is known from ancient sources> and from a dedication made in his honor on the
Athenian Acropolis.>* He was among the Greek casualties of the battle, and so was probably
interred along with the other 192 casualties despite his position, as there is no evidence of a
separate burial. Indeed, a ceramic funerary urn found within the soros has been interpreted as an
urn for Kallimachos, although the interpretation is not without problems. Miltiades’ role in the

battle is also well known and, in addition to literary sources, he was also celebrated by many

30 Pausanias 1.32.5. The Persian dead were associated with other mounds on the field, however. See below.
Sl Ktesias Persika 12.22.

52 Herodotus 6.116-118.

33 Herodotus 6; Pausanias 1.15.

54 See Chapter 6, pp. 312-317.
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monuments that were erected by his son Kimon in the decades following the battle. Miltiades’
death, in the year after the battle, precludes his burial from being an initial monument to the
battle, even if his tomb was eventually part of the field.

The soros is the largest extant burial monument on the field of Marathon (Figure 2.3). It
is a mound that has been a focal point of commemorative activity since its creation and has been
revisited several times. Simply because of the changeable nature of memories that are evoked
and prompted by monuments, with each visit to the site, the commemorative space changed, if
only slightly. The location has never changed, however, and the mound has been a fixture in the
landscape since its original construction. This brings up two interesting questions. First, when
was the mound created? And second, how has the space around the mound changed through
time? Both of these questions are best approached archaeologically, supplemented by
information from ancient sources.

The soros was a monument that commemorated the battle of Marathon, but was it an
element of the initial commemoration of the battle? I argue that the monument actually resided in
several of the life stages of the battlefield at Marathon, including the initial stage of
commemoration. In fact, the mound was likely an earlier tumulus that was reused multiple times
throughout its history, before becoming permanently associated with the battle of 490 BCE. This
assertion is based on the archaeological record, literary sources, and what we know about
Athenian and Attic burial customs of the early-fifth century BCE.

The excavated materials from the soros show many periods of deposition. Early

excavations of the mound from the 18" and 19" centuries CE produced evidence dating as early
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as the prehistoric period and as late as the Romans.>®> Heinrich Schliemann excavated the mound
and found some obsidian arrowheads and a blade, a half dozen small animal bones, some
fragments of an Egyptian faience vessel, a prehistoric pot, and a well-cut and polished marble
block. His excavation led him to conclude that the soros was a prehistoric monument.>® Less
than a decade later, Valerios Stais’ excavations broadened the temporal lifespan of the soros,
pushing its period of use to as late as the Roman period.’” The excavations revealed more
arrowheads, fragments of 27 black-figure lekythoi (Figure 2.4), a funerary urn and ash layer that
can all be associated with the Late Archaic period, as well as two Late Roman tile burials.
Reviewing the corpus of excavated materials, it is clear that the life of the soros was not
restricted to the moment of its creation, but rather that time and memory focused around it and
the past, present, and future collapsed into a single place for any contemporary visitor to the
field, whether in antiquity or more recently.

In addition to prehistoric and Roman finds, a lot of the evidence points to construction
and activity during the Archaic period. Some of the pottery finds indicate such a date:>® an

amphora by Sophilos should date to the first quarter of the sixth century BCE (Figure 2.5),>° a

55 For early explorations, largely for antiquarian rather than archaeological interests in the soros, see Galanakis
2011; Dufty 2016, 381-385. Both Schliemann’s and Stais’ interpretations belong to the fifth commemorative stage
of Marathon, see below.

36 Schliemann 1884. See Hsu 2008; Corpus Vasorum Antiquorum Athens 1,111, H.e, 7 pl. 11 no. 7. The pot is
currently in the National Archaeological Museum, and it is variably dated to the Bronze Age or Proto-Attic. Its
matte painting, ovoid body, low ring-foot and band decoration all point to a Middle or Late Helladic date, while
the slightly projecting lip and semicircular handles on the shoulder are Geometric features. Based on these finds,
some scholars have agreed with Schliemann that the monument should not be associated with the battle at all, but
that it was more likely a burial that predated the battle by four hundred years or more.

37 Stais 1890.

58 According to Rotroff (2020), the dating of late Archaic pottery, particularly the date of the introduction of red-
figure, may need to be revised from c. 525 BCE to the first decade of the fourth century BCE. If this is the case,
then the paucity of red-figure pottery in the soros, other than the kylix by Onesimos (Figure 2.8, see below) does
not necessarily indicate that the tumulus should date to the last quarter or so of the sixth century BCE.

59 Mingazzini 1975.
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tripod pyxis to the third quarter of the sixth century, and a hydria to the late sixth century.®
Besides the ceramic materials, the form of the soros points to an Archaic or earlier date,
particularly the presence of offering trenches (Figure 2.6).°! These trenches are features of
tombs from the seventh to the sixth centuries BCE, at a period when burial practice shifted from
inhumation to primary cremation.®? Because of the offering trenches, the soros is similar to other
tumuli in the Attic countryside, such as at Vourva (Figure 2.7), as well as to Archaic burials
within the Kerameikos in Athens.

Besides the anachronistic artifacts and shape of the soros, the depositional processes that
created it do not connect the monument to the battle. The layered composition of the soros
supports incremental additions to the mound, as Schliemann noted that it consisted of alternating
layers of sand and clay,® and perhaps the clay acted as sealing layers to separate deposition
events, individual burials, or offerings.** With the soros we also see an Attic practice of
constructing tombs and mounds that follow in relatively quick chronological succession at a
significant location, which is also evident in the Kerameikos of Athens itself, with sequences of
monumental tombs with burials that range from the Archaic to the Classical periods.®> Taken all
together, the easiest explanation is that the soros was a pre-Classical monument, probably

Archaic, but that was later incorporated into the mythology of the battle of Marathon.®

50 Hsu 2008.

81 For fifth-century BCE tumuli in Attika without offering trenches, see Kurtz and Boardman 1971, 95-108.
62 Kiibler 1959; Mersch 1995; Houby-Nielsen 1996; Alexandridou 2008; Alexandridou 2011, 34-48.

63 Schliemann 1884, 87; Hsu 2008, 166.

64 See Papadopoulos, Bejko, and Morris (2007, 134-135) for the layered construction of a tumulus at Lofkénd in
Albania; Kelp and Henry 2016.

85 Tan Morris (1992, 132 and 132 n. 5) points out two “sequences of monuments”: The area around Mound G
(Kiibler 1973 and 1976; Clairmont 1983), and the area around Tumulus A on Peiraios St.
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It is possible to connect the mound to the battle of 490 BCE, by explaining away the
presence of some of the pre-Classical materials by the depositional processes that created the
mound. In order to cover the burial, for instance, it is likely that soil was collected from the
nearby environment, possibly accounting for the odd early sherds or arrowheads.’” Likewise, the
Archaic material can be categorized as heirlooms or explained by delayed tastes in the
countryside.®® Similarly, arguments can also explain the Archaic or Archaizing form of the
burial.® It is more likely, however, that the construction of the soros predated the battle.

Although it likely existed before the battle, the soros was integrated into the
commemorative framework at Marathon in due time, perhaps early enough to be an initial
commemoration of the first stage. Some of the pottery finds are evidence of Classical activity,
such as the many lekythoi and a red-figure kylix that has been attributed to Onesimos, which
provide the firmest evidence for circa-490 BCE activity (Figure 2.8). These pottery finds are
evidence of activity around the soros in the years following the battle, if not for the slain
themselves, then to generally honor the ancestors on the field. The find spot of the sixth- and
fifth-century pottery within a brick-lined trench in the interior of the soros may corroborate this

interpretation. The vessels were intentionally deposited into a cavity that was dug into the earlier

% Fromherz (2011, 391) agrees.

67 Stais 1890, 130. In an earlier examination of the soros, George Finlay (1839a, 392-393) is not surprised by the
presence of early arrowheads, since they are found in many places in Greece. Indeed, examination of the structure
of the tumulus at Lofkend in Albania has shown that prehistoric tools and objects may have been intentionally
used to build and consolidate the earth of the mound (Papadopoulos, Bejko, and Morris 2007, 128). Spyropoulos
(2009) takes this position even further, arguing that the mound may have been created in the second century CE,
in the time of Herodes Atticus.

%8 Valavanis 2010; Dionysopoulos (2015) cites a lekythos from Chaironeia as comparandum.

59 Whitley 1994.
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mound. Along with the pottery, there were burnt faunal remains and other evidence of a pyre,
perhaps indicating an ephemeral ritual or feast at the mound.”®

Revisiting older tombs that were visible in the landscape was common in all periods of
Greek history, including in the Classical period,”! and the soros, as an important marker on the
field regardless of the date of its construction, would surely have attracted attention. Even if it
was not actually an early-fifth-century burial for the 192 Athenians killed during the battle
against the Persians, and instead was an earlier mound that was augmented and appropriated in
the fifth century and after, pyre remains in the higher levels of the soros indicates that the
monument was modified by early Classical visitors. Whether or not this was in commemoration
of the battle is difficult to confirm, but the possibility is plausible.”

The so-called Tomb of the Plataians, near the prehistoric tumuli at Vrana, is a burial
mound on the field that has closer connections to the Classical period (Figure 2.9). Moreover,
because the monument is another tumulus that could belong to the stage of initial
commemoration of the battle, it grants a great point of comparison to the soros. Although there
are differences in form and burial, the similar artifacts within the tumuli suggest commemorative
activity of a similar Classical date.

The Tomb of the Plataians was an Early Classical monument, as the pottery record and
the construction of the mound indicates. There are several pots excavated from within the mound
that have black-glaze surfaces characteristic of the beginning of the fifth century BCE, such as a

skyphos, two mesomphalic phialai, and two small vases (Figure 2.10).”* In terms of construction

70 Stais 1893, 53-54; Alexandridou 2008, 131-133.
"I Antonaccio 1995.
72 Such as what happened to tumuli on the field of Troy: Rose and Kérpe 2016; Minchin 2016.

73 Marinatos 1970a, 1970b.
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process, it is likely that there were several levels to the mound: the bottommost layer containing
11 burials, sealed by a stone layer, followed by a “severely burnt layer of soil” that may indicate
a pyre, and all capped by a mound of stones.”* On the exterior of the mound, there was a small
circular area, which has been interpreted as a place to make offerings to the dead.” Much like
the soros, the Tomb appears to have been re-visited at multiple times for commemorative
activity, as the place for offerings shows.

There are 11 burials in the bottom layer of the Tomb: nine inhumations that were laid in
an extended position and two cremations. Some of these were marked by plain stone stelai, and
one with a stele inscribed with what could be the name “APXIA<X>”. This is evidence that the
inhabitants of the tomb were meant to be remembered, as the graves were marked and in one
case named. The burial of the named individual was further emphasized with grave goods, as the
burial contained one of the few grave goods found in the mound, a bowl and a kotyle with a
brown-reddish friable surface (Figure 2.11).

The Tomb of the Plataians and the soros differed in their locations, form, the way they
were respectively constructed, and the burials they contained. The soros was part of and
influenced by the local surroundings and the history of the area. At the time of its construction, it
was not the only tomb on the field; there are prehistoric burials at Tsepi and Vrana, which
housed other graves that marked the borders of the Marathon plain geographically and

temporally.”® They were opposite the sea and at the western edges of the Marathon plain,

74 Marinatos 1970a, 1970b; Hammond 1968, 148. The evidence for a cremation level is scant, though, and I am not
completely convinced that there was a layer of cremation. In the ashy layer there were the remains of burnt bones
of small birds and animals, which may indicate a funeral pyre, but no evidence of human cremation.

7> Hammond 1968, 148.

76 Those at Tsepi date to the Bronze Age, with Cycladic material (a “frying pan” and incised vessels of the Early
Cycladic period) that indicate connections between the Marathon plain, Euboea, Kea, and the Cyclades. See
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essentially where the flat ground reaches the foothills of Mt. Parnes and Mt. Penteles, and they
range in date from the Bronze Age, to the Archaic period, or perhaps even later.”” The Tomb of
the Plataians was constructed spatially among the prehistoric tombs of Vrana and
chronologically after both the nearby prehistoric tombs and the soros itself.

Although both were effectively plugged into the commemorative field at Marathon, the
Tomb of the Plataians made less of a visual impact than the soros. Not only was it situated
among earlier tombs in the landscape, but also the Tomb of the Plataians was much smaller and
lower than the soros, standing only three meters with a diameter of 30-35 meters, compared to at
least nine meters height and 50 meters diameter for the Marathon tumulus.

Unlike the soros, the Tomb of the Plataians was a Classical monument that borrowed
visible forms of earlier monuments. While the monument mimicked the tumuli of its
surroundings, it lacked the offering trenches that were characteristic of the soros and of other
earlier tumuli of the Archaic period. There were no trenches or evidence of a pyre within it, but
instead there was a layer of burning that may have indicated a pyre and ephemeral activity
surrounding the initial construction. This layer may coincide in time with the brick-lined trench
that was dug into the soros at a later stage of its life, and both activities may have been more or
less contemporary.

Comparison of the burials within the two tombs reveals the most important differences

between the soros and the Tomb of the Plataians. While as far as we know the soros contained

Oikonomakou 2005 and 2007: In addition to the prehistoric burials (mentioned below), excavations for the 2004
Olympic Games uncovered at least 80 tombs, dating from the Geometric Period to the third century BCE.

7 Some have said the mounds belong to the time of Herodes Atticus or later. Interest from early travelers and
contemporary scholars further telescopes and complicates the time. Leake (1829, 1835) saw numerous tumuli on
the plain, counting four at the foot of Vrana alone. His interpretation, without having excavated the burials, was
that the mounds were either prehistoric and of considerable age, or they were likely from the time of Herodes
Atticus.
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cremated remains exclusively, perhaps enough to account for nearly 200 souls, there were only
two cremations amid the 11 burials contained within the Tomb of the Plataians.”® Moreover,
despite the evidence of few casualties, the nine inhumations lack evidence for a direct
association with the battle. None of them indicated battle wounds, and although most of the
inhumed were of fighting age, there was one child of around 10 years old that was included in
the tumulus. The lack of evidence of wounds and the presence of a child has caused some
scholars to question whether the Tomb of the Plataians should be associated with the soros and
the battle of Marathon at all.”

Given the evidence that the soros itself should not be considered a monument that was
created in 490 BCE, we should revisit the possibility that the Tomb of the Plataians was a
Classical monument to the battle. The ceramic evidence points to an early Classical date, as
mentioned above. Moreover, some of these finds are similar to the later pottery fragments within
the soros, particularly the black-figure vessels and evidence of burning. The excavator of the
Tomb of the Plataians Spyridon Marinatos highlighted a black-figure loutrophoros and the many
lekythoi as “absolutely identical to the finds of the Tumulus of the Athenians, both in date and in
shapes of vases.”® (Figure 2.12) Despite Marinatos’ claim, however, there are differences

between the two assemblages.®! These artifacts are the primary evidence that points to Classical

8 See Krentz 2010b for modern reckoning of numbers.

7 For example, see Hsu 2008; Pritchett 1985. In contrast, the remains of the tombs associated with the battle of
Chaironeia displayed a lot of evidence of wounds and violence. See Liston 2020; as well as Ma 2008.

80 Marinatos 1970b, 361.

81 While the pottery is mostly similar, Clairmont (1983, 95-101) points out some differences between the
assemblages in terms of vessel type and depicted scenes. Marinatos’ interpretations may share the same eager
tendency to connect the field of Marathon to the famous battle with earlier excavators of the field, see below.
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activity at both the soros and the Tomb of the Plataians, and to an Early Classical date for the
construction of the latter.

The similarity of the Classical pottery within the soros and Tomb of the Plataians lends
itself to two interpretations. On the one hand, it is possible that their deposition in the latter led to
similar activity in the former, and so they can be taken as evidence that the mound was revisited
around the time of the battle. This may have occurred soon after the battle in order to press the
soros monument into the initial commemoration of the battle, but it also could have occurred
before the battle. On the other hand, the similarity in ceramics may be evidence of later
visitations of the field during the stage of official commemoration, as both monuments were
brought within a single commemorative program.

Likewise, the evidence of burning within both tumuli and the deposition of early-
Classical pottery indicates commemorative activities associated with the tombs that should date
to the immediate period of the battle in the early-fifth century BCE. There is no clear connection
to the battle itself in this period however, and the association with the Classical battle is based on
assumptions. In terms of form, mound burials would fit well into the established patterns of
Archaic Attika, if not as late as 490 BCE.*? The burial mound form may have been intentionally
anachronistic, however, in order to draw the Marathon dead into the realm of hero worship,®?
although the same effect could have been achieved by merely associating earlier tombs, perhaps
through orations or rituals that left no discernable traces, with the battle, without having to

dispose of the dead in an archaizing manner.

82 Alexandridou 2008.

8 Whitley (1994) suggests that the form of the soros echoes past monuments as well as anticipates later-fifth-
century practices in the time of Pericles. It is implied by Whitley, and often explicitly stated by other scholars, that
the tumulus is definitely that of the 192 Athenians killed in 490 BCE.
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If the first scenario could be proved and the mounds could be related to the actual
deposition of the dead, then they were inherently connected to the collection of dead and the
stripping of arms and armor. As such, the mounds would also be complementary evidence of the
preparations for disposing of the war dead, along with the evidence from sanctuaries. In such a
case, the tombs would have drawn on the local physical remains of the field, including the visible
mounds at the prehistoric cemetery at Vrana, only meters from the Tomb of the Plataians. If the
monuments ultimately predated 490 BCE, then they were later incorporated into the
commemorative network at Marathon. Given the finds within the mounds and the form of the
burials themselves, it is entirely possible, and perhaps likely, that the constructions of both pre-
dated the battle. This possibility highlights the fact that monuments persisted for longer than
their creation and existed in multiple types of space. In doing so, they would have their own
biographies and life stages, which coincided with, as well as being influenced both passively and
actively by, the stages of the battlefield of Marathon itself.

In both scenarios, nevertheless, the tumulus form of the burials was part of the larger
commemorative network on the field, whether they were Archaic monuments that simply
followed the building patterns on the field or actual monuments of 490 BCE that intentionally
mimicked earlier forms. The burial mounds marked the field in a visible way, regardless of their
actual connection to the battle. They would have acted as stationary and persistent anchor points,
which could evoke memories and guide contemporary and future experiences of the battlefield.

The first commemorative stage of the battle of Marathon on the battlefield itself is
characterized by the initial reactions to commemorate the battle, which were deeply rooted in
cultural practices. Inferences made from the archaeological and literary record show that this

stage consisted of the primary treatment of the dead, as arms and armor were collected for
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tithing, corpses were buried, and the associated ceremonies were practiced. Contrary to the later
Classical practice of erecting ephemeral trophies, there is no definite evidence that an initial
trophy monument was ever erected on the battlefield of Marathon.

Dedications that were made outside the field of Marathon are secondary evidence of the
otherwise invisible practice of preparing and stripping the dead. Likewise, the deposition of the
dead can be inferred both from the preparation of the bodies, and possibly with the evidence of
Early Classical activity at the soros and Tomb of the Plataians. If the tumuli were initial
commemorations, then they drew heavily on the past, and either re-used the physical burials of
previous generations or quoted the form of earlier burials.

In terms of space, the commemorative practices of the first stage occurred in perceived
space. The actions occurred according to and following local and contemporary precedent, rather
than at the behest of the Athenian state or intentional transgressors. It is not surprising that the
connections to the historical battle are seemingly vague during this stage, given the political
circumstances of Athens in the early fifth century, prior to the rest of the Persian Wars, the

Athenian empire, and the Peloponnesian War.

Stage Two: Official Commemoration

There are many mnemonic practices associated with the second life stage of the field at
Marathon, when the “official memory” of the battle was established. This is when a specific
version of the past was created and celebrated probably under the direction of Athens and the
leading citizens of government of the city. The monuments and practices of this stage unfolded
in the category of constructed space as theorized by Lefebvre, and so structured and evoked

memories. Some of the monuments were newly erected, such as the marble column monument
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that was briefly mentioned above. At the same time, earlier monuments were incorporated into
the official commemoration of the battle in various ways, such as the activities that occurred
around the soros.

Chronologically, the stage should date from soon after the battle in 490 and through the
Persian wars, perhaps ending in the 460s with the battle of Eurymedon. Some of the activities
date to the decade between 490 and Xerxes’ invasion in 480 BCE, such as some of the various
strategies that forged a connection between the soros and the battle. The mnemonic practices of
this decade or so strengthened the connection of the historical battle to the space where the battle
took place.

Most of the surviving examples post-date the invasion of 480, and the battles associated
with Xerxes’ invasion. The commemorations of these decades after 480 placed the battle of
Marathon in the context of the rest of the Persian wars, likely as an Athenian strategy to promote
one of the earliest Greek victories over Persians, a strategy which was still evident in Plato’s
Menexenus in the fourth century.®* This stage also coincides with the influential leadership of
Kimon, son of Miltiades, beginning after 480 and ending with ostracism in 461 BCE. Kimon’s
role in the commemoration of the battle is more visible in other spaces, but it is safe to assume

that the battlefield commemorations of the period were undertaken with his tacit approval.

Mnemonic Practices on the Field
The Marathon column monument was constructed a few decades after the battle, raised

probably in the 460s BCE based on stylistic comparisons with similar monuments®* (Figure

84 Plato Menexenus 240d.

8 Vanderpool 1966a; Korres 2017, 170.
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2.13). It was a freestanding unfluted Ionic column made from Pentelic marble that reached a
height of nearly 10 meters, not including the statue which would have stood on top.®® Based on
the location in the field and its fifth-century date, the monument has been connected to the battle
of Marathon since its discovery, and rightly so. Given the chronological distance from the battle
itself, as well as the durable material of the column, the Marathon column was a monument of
the second stage of commemoration, constructed by the Athenians in order to advertise an
official memory of the battle.

Contrary to many interpretations, however, the column monument at Marathon was
probably not a trophy, at least not in the sense defined by the later fifth century.®” In shape and
form, it resembled other commemorative column monuments from the Greek world, not just
from around the turn of the fifth century, but from many historical periods. Of the many column
monuments outside of Athens, the column monument capped by the Naxian Sphinx is a notable
sixth-century example from Delphi®® as are some later lesser-known column monuments from
Messene.

There are several Athenian examples of column monuments from the Athenian
Acropolis, which are close in date to the monument at Marathon. Among this group is the so-
called Kallimachos monument,? itself a good comparison for the column monument at

Marathon. The Kallimachos monument, which will be covered in more depth later, was also a

8 Heights reconstructed based on comparisons with Naxian column at Delphi. Vanderpool 1966a, 100 n. 11. It is
unclear what the statue would have depicted, whether a trophy (see Valavanis 2019), a “twice lifesize figure, with
a vigorous stride and lively movement, in the style of the representations of Athena on Panathenaic amphorai”
(Korres 2017, 172-173, as translated by Walter-Karydi 2020, 108), or a statue group of Theseus slaying an
Amazon (Valavanis 2019).

87 See Janssen 1957; Pritchett 1971, 1974, 1979, 1985, 1991; Rabe 2008.
8 FdD 328; Amandry 1953; Holtzmann 1991.

8 Will be further discussed in Chapter 6 (pp. 312-317).
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monument that commemorated the battle of Marathon. The initial dedication of the column took
place at the end of the sixth century and had no connection to the battle, but that was later
inscribed and drawn into the growing commemorative realm surrounding the battle.

Although the moment of construction of the Marathon monument in the 460s coincides
with the earliest mentions of trophy monuments in literary sources, the legible iconography of
trophies might not have existed until later in the fifth century, when we begin to see
representations in red-figure vases of the mid-fifth century.® To be fair, the lack of martial
iconography in the Marathon column may be evidence of a relatively early date for monumental
trophies. Some scholars wonder, based on the aforementioned lack of precedents, whether the
Marathon column was the first battlefield trophy.”! This interpretation of the monument explains
the absence of some of the later conventions of the battlefield trophy, especially
iconographically. At the same time, however, the interpretation assumes many of the functions of
the later trophy monuments, not only the religious and political significance, but also the spatial
impact on the commemorative plane.

For the Marathon column itself; it is better to assume that the monument was not a trophy
monument from the first half of the fifth century, either in form or in function. It did not have
any of the significant connections to the battlefield that were fostered through the dedication of
arms and armor, immediately collected and displayed in order to show control of the field.
Neither can it be assumed that it was placed at the point where the enemy turned, the space

defined by the trope (zponi), from which the word trophy, tropaion (gpomaiov), is derived. Most

%0 E.g., A red-figure depiction of Nike erecting a trophy, attributed to the Trophy Painter by Beazley (Beazley
Archive vase number 212473; Boston, Museum of Fine Arts: 20.187). A second red-figure depiction of the same
date is attributed to the Polydektes painter by Beazley (Beazley Archive vase number 214401; Bologna, Museo
Civico Archeologico: 325).

1 Kinnee (2018, 55-57) notes the possibility, but argues that early trophies did not have a set pattern until around the
time of the column at Marathon; Trundle 2013.
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scholarship on Greek trophies emphasizes the importance of trophies in the commemoration of
the place of the rout of the battle, where the victor forced the vanquished to turn and flee.? This
interpretation does not square with the Marathon monument, however, as the evidence for this
meaning of a trophy relies on analysis of Thucydides and later authors.

Nevertheless, the Marathon column was deliberately placed in an area of significance.
The remains of the monument were found built into a medieval tower in the Schinias marshes of
the plain, near the church of the Mesosporitissa.”® Due to its reuse as building material for a later
tower, there is a possibility that the column was not re-used in the immediate vicinity of its
findspot. Assuming that its findspot indicates where it was placed in antiquity, however, the
placement in the marshy area might have had some significance, given theories that the Persian
cavalry was limited by the marshy land.** The location would also be significant in the marking
the limits of the field on the foothills, as well as setting off the edge of the marsh from the rest of
the plain.

Besides conspicuous placement, the monument itself was designed to maximize
visibility. The column’s placement in the foothills gave it a prominent mountain background. In
addition, recent analysis of blocks from the foundations for this monument shows that it was
meant to stand on a mound, perhaps embellishing one of the burials on the field (Figure 2.14).%
Whether this was actually intended to mark the burial of the Athenians or the Persians is

debatable, as is the question of whether the column stood on a purpose-built mound.

92 Janssen 1957; Pritchett 1971, 1974, 1979, 1985, 1991; Rabe 2008; Kinnee 2018.

93 Map 2.1. See below for more on the discovery of the Marathon column monument. The tower site was explored
and the tower dismantled in 2001, prior to the 2004 Olympic games. See Oikonomakou 2004, 373-374.

4 E.g., Pausanias 1.32.7.

9 Korres 2017.
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In whatever case, the height of the monument shows an interest in increasing the vertical
profile of the column, and thus its visual impact on the space. With the construction of a marble
column that 1) stood on a mound and was capped by a statue, and thus was more than 10 meters
in height, 2) was placed in the foothills and marked the limit of the field, a placement which 3)
used the natural terrain as a backdrop that further emphasized the visibility, the Athenians made
a conspicuous monument that symbolized their control over the space of the battlefield.

Although the soros may have already been loosely connected to the battle, the mound
was definitely enmeshed in the commemorative fabric surrounding Marathon during the second
stage of commemoration through the erection of new monuments, inscriptions, and
commemorative games.’® For the most part, these commemorative practices were undertaken by
the Athenians themselves, and I argue that this was intended to establish the official status of the
battle in the Athenian imagination.

Inscribed casualty lists were new monuments of the second stage that drew the soros into
the commemorative network of Marathon. While only one such list for the battle of Marathon
been recovered, the fact that there is only one tribe listed on this block gives reason to believe
that there were at least nine other lists associated with the mound.®’ Thus, a visitor to the
battlefield and the soros would have seen a full set of stelai, inscribed with epigrams and the

names of fallen Athenian soldiers.

%6 On epigrams: Petrovic 2013; Jacoby 1945; SEG XLI 540 shows that epigram goes back at least to the sixth
century, so this is part of the official response to battles. The burial mound was supplemented by casualty lists:
Bowie 2010; L. Kowerski 2005, especially Appendix I for a list of epigrams dealing with the Persian Wars. This
is also when rites centered around the tombs of the Persian war dead began, according to Diodorus 11.33.
Matthaiou (2003, 200) argues that the cenotaph for Marathon was created in Athens and that this is when “the
operation of the Demosion Sema begun”. Arrington (2010, 505-506) agrees that the Marathon cenotaph was
significant, but he maintains that the Demosion Sema had been established by the Cleisthenic reforms at the end
of the sixth century BCE.

97 Petrovic 2013.
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The impact of these lists would have transformed the soros and the space around it. Just
as in the Demosion Sema, the lists would have created a specific commemorative space, where
the dead were simultaneously heroized, celebrated, and somewhat anonymized.”® The stelai
would also have the effect of placing the soros securely within the commemorative network of
the 490 BCE battle. The monuments themselves, as well as the later reference in Thucydides that
the battlefield burial was an act of special commemoration,” indicate that this was an official act
of commemoration, undertaken by the people of Athens.

In addition to the impact that the stelai had on the space around the mound, the epigrams
upon them further tied the soros into the official Athenian commemoration of the battle of
Marathon, as well as of the wider Persian Wars. Fragments of an inscribed block, often called the
“New Marathon Stele” (SEG 56.430; Figure 2.15), have been reconstructed as a casualty list that
stood next to the soros.!%° This is the list of the casualties from the Erechtheid tribe, completed

with a dedicatory epigram for the fallen:

DAg Gp’ hog kyy[av](el) aiel g0padg héooyata yoi[eg]
TOVd™ avdpdv apetev Tevoetal, ¢ EBavov
[H]apvapevor Médotot kai éoatepivooay *ABéva[g]
[T]avpdTepol TOALOY deyodevol TOAELOV.

When Fame, then, continually reaches the furthest edge of the well-lighted earth,
she will hear of the areté of these men, how they died

fighting the Medes, and how they garlanded Athens,

although badly outnumbered, by resisting a massive invasion.

- SEG 56.430. Text and translation by Steinhauer 2009.1%!

%8 Arrington 2010; While this effect was intentional desired by the Athenians in their use of casualty lists, there are
also instances of dedications being anonymized to the disadvantage of the original dedication, such as some
helmet dedications at Olympia or the set of Eponymous Heroes at Delphi. See Chapter 5.

% Thucydides 2.34.5. See also Toher 1999; Pritchett 1985.

100 Archaeological Museum of Astros, inv. no. 535. See Matthaiou 1988; Spyropoulos 2009; Steinhauer 2009;
Keesling 2012; Proietti 2013, 2014, 2020.

101 There are many other readings, such as this from Janko (2014, 12):
enpicat, oc kig vy’ aiel H{mep) pdoc Ecyata yain|[c,
TOVO avdpdV apetiv: TedceTon MC EDavov-
plapvapevolr Midorct, kai éctepavmcay AOMvalc
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The inscription places the monument on the field of Marathon, with the deictic (zovd’) at the start
of the second line that indicates that the inscription refers to an actual tomb and not a cenotaph,
the mention of the Medes (Médoior) in the third line, and the rhetoric of the long odds that the
Athenians (seemingly alone) faced in the final line. Interestingly, the areté/excellence (dperr) in
the second line is the same word used by Thucydides when he describes the fallen at
Marathon.!?? At the same time, the inscription re-locates the commemoration of the battle from
the physical place with the boast in the first distich that spreads the fame of Marathon across the
world. While these effects are partly due to the nature of epigram, this also shows the Athenian
role in the promotion of a specific account of the battle.!*?

Competitive games were initiated as a second commemoration around the soros that
connected the burial with the classical battle. A bronze lebes, called the Kanellopoulos lebes,
provides evidence that the mound was revisited for official games during the second stage of
commemoration. An inscription on the lip of the vessel, which reads “A80svaior aOia eni toig ev

» 104

t01 moAguor”,'** shows that the practice was an official commemoration sanctioned by Athens.

The inscription indicates conscious display, as the opening word 46evaior begins beneath one

T apOTEPOL TOAADV deEAEVOL TOAELOV.

“Go tell the valour of these men, that passed forever from daylight
reaching Earth’s ends. ‘How died they?’, one will ask.

Fighting the Medes — and they crowned Athens with victory’s garland,
few though they were, up against many in war.”

102 Thucydides 2.34.5.

103 There is no consensus regarding the date and function of this inscription, and it is debated whether it was created
in the fifth century BCE or later. See Keesling 2012, Janko 2014, Tentori Montalto 2014 for the fifth century;
Proietti 2013, 2014 for a later date; Proietti (2020) hints that the epigram and casualty list may have been
inscribed at different times, with the epigram added several decades later.

104 /G 13 523; Vanderpool 1969; Amandry 1971. It should not be surprising that the inscription does not mention
Marathon itself, since the games occurred there, but it is interesting that the inscription cites general victory
rather than victory over the Medes. In this usage, the inscription is reminiscent of the dedication on the Stoa of
the Athenians at Delphi, which will be discussed later.
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handle and the final word moleuor ends beneath the other, essentially framing the inscription and
creating a viewable “front” of the lebes (Figure 2.16).

Based on comparison with two similar vessels and letter forms, the vessel and inscription
date to after the battle of Plataia in 479, a date for the games also given by Diodorus Siculus.!%
We have no other evidence of games during the initial stage of commemoration, so this vessel
and inscription indicate a later commemoration of the battle.

The games themselves would be a commemorative activity of the second stage, and the
prizes indirect evidence of the games.!% The inscription on the vessel shows that the prize was
given by the Athenians, thus the event appears to be officially sanctioned.!?” The fact that there
are other examples of inscribed metal vessels that were won in connection to games celebrating

Persian war battles!?®

shows how closely Marathon and the rest of the battles were
interconnected in an Athenian perspective. While there is only indirect evidence of their

existence, periodic games occurred around the soros, which drew the monument into the realm

of official commemoration.

Literary Sources
There are many literary sources that mention Marathon, but none of the historical
accounts belong to this stage of commemoration. Nevertheless, there are references that may

indicate commemorative practices from this stage. The earliest mention of the battle of Marathon

105 Diodorus (11.33) says that the games were celebrated after the battle at Plataia in 480.

106 The vessel itself, which was deposited near the soros, is more likely to be evidence of an even later
commemoration. See below.

107 The games at the soros at Marathon are twinned with games that centered around a cenotaph in Athens, known
from an inscription from the Athenian Agora (I 7529); Matthaiou 2003, 197.

108 Matthaiou 2003.
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in the literary sources is in Aeschylus’ Persians, from 472 BCE. In the selected lines, Marathon
is credited as both the occasion and locale for the defeat of the Barbarians. The field itself is the
subject of the statement, indicating its active importance in the Athenian imagination:

® GTLYVE Sodpov, O¢ &P’ EYEVcac PPEV@dY

[épooag: mKpav 88 Toilg EUOC TUmPiay

KAy AOnvdv ndpe, Kok dmfpkecay

odg tpoce Mapadav Bappapov anmrecev 475

O hateful spirit, how you cheated the Persians

Of their purpose: but my child found a cruel punishment

from famous Athens: the barbarians whom Marathon destroyed previously
were not enough.

- Aeschylus Persians lines 472-475.
While Aeschylus’ tragedy, whose subject is the battle of Salamis and thus is not primarily a

celebration of the Marathon victory, in these lines there is a glimpse of an Athenian perspective
on the matter. In the internal chronology of the poem, Marathon is in the past, and Athens is
already famous. Both of these are presented as fact and not up for debate. In the narrative,
Marathon stands in for the Athenians themselves, as the conqueror of the Persians. Again, the
tense places the action in the unchallengeable past. As in the inscription mentioned above, these
lines show the official renown that the battle of Marathon enjoyed in the decades after the battle.
Moreover, the context of the play itself further connects the battle to the other Athenian victories
of the Persian Wars, particularly the battle of Salamis.

After Aeschylus, the events of the battle of Marathon are narrated in the histories of
Herodotus and Thucydides. While they belong to a generation or so after the battle and provide
the bulk of our information about it, neither composed official accounts of the fighting.
Nevertheless, they give clues to some of the official commemoration. In terms of the burials and
the soros, Herodotus is the first to provide numbers of the casualties of the battle: 6,400 of the

Persian army were slain, against only 192 Athenians. It is on the basis of these numbers that
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Marathon claims its greatest fame, as a vastly outnumbered Greek force overcame the mighty
Persian army, a claim that we saw inscribed in the “New Marathon Stele” (SEG 56.430).
Herodotus makes no mention of how the corpses were buried. Instead, he only reports
that the Lakedaimonians came to the field to see the [dead] Medes, three days after the battle.!%”
Thucydides is our first source to report that the Marathon dead were buried on the field, although
this statement should be considered in the context of the later fifth century.!'® Thucydides
mentions the burial, saying that the battlefield burial that was granted was unique and different
from the normal Athenian practice. Whether or not this is true is a matter of debate, as Nicholas
Hammond,'!! Felix Jacoby,!!? and James Whitley!!® have shown archaeologically that the
battlefield burial was more of the rule rather than the exception in the early fifth century.!!*
Commemoration during the second life stage of Marathon was more active than in the
previous stage. It was a time when Athens established the official account of the battle, as well as
their arguments for its singular importance. The monuments involved in this stage would fall into
Lefebvre’s category of conceived space, since it is created by the actions of an official party. The
column monument, the soros, and the hints of official accounting from literary sources show the

battlefield of Marathon as a conceived space.

199 Herodotus 6.120.

110 Toher 1999, 500-501.

" Hammond 1968.

112 Jacoby 1944,

113 Whitley 1994.

114 We also have Herodotus’ account of the Athenian citizen Tellus (Herodotus 1.30), who fell in battle defending

Athens and was buried on the spot with honors at state expense, an incident that internally predates the time of
Solon.
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In the second stage, Marathon stood as a symbolic reference to Athenian victory over the
Persians, celebrated because of the relatively early date of the victory and the limited
involvement of the other Greek states outside of the Plataians. With the commemorations of this
stage, the Athenians established their version of the past, which would later stand as justification
for their growing power into the middle of fifth century, from the end of the Persian Wars and
approaching the beginning of the Peloponnesian War. The commemorations of the stage

produced visible monuments and durable accounts of history, which could later be challenged.

Stage Three: Commemoration Maintenance

The third commemorative life stage required that memories had been established during
previous stages. It was characterized by reinterpretation, maintenance, and other uses, or even
abuses, of the past. In addition to monuments and literary sources, epigrams continued into this
stage, whether as enduring inscriptions or as re-performances in other contexts. As in the other
stages, commemoration occurs with monuments and in literary sources, in both physical and
abstract types of space.

The third stage is the most vibrant stage of commemoration, simply because of the fickle
nature of memory. Monuments and other mnemonic practices do not store memories for
posterity, but rather evoke memories to contemporary viewers and experiencers. Therefore, the
commemorative activities of this stage are not restricted to playing off the monuments of the first
two stages, but they can also take aim at the various activities of the stage itself. In addition to
the breadth of types of commemorations, the stage is also chronologically long-lived, and with
loosely defined beginning and end points because the effects begin as soon as a monument is in

place.
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This third stage sees the commemorative activities of many actors, from those working to
maintain the meanings established in the second stage, and thus operating within conceived
space, to the transgressive actors seeking to undermine the status quo by challenging the
accepted accounts. The stage also sees the flourishing of the field of Marathon as an imaginary
and literary space, which can effectively be contained, described, and ultimately utilized with

words.

Mnemonic Practices on the Field

In the case of the battlefield at Marathon, in this stage the monuments on the field that
had been incorporated into the official commemoration of the battle were re-visited, and the
meaning of the battlefield space itself appears to have been up for debate. Spatially, we see the
stage in the areas surrounding the Marathon column, the soros, and the Tomb of the Plataians.
This is also the stage when the account and outcomes of the battle are politicized and rhetorically
useful in literary sources, which we can sometimes see reflected in the archaeological record.

The area around the Marathon column was updated at least twice during the third stage of
commemoration, with new epigraphical and sculptural additions that shaped the space around the
monument. The epigraphical addition to the trophy was a rectangular block that was inscribed
with the word “TPOIIAIOY” that was found nearby (Figure 2.17a). Although the block was lost,
it had been drawn by Fauvel, and Beschi accepted its existence and argued that it was effectively
a label for the Marathon column at some point after the 460s.!!> The attribution must have

occurred sometime after the 460s but before the end of the century, when the Athenian comic

115 Beschi 2002, 61. Because the block was lost, Beschi was unable to give a more accurate date. Instead, he says
that the inscription comes from a later time when the letter form for the final “Y”” was common.
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playwright Aristophanes referred to the trophy in two of his comedies, the Knights and the
Wasps.''6

Assuming the block existed, it is evidence that the column monument was eventually
considered a trophy. This inscribed block was meant to reframe the column monument and to
make it a more obvious commemorative monument to the battle of Marathon. The effect was
also achieved by the addition of an enclosure wall, which may have been part of the same
activity as the inscribed block, and which we know from the drawings of Fauvel as well as
orthostate blocks found nearby (Figure 2.17b).!!” By this point, the column monument may have
gained the additional meanings of the trophy, especially through the augmentation of the
surrounding space. Thus, the Marathon column granted spatial reality to the turning point of the
battle, even if it never marked the actual place of the rout in 490 BCE.

The other possible update was the addition of sculptured trophy iconography. Several
fragments of marble, now at the British Museum, have been associated with the trophy at
Marathon!!® (Figure 2.18). Vanderpool examined these, and he argued that they were not part of
a stand-alone monument, but rather embellishments that supported another monument, the most
fitting option being the column monument itself. The sculpture would provide iconography that
would be fitting for a trophy: a shield, helmet, and greaves, all attached to a tree trunk. In terms

of both style and production, this set should date to the Hellenistic or Early Roman periods.

116 Aristophanes Wasps lines 707-712; Knights lines 781-786 and 1133-1134. For more on these, see below.
117 Beschi 2002, 60; Stroszeck 2004, 320; Korres 2017.

118 British Museum Inventory Number 1802,0804.1. See Vanderpool 1967: Whether or not these fragments should
actually be associated with Marathon is an interesting problem that even Vanderpool questioned. See also Beschi
2002: Beschi is also unsure whether the sculpture belongs to Marathon. He found drawings by Fauvel that label
the monument as coming from Athens, and he hypothesizes that they came to the British Museum during the
Franco-British war between 1799 and 1803 CE. See also Rabe 2008, 147-148 (75).
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If the fragments are correctly associated with the Marathon column, then it is evident that
the column monument was later revisited, and its iconography updated to include elements that
had become stock features of Greek trophies. The column monument, although considered a
trophy in the later fifth century and eventually labelled and set apart by inscription and an
enclosure wall, at some point was no longer sufficiently recognizable as a trophy. This may be
on account of the sudden flourishing of trophy monuments in the Classical period and later.!!

There are two opposing trends in these episodes. On the one hand, the addition of the
“trophy” label and the accompanying incorporation of the space was an act of amending the
significance of the Marathon column monument. While it is difficult to establish the exact date
of the transition based on the archaeological record, the literary sources indicate that it occurred
sometime in the fifth century, at least in the Athenian imagination. On the other hand, the
addition of trophy iconography in the Hellenistic or Roman period does not reflect a change in
the monument, but rather indicates a later reinforcement of the commemorative function as a
trophy monument. The monumental group may have gained additional meanings with this
change, especially to a growing Roman audience, but there was no fundamental shift.

In addition to the various changes of the Marathon column, the third stage of
commemoration is evident in activities around the soros. The commemorative nature of the
mound was reinforced by various activities, some of which were continued practices and some
new. The games that had been established in the second stage continued into the third stage, as
indicated by two Hellenistic inscriptions.!?’ The continuation of the games was part of an official

program to reinforce the commemoration of the battle of Marathon.

119 See above.

120 JG 112 1006 and /G 11 1313.
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In the same vein, the epigrams that had been set up in the previous stage continued into
the third stage, as the inscriptions remained in place for years following their initial placement.
These words had a subtle, yet continual impact on the field and its visitors, so much so that it
appears that a general idea of the epigrams emerged. We see this usage of the epigrams when the

orator Lykourgos hints at them in his speech Against Leokrates (109):

‘EAMvov mpopoyodvieg ABnvaiot Mapabdvi
XPLGOPOPOYV MOV E6TOPECAV dUVALLLY.

The Athenians at Marathon, fighting for Greece,
Turned away the power of the gilded Medes.

- Lykourgos Against Leokrates. Text from Jacoby 1945.

Note the differences between this version quoted by Lykourgos and the inscription noted above,
in particular that the former lacks the elements (i.e., deictics and/or a list of casualties) that
would confirm that it was an actual inscription. Instead, Lykourgos drew on the general notion of
the epigrams at Marathon, using the memory and the space of the battlefield as a rhetorical tool
in his speech.

There were also new practices that occurred around the soros and Tomb of the Plataians.
Some of these were novel, one-time events, and others were iterative and occasional practices.
Regardless, they still drew on and reinforced the commemorative impact of the monument. The
bronze Kanellopoulos lebes, mentioned above, provides evidence of the third commemorative
stage at Marathon because at some point the vessel was re-used as an urn and deposited on the
field somewhere near the mound, according to the ephor who reported its provenance to
Kanellopoulos.!?! At the time of its deposition, however, the inscribed lip had been covered over
by a thin band of bronze that fit neatly over the rim of the vessel. While the remains show a

desire of the deceased, or those that buried them, to encourage an association with the mound, it

121 Vanderpool 1969.
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is curious that the inscription was covered over. Nevertheless, the burial near the soros, even
though it was probably not explicitly sanctioned, simultaneously challenged the sanctity of the
monument while it also reinforced the official acts of commemoration on the field.

The Tomb of the Plataians should also be considered as a part of this stage, since there is
evidence that it was occasionally revisited in the years after the battle. Both the excavator
Marinatos and the later topographer Hammond report that they had seen a circular area for
offerings that was made outside of the mound itself. In the excavation reports there were no
interpretations for the use life of this offering area. Nevertheless, it is clear that there was an
iterative practice that was meant to take place near the tomb. In contrast to other practices of the
third stage, it appears that the activity around the Tomb was less controlled in this stage of

commemoration, and definitely made less of an impact on the archaeological record.

Literary Sources

The third stage is when the memory of Marathon could be manipulated for
propagandistic or political purposes in literary sources. In fact, most of the literary sources that
mention the battle of Marathon belong to this stage. The result is that there are centuries worth of
literary references to the battle, all with their own particular perspectives and rhetorical reasons
for mentioning Marathon.

The endpoints of the stage in terms of literary sources are diffuse, just as it was with the
archaeological evidence. Early in the stage are the accounts of Herodotus and Thucydides, as the
former grants some insights into the political intrigues involving prominent Athenian families

after the battle, and the latter recounts how the Athenians weaponized Marathon in order to earn
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special honors among the other Greeks.!?? For the most part, these types of literary manipulations
do not reference the battlefield, and often Marathon stands as a stationary point in both time and
space.!?3

Later on, and especially in the Roman period, the memory of Marathon served many
functions, exemplifying the continual fracturing through each evocation, as I shall show. In many
of these later sources, the beginning of the fourth stage of commemorative lapses is already
apparent, such as in Pausanias’ description of the field in the second century CE. In other
sources, however, there is evidence that some memories persisted, at least in fragments, such as
in Athenaios’ Deipnosophists of the third century BCE. It seems strange that the former is earlier
than the latter, but also indicates a decay of the commemorative network. However, the different
goals of the authors can explain this, as Athenaios’ text intentionally deals with wise men at a
banquet, including their memorable songs and poems, but Pausanias’ was focused on describing
the state of the battlefield in his day.

First, both Thucydides and Herodotus made references to Marathon. Thucydides’
references to Marathon were less direct, and only one of the four instances refer to the battlefield
itself. This occurs during Pericles’ funeral oration, when Thucydides explains the custom of
burying the war dead in Athens, but that the Marathon dead were buried on the field.!**

Herodotus made allusions to the battlefield that are interesting in terms of memory and

space. He referenced the fighter Epizelos who was blinded during the battle after seeing an

122 E.g., Herodotus 9.27: The Athenians argue that they should be placed at more prestigious stations in battle lines
at Plataia because of their victories at Marathon and Salamis; and and Thucydides 1.73: The Athenian victory at
Marathon means that Athens deserves their power and empire.

123 B g., Thucydides 1.18: Thucydides cites the date of Marathon as a point between the expulsion of the Peisistratids
and the invasion of Xerxes.

124 Thucydides 2.34.
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apparition of a giant.!? In this story, the soldier was struck senseless and deprived of his ability
to experience the battle. Moreover, he was unable to process and re-tell the events. This story
shows Epizelos’ need for his experience of the battle to be complemented by other means,
through various commemorative practices. !

A second reference in Herodotus was mentioned above, when the Spartans march out
towards Athens from the Peloponnese but fail to arrive before the Athenian victory. They reach
Attic lands quickly, where they are redirected to the field of Marathon because they desire to see
the outcome for themselves.!?” In the story, the Spartans want to see the slain Medes with their

own eyes:

Aaxedarpoviov 8¢ fixov &¢ Tag Abvog Sioyidol Hetd THv ToveEANVoVY, ExovTec GTovdtV TOAANY
katoofelv, olitm Gote Tprraiot €k Tapmg yévovto &v Tf] ATtk ]. Dotepot 8¢ dmukdpevor Tig cupPoAig
ipeipovto dpuwg Benoacbar Tovg Mndovg: EABOVTEG O& £¢ TOV Mapabdva £8enocavto. Petd 08 aivéovteg
AbBnvaiovg kai 10 £pyov aOTOV AITAALAGGOVTO 0.

And 2,000 Lakedaimonians came to Athens after the full moon, making great haste to arrive, so that on the
third day from Sparta they came to be in Athens. And although they came too late for the battle, they were
desiring to see the Medes: and after coming to Marathon they saw. And after praising the Athenians and
their work, they left.

- Herodotus 6.120

Again, Herodotus placed emphasis on vision and experience, but also on spatial distance. In
attracting Spartans to view the field, Marathon became an implicitly remote destination. It is a
place to which the Spartans are redirected, rather than their initial destination of Athens or Attika
generally. Moreover, the Spartan desire to see the dead put even greater emphasis on distance

and separation.!?8

125 Herodotus 6.117.
126 See De Vivo 2013.
127 Herodotus 6.120. Scott 2005, 404-405.

128 See Chapter 1, p.12.
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A fragment by Hermippos,'?? another late-fifth century author, also placed Marathon at a
certain distance. In the fragment, the poet describes a particular commemoration of the battle that
involves placing fennel (udpabfov) within a salt-brined olive. The fragment evokes the memory
of the marshy field by mentioning the fennel that gave the place its name. Although there is no
other evidence, the fragment hints at a commemoration connected to the battlefield itself.

We see the manipulation and curation of the memory of Marathon in the plays of
Euripides and Aristophanes, with references to the field itself. Euripides introduced a
mythological element into the field in the Herakleidai. The tragedy may be set at Marathon, as
Eurystheus chased the descendants of Heracles to the borders of Attika. The Herakleidai
supplicated the Athenians by sitting upon the altars of Marathon, hoping that the mythical
relationship between Heracles and Theseus would lead the Athenians to accept them into the
country.!3° This is an example of how the space of the historical battle was tied to mythological
events, all in the service of constructing Athenian identity in the fifth century. Marathon doubled
as a borderland of Attika, but also as a myth-historical place, just as it was in the Odyssey.!?!
This perspective was not just a product of the tragedian’s imagination, as a reference in a speech
of Tsokrates shows that the myth of the Herakleidai continued after the fifth century.!3? It also
appeared in Aristotle’s Rhetoric, in which the philosopher claims that Athens’ military strength

is proved by Marathon, Salamis, and what they had done for the Herakleidai.!??

129 Hermippos fr. 75, preserved in Athenaios Deipnosophists 2.45.
139 Buripides Herakleidai, lines 30-35.

131 See above.

132 Isokrates 12.193-196.

133 Aristotle Rhetoric 2.22.
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Aristophanes also manipulated the memory of Marathon, with references to the field
itself, in two of his plays. In both the Knights and the Wasps, Aristophanes mentioned the trophy
on the field. In the Wasps, the character Bdelykleon argued that Athens should enjoy the benefits
befitting the trophies at Marathon.!3* Marathon was presented as the very beginning of a golden
age of Athens, and was represented by the objects on the field. In contrast, the mention of
Marathon in the Knights showed the official outcome of the battle, as Marathon stood for the
saving of Athens from the Median yoke. Again, the idea of Marathon was condensed into the
trophy.!3% As in the Wasps and in many other plays of Aristophanes, Marathon stood in as the
point of origin for the greatest generation of Athenians, and this point was represented by the
trophy on the field. It was also the symbol for the Athenian empire, and emblematic of the right
of Athens to import and enjoy so many of goods and luxuries. '3

The fourth-century orators Aeschines, Demosthenes, and Isokrates used similar rhetoric
to refer to Marathon and the lessons learned there, sometimes with reference to monuments. In
these speeches, however, Marathon was considered in relation to other major battles, from the
Persian wars and other conflicts. Aeschines and Demosthenes did this in their speeches against
each other. Demosthenes frequently accused Aeschines of not honoring Marathon and the
famous victories of the Athenians,'3” while Aeschines responded that the trophies of these battles

can teach other lessons.!*® Aeschines also rhetorically employed the burials on the field against

134 Aristophanes Wasps, lines 707-712.

135 Aristophanes Knights, lines 781-786 and 1133-1134.

136 See Biles and Olson 2015 commentary on Wasps, line 711.
137 E.g., Demosthenes 19.311-312.

138 E.g., Aeschines 2.75.
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Demosthenes, saying that the tombs of the Marathon dead would groan if Demosthenes were
crowned.!®

Isokrates discussed Marathon in connection with other battles of the Persian War,
Salamis and Thermopylai, as a contrast to the victories of contemporary Sparta in the late-fifth
and early-fourth centuries BCE.!*° In these speeches of Isokrates, trophies were the proxy for the
moral value of the battles, thus the Persian war monuments could be regarded with affection
while the Spartan monuments evoked outrage.!*! For example, Isokrates compares Athens and

Sparta in his Panegyricus:

onueiov 8¢ ToD TaYOLE KOl THG GUIAANG: TOVG HEV YOP HUETEPOVS TTPOYOVOLS POGL THG AVTHG NUEPOC
mubécbon e Vv amofacty Ty 1@V PapPapwv kai fondnoavtog £l ToLC HPOLE THG XDPAS HAYT VIKNOAVTOG
TPOTALOV 6TAGOL TAV TOAEUI®V, TOVG & £V TPIoiv NUEpaG Kol TooanTang VU&l dtokocta kai yidlo otddio
S1ENBETY oTPATOTED D TOPEVOUEVOLG,.

A sign of the speed and the conflict [between Athens and Sparta]: for on the one hand they say that our
ancestors on the same day both learned of the landing of the barbarians and, after coming to the defense of
the limit of the country and winning the battle, they erected a trophy over the enemies; but on the other
hand, in three days and so many nights [the Lakedaimonians] marching in order, came 1,200 stades.

- Isokrates 4.87.

There was a comparison in the actions between Athens and Sparta, in that the former was swift
to engage without allies, and the latter was eager to help but too distant to give aid in the fight. In
addition to the moral perspective, Athens lies spatially north of the Spartans, and thus closer to
the threat of an invading Persian army, further heightening the benefit of rapidity. This echoes
Herodotus’ account of the Spartans hasty march to Athens/Attika, except that they head directly
towards Marathon without needing to be redirected.!*? The trophy also had a physical impact on

the space, again marking Marathon as the limits of Athenian territory (zoog dpovg tij¢ ywpag).

139 Aeschines 3.259.
10 F g Isokrates 5.146-148; 4.87.
141 B g, Isokrates 5.147-148.

142 See above.
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The sense was much like what we saw in the Odyssey, as Marathon stood as the limit of
Athens.'® This geographical limit, in the imagination of Isokrates in the fourth century BCE,
was marked off by the trophy that was erected decades after 490.

Roman authors also made references to the monuments on the field, but for their own
purposes. In the first or second century CE, Plutarch approached the battle from the perspective
of a distant historian. In his biography of Themistokles, he references the trophy at Marathon as
the trophy of Miltiades, and reports that the trophy inspired Themistokles because he was unable
to sleep when he thought about it.'** Due to the temporal distance between the author’s day and
Persian War, the battles of the fifth century BCE were separable and apt for comparison.
Plutarch also refers to an annual festival that the Athenians celebrated at Marathon, and he
compares it to a similar festival that the Thebans celebrated for Leuktra.!* Again, the distance
allows Plutarch to compare the battles at Marathon and Leuktra, despite the fact that they were
fought more than a century apart.

Prior to Plutarch, Diodorus Siculus employed the battle of Marathon as useful
comparison for other ancient battles, sometimes from the perspective of a chronologically distant
historian. Diodorus, in an imagined story of Xerxes’ plans for engaging the Spartans at
Thermopylai, says that the relatives of the Persians that had fallen at Marathon were chosen for
the expedition in the hope they would fight harder against the Greeks.!#¢ Other later sources

accept the existence of the Persian grave. A literary letter from a so-called Themistoclis to

143 See above.
144 Plutarch Themistokles 3.
145 Plutarch Moralia 18.

146 Diodorus 11.6.
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Kallias, from the first or second century CE, contains a line about the tomb of the Persians.'4’
Diodorus compared the battle of Marathon to other Greek battles, such as those at Plataia,
Tanagra, Leuktra, and Mantinea.!*® By the first century BCE, enough time had passed and the
contemporary political realities of Greece had changed so that these battles could be simply
compared, although they were major events in their own times.

Around the third century CE, Athenaios mentioned the battle seven times in his
Deipnosophists. Each of these references varied in their rhetorical use, and so show the fractured
meaning of the battle by the time. Only the first instance refers to monuments on the field. It is a
quotation from the fifth-century poet Kritias, who glorifies Marathon as an undying field that
holds the graves of the Medes and Persians.!*’ The reference shows the resilience of early
authors, simply because Kritias’ poem lasted for more than half a millennium. It also shows how
the commemorations on the field at Marathon may have blurred over time, as the reference is
only to the dead Medes and Persians on the field, with no mention of Athenians or Plataians.!>°

The commemoration of the Plataian role at Marathon was deteriorating long before
Athenaios. In the fourth century BCE, Lysias claims that Marathon was fought at a time that
Athens had no allies.!>! In the same speech, Lysias continually celebrates Athens through

mentions of the trophy, even claiming that it was a trophy for all of Greece.!*? Even in the fifth

147 Themistoclis Epistulae Epistle 9, lines 13-15.
148 Diodorus 11.81.

149 Athenaios Deipnosophists 1.50.

150 See below.

51 Lysias 2.21.

152 Lysias 2.25.
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century, Thucydides repeats claims that the Athenians fought alone at Marathon.!*3

Perhaps the
Plataian role was not simply erased, but rather conflated with the rest of Athenians, as
Demosthenes tells us that the Plataians gained Athenian citizenship due to their actions at
Marathon. !>

The literary sources indicate that the battle of Marathon was politicized during the third
stage. There was no unified meaning, however, and the battle could be utilized for multiple
reasons. On the one hand, the battle was drawn into larger narratives of major conflicts between
Greeks and outsiders, for example against either the Persians or Philip II. On the other hand, the
battle could be compared to conflicts of Greeks against Greeks, such as the internal politics of
Athens and conflict against Sparta in the plays of Aristophanes, or Spartan actions in the time of
Isokrates. The common thread is exemplified by Plato’s reference to Marathon, when the
philosopher has Socrates say that the Athenians were the first to set up trophies over the
barbarians.!>® The battle of Marathon was a glorious event for the Athenians that can be
compared to any other battle, and it was commemorated by an exemplary trophy.

The third commemorative stage of Marathon was long and variable. As always,
commemoration drew on the memories and meanings that had been established in the first
phases, thus establishing new memories and meanings. These were then used for a variety of
purposes and outcomes, by many different actors. The frequent renegotiation of the past
eventually diluted the official messages and meanings of the battle, leading to the fourth stage of

commemoration.

153 Thucydides 1.73.4. Walters 1981.
134 Demosthenes 59.

155 Plato Menexenus 240C-D. For Plato’s use of the funeral oration genre and Marathon as an exemplum, see Parker
2018.
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Stage Four: Lapses of Memory

In the fourth commemorative life stage of the battlefield of Marathon the memories that
were created and maintained in the previous life stages waned and faded. In this stage of general
disrepair, some of the monuments, and their inherent memories, were liable to be actively
changed by actors that previously would not have been able to do so. In some ways, this stage is
a logical outcome of the third stage, because while the space is populated by monuments and
haunted by memories, the commemorated events become ever more distant in time. This stage

can best be observed in the areas around the soros and the stone trophy monument.

Mnemonic Practices on the Field

By this time, the soros was a focal point in the commemoration and myth-historical
framework of the plain. Monuments were erected around the tumulus, including the grave stelai
that named the individuals of the mound by tribe. As mentioned above, this act of naming and
organizing the dead into tribes almost negates the spatiality of the tomb and the memory.!*¢ It
created a livable place, a pocket of time and space that distances and removes the event from the
normal experience of time. The mound is simultaneously grounded and remote, but it is always
anchored to a single physical point.

The monuments surrounding the soros were not so tethered. Some objects were mobile,
so that the commemorative space of Marathon could be seized and parts of it removed, and thus
it was portable and reusable. This is the case in the second century CE, when it appears that
Herodes Atticus removed one of the stelai (SEG 56.430) from around the soros and transplanted

it to his villa in the Peloponnese. !>’

156 For theory, see Chapter 1 (pp. 13-14) and De Certeau 1988, 104.
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Nor were there many restrictions on further dedications and activity around the soros, as
a series of sculptures relating to Herodes Atticus have been found near the mound. The
relationship between these sculptures and the soros is unclear, but perhaps this is evidence of
Herodes making connections to his ancestor Miltiades.!>® There is even evidence that the soros
itself was re-used as a Roman-era burial, since Stais excavated two tile burials in the upper levels
of the mound,'*® as is common with many other mounds.!®® In this commemorative stage, there
appears to be loose restrictions and less centralized control on the field and its monuments.'6!

The trophy is also a monument of this stage, as it was eventually incorporated as building
material for a medieval tower (Figure 2.19). There was probably little meaning behind the use of
the monument other than as relatively accessible building material because there were many
other ancient blocks used.'®? Moreover, drawings by Manolis Korres and photographs published
by Eugene Vanderpool show that the blocks were mostly used in the lower courses.!®* While it is

not impossible, it appears that the blocks were only used as spolia, for the sake of expediency.

157 As other scholars have argued, this stele was probably the first block of a larger series of inscriptions at
Marathon, and I wonder whether it was selected because it implies the rest of the monument, or because it was
easiest to remove. Perhaps there is reason to question this, based on the curse inscriptions found at Marathon, in
which Herodes insists that the monuments not be moved (e.g., IG 1> 13195).

158 Tobin 1991, 113: “As a descendent of Kimon and Miltiades, Herodes may have been capitalizing on his
connection to the heroes of the battle of Marathon by placing statues of himself and his friends in the vicinity of
the Athenian tomb”.

159 Stais 1890, 128.

160 Even the prehistoric tumuli (tumuli T) at Vrana had later burials from the Roman and Byzantine periods. See
Pantelidou Gopha et al. 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017.

161 At the same time, it is interesting that Herodes himself was not buried at Marathon, even though he wished to be.
See Philostratos VS.I1.558

162 Vanderpool 1966a, 97.

163 Vanderpool 1966a, plate 31¢, d, e and plate 32a and b; Korres 2017, plates 16 and 17.
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We will never know parts of the history of the marble trophy. Upon personal inspection
of the marble, I noticed a scratched in gameboard for the ubiquitous “Nine-men’s Morris”
(Figure 2.20).'%* Such a game could not have been played while the column was standing,
although there are many examples of ancient scratching and graffiti.!¢® It is possible that the
game was played sometime after the 13th century, when the column had already been built into a
medieval tower. Vanderpool’s photographs show that this surface of the block was exposed
before the 1960s.1% In this case, it would have shown that the material of the stone was valued in
that it allowed the bored inhabitants a means of passing the time. Equally likely, however, is that
the game was scratched into the stone while the stones were simply lying on the ground. In this
scenario, the fragmentary column would have been left exposed for a time, available to the
elements and for passersby with the necessary stylus or chisel. Regardless, the capital’s reuse as
a gameboard shows that it had lost some of its commemorative nature during the fourth stage.

The Tomb of the Plataians also experienced the stage of decay. At some point, the eastern
portion of the mound was dug into, probably as some sort of treasure hunting. There is no way to
know when this happened; as the excavator Marinatos said, “when and how this impious work
was done, is not exactly known”.!®” Some of the other burial mounds were displaced at various
points through history, including the nearby prehistoric Tumulus no. 4, which was damaged by a

World War II Italian artillery installation.!6®

164 This is evident in many photographs, but never mentioned. For example, Vanderpool 19664, plate 33e.

165 Examples: a column of the Southeast Building in the Athenian Agora has scratched doodles (Thompson 1960,
345-346). The euthynteria layer of the Stoa Poikile, also in the Athenian Agora, has graffiti (I 7554).
Interestingly, a vase from the Agora has the Nine-men’s Morris game scratched onto its base.

166 Vanderpool 1966a, plate 32a and 32b.

167 Marinatos 1970a, 164.

168 Marinatos 1970a, 163.
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Literary Sources

We see the stage of waning memories attached to monuments in many ancient sources. In
Pausanias’ account of his visit to Marathon,'® there is an interesting interplay between the
official records of the monuments and the experience reported in the second century CE.
Pausanias mentions many monuments on the field, including the soros and grave stelai, the
Tomb of the Plataians, and the Marathon column. He even mentions monuments that are
unattested in the archaeological record, such as a monument to Miltiades and the remains of the
stone stables and tents of Artaphernes. Some of these monuments appear in later stories, such as
Miltiades’ grave, which is mentioned by the Byzantine chronographer Georgius Syncellus in the
eighth or ninth century CE.!”°

Pausanias explored some of the mythology of the field, even describing ghost stories and
folktales. There is a lot to unpack in this brief section. Pausanias first talks about those who were
killed in the 490 battle. After describing the tombs and the monument of Miltiades, he says that
the field of Marathon is haunted, and that every night one can hear the sound of horses and
fighting:

&vtadfa ava macov vokTa Kol (tmmv xpepetilovimy Kol avopdv poyopévav £oty aicfécbat.
There [at Marathon] it is possible to hear horses neighing and men fighting all night long.

- Pausanias 1.32.4

He describes both the sights and sounds of Marathon, relaying the experience of the space and

connecting to the past. The focus on non-visual experience is striking.!”! This shows a different

169 Pausanias 1.32.
170 Georgius Syncellus Ecloga Chronographica 301, lines 24-28.

17! The social geographer Yi-Fu Tuan (1977) discusses how sound impacts the experience of space. According to
Tuan: “The organization of human space is uniquely dependent on sight. Other senses expand and enrich visual
space. Thus sounds enlarge one’s spatial awareness to include areas behind the head that cannot be seen. More
important, sound dramatizes spatial experience”, (16) but it can also disorient and “negate a person’s awareness
of directional time and space” (128).
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way that the memory of Marathon was transmitted, still stimulated by the visuality of the
surrounding monuments and landscape. Although erected in official capacities, the structure
created by the monuments of the previous stages allowed the commemorative impact to
penetrate beyond vision and into other, more personal, sensorial modes. Pausanias recommended
that this specific type of commemoration should not be sought, but rather experienced by
accident. The message was not a sanctioned part of the commemoration of Marathon, even if it
stemmed from official actions, so to seek the experience was dangerous.

We see the official-private interplay as Pausanias continues his account and details some
of the cult activity on the field. He tells us that the Marathon natives worshiped the dead of the
battle as heroes, Marathon itself, and Herakles. This re-introduces a sense of official
commemoration into the picture, which Pausanias immediately transgressed by the introduction
of a local story about a local hero Echetlaios that also took part in the battle, in a scene
reminiscent of Herodotus’ story of Epizelos.!”? From Pausanias, it appears that local variants of
the memory had bubbled up despite the many monuments. Despite these local variants, there are
elements of Pausanias’ description of Marathon that mirror previous stories and ideas about
Marathon. For example, he talks about the marshy character of the field. Also, Pausanias’ story
of the children of Herakles that take refuge at Marathon is similar to the tragedy of Euripides. It
is likely that this tradition persisted from the fifth-century BCE. No matter what memories faded
through time, some elements stayed the same.

Pausanias also posed the direct question as to whether the proper rites were paid to the

Persian dead.!”® This was immediately preceded by his mention of the marble trophy, which by

172 Herodotus 6.177.

173 Pausanias 1.32.5.
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that time would have been associated with the place where the battle turned and where most of
the defeated would have been buried. Recall, however, that the marble trophy was a secondary
monument on the field and, moreover, that it was likely not even a replacement of an initial
trophy. Therefore, there is no reason to expect that the trophy should be associated with the
Persian dead. In this, Pausanias approached Marathon through his own contemporary
expectations.

Another testament to the lapsing memory of the burial of the Persian dead occurs later in
Pausanias’ text, when he admonishes the Spartan commander Lysander for not burying the dead
Athenians after Aegospotami, even though the Athenians had buried the dead Persians at
Marathon.!”* Although Pausanias had not seen the burial on the field and doubted its existence,
he accepts the monument as a rhetorical device that contrasts with the disgraceful actions of
Lysander. In the same text, Pausanias both questions the existence of the Persian grave, while
later asserting it in order to make a moral point. Academic and moral interests in the Persian
grave pop up several times in the centuries after Pausanias,

Besides Pausanias, there are other ancient sources that indicate lapsing memories. At
some point, the meaning of the Marathon column, the de facto trophy monument on the field
after the second stage, waned. In a second-century CE declamation by the sophist Polemon, the
historical lack of a primary ephemeral trophy was grotesquely addressed when the sophist claims
that the body of the general Kallimachos was shot through with so many arrows that it stood in
place and acted as the first trophy on the field.!”> Surely the memory of the field for most visitors

had lapsed by the 12 century CE when the physical monument was used as building material,

174 Pausanias 9.32.9.

175 Polemon Declamationes 2.12.
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but nevertheless the bishop of New Patras Euthymius Malaces refers to Marathon as “trophy-
bearing” (tporaiotyog).!”®

The fourth commemorative stage of Marathon was long and characterized by the gradual
fading of the memories attached to the monuments on the field. It is hard to place a definite start
or end to the stage, as it is somewhat the natural outcome of processes that began in the previous
stage as meanings blurred over time and through several iterations. Moreover, the limits of the
stage depend not only on chronology, but also on the knowledge and intent of the visitor. The

end of the stage is similarly blurry, as ancient monuments were found by modern travelers,

memories were evoked, and versions of the past were slowly recreated.

Stage Five: Re-Remembering Marathon

We are currently in the fifth stage of commemoration. This is the stage when ancient
monuments are re-discovered and studied, and when various parties attempt to attach meanings
to them. Sometimes this occurs in academia, but at other times the meaning of Marathon is used
in other ways. This stage includes all of the monuments that were discussed above, and it will
include any monuments that surfaced later. Chronologically, this stage begins as early as the
Renaissance and lasts into subsequent historical periods, through major events such as the
Ottoman occupation and Greek Independence, the World Wars, and so on. The stage continues
through many scholarly debates and into present day research on reception.!”’

There were several impetuses that placed Marathon at the forefront in modern

discussions. In the early parts of the stage, the monuments of the battle of Marathon stood as

176 Euthymius Malaces Epistulae, Epistle 1, line 22.

177 There is a lot of scholarship on the subject, most of which is beyond the scope of my research. For examples, see
Gehrke 2001; Alcock 2002; Rood 2007; Buraselis and Koulakiotis (eds.) 2014.
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symbols that justified the independence of Greece from the Ottomans. In so doing, the battle also
metaphorically stood at the division between Europe and Asia, or the West and the East.!”® Later,
the monuments continued to stand as symbols of the Greek state, as “the construction of a
national identity placed the tradition of classical antiquity above all others.”!”

The soros, Tomb of the Plataians, and column monument are all stage five monuments,
as we can see in the history of their excavations and archaeological explorations. As the soros
stands today, the mound measures at almost 9 meters tall with a diameter approaching 50 meters.
These were not its original dimensions, however, as it has been excavated several times since the
18th-century explorations of Louis Fauvel. Subsequent travelers occasionally dug their own
trenches and conducted amateur excavations, as noted by George Finlay,'® until prohibited by
an 1836 decree by the then Greek Minister of Education, lakovos Rizos Neroulos. Due to all of
these excavations, the shape, size, and nature of the mound have been changed forever.

Systematic excavations by Valerios Stais in the years 1890 and 1891 provide most of the
information about the soros. Stais, and many others, wholeheartedly believed that the soros was
the very tomb of the 192 Athenians killed at Marathon in 490 BCE, but not all scholars agree. In
fact, Stais’ excavations followed those of Heinrich Schliemann in 1884, in an overt attempt to
reinterpret Schliemann’s assessment that the mound was a ninth-century BCE cenotaph. Stais’
project was planned to rectify Schliemann’s negative results immediately, and to restore the

soros as a monument of the Marathon dead.'8!

178 Gehrke 2001, 94-95.
179 Gehrke 2001, 95.
180 Finlay 1939, 369.

181 Stais 1890, 126 For a critique of Schliemann’s excavation, see Dionysopoulos 2015, 179-180 n. 676.
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Stais excavated the mound in two trenches with the goal of reaching the natural level of
the plain, a depth that Schliemann did not reach. The work was conducted through mud and
water, unsurprising for such a marshy place.!®? At a depth of around three meters, Stais found a
thin ash layer that contained burnt bone and 27 black-figure lekythoi.!®3 Above and cut into this
ash layer was a five-meter by one-meter brick structure/channel (yavdarxog), which contained
burnt scraps of animal bones, bird eggs, and other foodstuffs, as well as a funerary urn. Stais
believed that this channel stretched from the eastern edge of the tumulus and continued toward
the center. This was not confirmed, however, as further excavation was deemed unnecessary
because the wet conditions threatened the material.'®* Although he was able to show that the
mound was not a cenotaph, Stais made the additional claim that his excavations proved that the
mound was the grave of the 192 Athenians killed in 490 BCE.!®> This assertion is problematic,
however, as we saw above, but nevertheless popular consensus continues to connect the soros to
the battle of Marathon in 490 BCE, even recently.!%

Early archaeological research on the soros coincided with major world events. The 18-
century travelers saw Marathon in the context of the Ottoman rule of Greece, and the field was
eventually wrapped up in the argument for Greek Independence. We see this in the poetry of

Lord Byron, who famously refers to Marathon, Salamis, and Thermopylai'®’ in The Isles of

132 For example, see Stais 1890, 128.

133 Stais 1890, 128. He interpreted this as funeral pyre material.

134 Stais 1890, 129.

185 A claim that later scholars support, e.g., Dionysopoulos 2015, 186.

136 This argument continues today, sometimes with real venom. For example, Dionysopoulos is very critical of
Schliemann’s work at Marathon, calling the excavation “a complete failure” (Dionysopoulos 2015, 180).

187 T ines 13-42.
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Greece, a romantic poem of longing for Greek independence. Much like the Athenians of the
fifth century, Byron conflated the meaning of Marathon with other Greek victories, this time
including victories won by all Greeks rather than only by the Athenians. Byron’s work, just like
all commemorative practices at Marathon, stimulated later responses. For example, a 1907 black
and white photograph of a man armed with rifle from the Benaki Museum by Underwood and
Underwood Publishers “H wepioyn tov Mopobawvo. Mapabaoves” (PA 9 397), is labelled with
the caption “The mountains look on Marathon and Marathon looks on the sea” (Figure 2.21).
The revived memory of Marathon in combination with other Greek history was a useful
tool to Byron. While steeped in the ancient world, Byron’s poem is full of contemporary political
references. Some of these are against the Ottoman Turks and (possibly) France, as he pushes for
Greek self-rule and autonomy not just from the Turks,'®® but also from the Franks and Latins.!8’
On the other hand, as a good citizen of Britain and of noble blood, Lord Byron does not argue
against royalty. Instead, he argues that the leaders of Greece should be of Greek blood.!*?

These are Byron’s lines about Marathon in 7he Isles of Greece:

The mountains look on Marathon—
And Marathon looks on the sea;

And musing there an hour alone, 15
I dream’d that Greece might still be free;

For standing on the Persians’ grave,

I could not deem myself a slave.

- Lord Byron, The Isles of Greece, lines 13-18.

The characterization of the field as the grave of the Persians is interesting, especially given
Pausanias’ criticism of the lack of such a grave. The attribution of the soros in Byron’s poem

shows the predominant interpretation of the field at the time.

188 T ines 49-54.
1891 ines 79-84.

1907 ines 61-78.
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In fact, it appears that many travelers in the 18" and 19" centuries, such as Edward
Clarke, Edward Dodwell, and Sir William Gell, thought that the mound marked the grave of the
Persians, or even the Plataians, rather than the Athenians. Yannis Galanakis has recently
asserted: “Dodwell’s idea that the tumulus might have been the burial ground of the Persians
who fell in the battle of Marathon, based on the stone ‘arrowheads’, became popular in the early
decades of the 19th century.”!"!

The idea of the soros as the Persian grave may also be represented in 18th and 19th
century art. An 1874 watercolor by Andrew MacCallum “View of Marathon,” on display in the
Benaki Museum (Figure 2.22),'9? shows the soros in the late 19" century. In the painting, the
soros towers over a mostly empty, marshy field where carrion birds circle the mound and peck at
exposed bones. It is reminiscent of some claims by Johanne Joachim Eschenburg in 1889, who
claims to have seen human remains that he thinks were the Persians.'”> An 1827 watercolor by
Athanasios Iatridis, “Karaiskakis’ trophy from Arachova”!** (I'E 8388), draws on the concept
that a monument can be composed of the remains of the vanquished, as the artist depicts a
mound of slain Turks following a victory at Arachova during the Greek War for Independence,
labeled as a “trophy” (Figure 2.23).

Like the soros, the excavation and research history of the Tomb of the Plataians makes

the Tomb a fifth-stage monument. First, the plan of Marinatos’ excavations in the 1970s was

somewhat dictated by the illicit activities of the previous stage, but his design was to leave the

191 See Galanakis 2011: Galanakis details the changing opinions on the soros in the 18" and 19" centuries.
192 Andrew MacCallum, “View of Marathon.” Benaki Museum, ['E 24524. Athens, Greece.
193 BEschenburg 1889.

194 Athanasios latridis, “Karaiskakis’ trophy from Arachova.” Benaki Museum, I'E 8388. Athens, Greece.
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monument standing and visible.! Instead of leaving the monument in its semi-ruinous state
(Figure 2.24), Marinatos chose to re-construct a dromos and door in the looted eastern part of
the Tomb, and his plan included supports to leave the mound standing (Figure 2.25). Moreover,
the interpretations of the burials Tomb 9 and the pithos-burial of a 10-year-old child within the
Tomb also indicate attempts to tie specific meanings to the monument. Marinatos used Tomb 9
and the associated stele as evidence both of the rough literacy of warriors and of Plataian
assimilation into Athenian identity. Regarding the inscription: “It is the only one which was
inscribed though with unskillful, hardly legible letters among the raw surfaces of the unworked
stone; it is undoubtedly the work of a soldier.”!® Likewise, Marinatos compares the pithos-burial
to a trope of modern Greek warfare history, where a child climbs trees to spy on enemy

movements:

I must repeat that in World History there are numerous examples of children that had fallen heroically. In
Greece 0 #jpwg 100 Aayova is a well-known episode of a child who climbed up a tree to indicate to the
Greek army the movements of the enemy and died on duty in Macedonia. Such a duty is well
understandable at Marathon.!'*’

Clearly the monument was in the fifth stage of commemoration upon the discovery and
excavation of the Tomb of the Plataians.

The re-discovery of the marble trophy makes it a stage five monument. As I said above,
at some point the column was used as construction material for a medieval tower. It was first
reported by William Martin Leake in the 19" century,'*® but was left unexamined until Eugene

Vanderpool’s research in the 1960s,'*® and remained built into the medieval tower until 2001,

195 Marinatos 1970a, 1970b.
196 Marinatos 1970b, 358-359.
197 Marinatos 1970b, 360.

198 eake 1829.

199 Vanderpool 1966a, 93-94.
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when it was excavated before the 2004 Olympic Games.?”’ Since the time of Leake, the column
has been associated with the battle of Marathon.?’! This has not only led to further investigations
but has also made other scholars tie the area to specific events and movements of the 490 BCE
battle.?*

It is interesting to compare the trophy monument with the soros in this stage. While the
soros was a well-known and highly visible monument for its entire existence, knowledge of the
marble trophy, on the other hand, was lost at some point before the 13" century CE, and the
monument only existed in literary sources until the 19" century. Nevertheless, Lord Byron may
have made references to both monuments, as a few lines from his Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage

may be about the trophy at Marathon:

what now remaineth here?
What sacred trophy marks the hallow'd ground
Recording freedom's smile and Asia's tear?

- Lord Byron, Childe Harold, 11, 902%
In Byron’s poem we see a glimpse of the Marathon of the third stage, fifth-century BCE Athens,

as in Herodotus, when the Athenians imagined the battle stood in as representative of the entire
Persian wars, when Athens was the savior of all of Greece from the tyranny of Persia.

Like the poetry of Byron, there are two commemorations of the fifth stage that never
existed in antiquity (Map 2.3). One of these sits at the base of the Marathon dam, constructed in

the early-20™ century (Figure 2.26).2%* This is a replica of the Treasury of the Athenians from

200 Oikonomakou 2004, 373-374.
201 Vanderpool 1966a, 102 n.1 quoting Leake 1829.

202 Many locate the rout of the battle at the marble trophy, which is located by the medieval tower. Recently, see
Fromherz 2011, 383.

203 As quoted in Vanderpool 1966a.

204 K ajka 2005.
97



Delphi, which was itself dedicated following the victory at Marathon.?’> The building was

accompanied by an inscribed plaque that made the connection explicit:

To commemorate their victory at the battle of Marathon, the Athenians erected a treasury at Delphi. This
building is a replica and commemorates a victory at Marathon in wrestling from nature its life-giving water
for the citizens of Athens.?%

The replica and the dam seem to be closely related as a political statement of the Greek
government of the time, as the Admiral Pavlos Koundouriotis, who served as the first President
of the Hellenic Republic, launched the project. With the monument and inscription, a connection
was forged between the ancient victory over the Persians and the 20" century project to provide
water for the growing population of Athens, both undertaken by the city of Athens. While it is
possible to go to the dam and look at the treasury, the path down to the monument is blocked and
inaccessible today (Figure 2.27).2%7

The other modern practice is the Marathon race. Although it is loosely connected with
stories of the battle, in the form of running from the field either to ask for aid or to report of the
outcome, the Marathon race is an event that was invented in the late-19™ century by the
International Olympic Committee.?® As a modern event, the actual course does not correspond
to the physical distance between the battlefield and any other place in Greece, but rather to the

distance between the palace at Windsor and the royal seats at the Olympic Stadium in London.2%

205 pausanias 10.11. See Chapter 5, pp. 267-269 and Figure 5.6.

206 See news article (http://www.cultour.gr/the-ancient-temple-in-the-marathon-dam/).

207 On my visit in 2019, the guard would not let me pass, although I explained I was an archaeologist and proved my
affiliation with the ASCSA. He told me that I needed to get approval from the various ministries responsible for
water and utilities.

208 Gehrke 2001, 96, citing Lucas 1976.

209 Gehrke 2001, 96-97.
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While most of the Marathon races have become disassociated with the ancient battle, the
Greek race from the stadium at Marathonas to the Panathenaic stadium in Athens strives to
maintain the connection. Not only does it call itself the “Authentic Marathon,” but the course
circles the soros and follows the streets of Marathonas, one of which is named after the mythical
runner Pheidippides.?!?

The entire space of the battlefield was the focus of more debates in the lead up to the
2004 Olympic games, when it was decided that the field would host rowing and other aquatic
events in a newly built venue.?!! The widely reported episode shows the on-going pull of
antiquity at Marathon, and the difficulty of selecting if and which memories have the power to
shape policy regarding the modern space.

The fifth commemorative stage of Marathon reminded the modern world of the ancient
memories of the battle. The monuments and associated memories were used in agendas for
Greek Independence, for claims of ancient identity, and to justify major expenditures in the early
20™ century. Although the desired outcomes had changed, the basic utility of the monuments and
practices as reminders of past deeds continued in much the same way as it had in the previous

stages.

The Battlefield of Marathon and the Rest of the Persian Wars
After the end of the Persian Wars, the battle of Marathon could be viewed in the context
of the wider conflict. In terms of the battlefields and depending on the commemorative stage, the

mnemonic practices at Marathon were comparable to those at the other major battlefields,

210 Fidippidou (Pediwridov), Marathonas, Greece.

21 In newspapers and periodicals: Axarlis 2001; Wilford 2001; Wilkie 2001; Rose 2002.
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Thermopylai, Salamis, and Plataia. In order to provide further context for the battlefield at
Marathon, I will highlight a few things from each of these sites.

Physical evidence for initial commemorations is just as sparse as it was for Marathon. We
assume that there were on-field burials, based on literary sources. At Thermopylai, Herodotus
tells us that the fallen Greeks were buried where they fell, and an inscribed monument was
placed over them.?!? Herodotus also gives evidence for many tombs at Plataia, divided by
constituency: three tombs of Lakedaimonians, one for the Tegeans, one for the Athenians, one
for the Megarians, and one for the Phliasians.?!* There is no such early evidence of tombs at
Salamis, which is unsurprising given that it was a sea battle. Physical evidence is unreliable, as
the interpretations are based on the expectation of finding the tombs. Nineteenth century visitors
to the battlefields often connected visible mounds to the battles,?!* but only at Thermopylai was
one mound excavated in 1929, then connected to the battle based on the presence of fifth-century
BCE artifacts, although there were no human remains.?!'

Comparisons with the commemorations at Marathon stem from differences in the
participants and whether or not the battle occurred on land. At Marathon, there were separate
burials for the Athenians, the Plataians, and (possibly) the Persians, much like what happened at
Plataia; the dead Greeks at Marathon and at Thermopylai were buried where they had fallen; and

the dead from the battle of Salamis were difficult to recover, given that it was a sea battle.

212 Herodotus 7.228.

213 Herodotus 9.85. Herodotus also says that some cities that had not fought in the battle set up tombs to hide their
shame from future generations.

214 Thermopylai: Clarke 1818, Dodwell 1819, Gell 1827, and Leake 1835; Salamis: Gell 1827, Milchhoefer 1904;
Plataia: Gell 1827, Leake 1835.

215 Robertson 1939; Luce et al. 1939; Duffy 2016, 449.
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There is better evidence of permanent monuments on the fields. At Thermopylai,
Herodotus says that inscribed epigrams were dedicated around the tomb, and a stone lion was
placed over the grave of the fallen Greeks, possibly in honor of the king Leonidas.?!® Likewise,
at Salamis a stone column monument, perhaps similar to the one at Marathon, may have stood on
the island Psyttaleia,?!” another stone monument on the island of Salamis itself,?!® and other
stone monuments with inscribed epitaphs.?!® At Plataia, there were also inscribed monuments
and epigrams, as well as some literary evidence for trophies.?°

As had occurred at Marathon, these monuments sowed the official memory of the battles.
The epigrams and inscriptions celebrated the fallen and called out their accomplishments to all
visitors, while monuments like the stone lion at Thermopylai, the stone monuments on Salamis
and the nearby island Psyttaleia, or the trophy monuments for Plataia physically marked the
spaces of the victories.

The stage of curated memories is marked by whether the earlier monuments continued to
stand, and what happened around them. It is likely that the monuments inscribed with epigrams
also persisted, since later sources continued to describe the epigrams.??! This might not have
been the case with the lion at Thermopylai: Herodotus is the only ancient source that discusses

the lion monument at Thermopylai, perhaps indicating that it did not stand for long. Pausanias

216 Herodotus 7.225.

217 Wallace 1969, 302; Duffy 2016, 458.

218 Chandler 1776, 202; Gell 1827, 303; Wallace 1969, 302; Duffy 2016, 461-462.
219 IG 12927; Meiggs and Lewis 1969, 52-53.

220 Plato Menexenus 245a; Isokrates 14.59. Plutarch Aristides 20.3; Pausanias 9.2.6.

22! Thermopylai: Strabo 9.4; Salamis: Plutarch On the Malice of Herodotus 870¢; Plataia: Palatine Anthology 7.251,
7.512 Plutarch On the Malice of Herodotus 872d-e.
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says that the bones of Leonidas were transferred from Thermopylai to Sparta 40 years after the
battle,??? so perhaps the monument was moved around that time. This could explain why there
are no monuments called “trophies” at Thermopylai, if the stone monument was gone before the
start of the fourth century BCE, the time of the earliest source that calls monuments at Plataia as
“trophies”. There is some evidence of races and games centered around the trophy at Salamis,
based on Hellenistic inscriptions about ephebic games and sacrifices to Zeus Tropaios,??* as well
as games at Plataia.??*

There are many literary commemorations of this stage, as the battlefields became spaces
of curated memories. Regarding the battlefields of the Persian Wars, Cicero lumps Marathon,
Thermopylai, Salamis, and Plataia when he mentions his “fields of rhetoric”, together with the
battlefield of Leuktra.??> The monuments on the fields were frequently mentioned in sources,
sometimes in comparison with the monuments at Marathon. For example, Isokrates compares the
trophy at Thermopylai with that at Marathon as monuments that Greeks should be proud of, and
contrasts both with other Lakedaimonian monuments that commemorate their conquests of other
Greeks.??® Depictions in literary sources do not always honor the monuments, however, such as

when Athenaios claims that Sophokles danced around the trophy at Salamis naked and anointed

222 Pausanias 3.14.
223 G TI/TI1? 1028.

224 Yates 2020, 71-80. For evidence of the rituals at Plataia, see Yates 2020, 71 n. 50. The literary evidence is from
the second century CE, but there is inscriptional evidence from the third century BCE.

225 Cicero De Officiis 1.61.

226 Isokrates 5.148. See above.
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with olive 0il.?*” The example from Athenaios is an example of how the commemoration of this

important battles frayed over time, just as had occurred on the field of Marathon.

Conclusion

The battlefield of Marathon witnessed commemorative practices from soon after the
battle ended in 490 BCE up to recent history, and it is possible to divide this broad span into five
diffuse stages. The different stages are defined not just by chronological distance from the battle,
but also by the agents that spurred the commemorations, and the different types of space in
which they occurred.

The first stage was of initial reactions, and it happened primarily in perceived space. It
does not look like there was much organization to the commemoration, but that it occurred
following local and broader Attic precedent. The commemorative practices of the first stage are
the preparation of the dead, as seen in the evidence of stripping the bodies and perhaps battlefield
burials. It appears there was no official commemoration undertaken by the city of Athens in
terms of monuments or other organized rituals, nor were there actions of transgressive actors that
redefined the burials. There is no literary evidence from this stage, so the memories of the field
did not exist in imaginary space either.

Organized commemoration began in the second stage. This occurred in conceived space,
as the commemoration was undertaken by Athens and, to a certain extent, by the general Kimon,
son of Miltiades. In this period, Athenian state ceremonies drew the field into the official realm,
and the battle began doing the work for the state. The official actions of instituting games and

inscribing and raising casualty lists occurred in conceived space and drew in earlier monuments,

227 Athenaios Deipnosophists 1.37
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but also created room for the imaginary space of the field. Likewise, the erection of the column
monument further marked the conceived space of the field. The official status continued for
some time, not only establishing the predominant memory and meaning of the battle, but also
establishing sanctioned forms of commemoration.

Because the official meanings persisted in durable monuments and iterative games,
practices that contested memories began in the third stage. These occurred in the lived and
imaginary space of the field, as the meanings of Marathon could be manipulated in literature by
tragedians, orators, and other authors. The manipulation also occurred physically, as the later
burial in the Kanellopoulos lebes around the soros was probably not sanctioned in an official
capacity.

At the same time, some practices of the third stage aimed to maintain the status of the
field, and thus occurred in conceived space. This could be as simple as maintaining the official
monuments on the field, as it appears with the casualty lists, or by the continuation of the games.
Likewise, the maintenance could take the form of consolidating and reinforcing memories, as
with the addition of the various trophy elements that were added to the marble column which
clearly defined monument as a “trophy”.

The various types of space that were active in the third stage gave way to the faded
memories of the fourth stage, which were later restored in the fifth stage. For the fourth stage, the
official meanings and the conceived/organized space of the field seem to have been lost and
instead the lived and imaginary spaces were dominant. Literary sources like Pausanias indicate
that some of the memory had blurred by the second century CE. On the other hand, here is some
evidence of official control over the field, such as when Herodes Atticus was barred from burial

at Marathon.

104



During the fifth stage there is a recovery of the physical monuments and an attempt to re-
evoke the various memories. For the most part, the commemoration within this stage is
performed with an eye towards modern politics, beginning with the push for Greek Independence
from the Ottomans in the 19" century. The poetry and paintings of the Romantics, as well as the
early explorations of the tumuli on the field, belong within the lived space of the stage, as the
practices undermined the political validity of the ruling Ottomans. The commemorations after
independence, including the systematic excavations, anastyloses, and the rest, were largely
undertaken to bolster the legitimacy of the modern Greek state, and thus occurred in conceived

space.
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Maps
(All maps are my own, unless otherwise noted)

Map 2.1: Marathon: Commemorations on the Battlefield.
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Map 2.2: Marathon: Commemorations of the Battle and Other Monuments on the Battlefield.
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Map 2.3: Marathon: Modern Commemorations on the Battlefield.

108




Figure 2.1: View of Marathon and Brexiza from Southwest. Photo: Author.

109



Figure 2.3: View of Soros. Photo: Author.
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Figure 2.4: Three Black-Figure Lekythoi from Soros, Archaeological Museum of Marathon. Photo: Author.
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Figure 2.5: Black-Figure Amphora attributed to Sophilos. Steinhauer 2009, 132.

Figure 6.6 Plan of the Marathon tumules (afer Stais 189, 49).

Figure 2.6: Plan of Excavations of soros. Alexandridou 2015, 133 fig. 6.6.
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Figure 6.5: Plan of the Vourva tumules (after Stais 18900, pl. XNL3)

Figure 2.7: Plan of Excavations of Tumulus at Vourva. Alexandridou 2015, 132.

Figure 2.8: Tondo of a Red-Figure Kylix attributed to Onesimos. Beazley Archive vase number 14270; CVA
Athens 1, plate 13.5. Marathon Museum Inventory Number 848. Stais 1893, plate 5.2; Williams 1991, 45 fig.
5.
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Figure 2.10: “Mesomphalic” Phiale from “Tomb of the Plataians”. Steinhauer 2009, 143.
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Figure 2.11: Kotyle from “Tomb of the Plataians”. Steinhauer 2009, 143.

Figure 2.12: Black-Figure Lekythoi and Vases from “Tomb of the Plataians”. Steinhauer 2009, 145.
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Figure 2.13: Modern Reconstruction of Marathon Column Monument (“Trophy”). Photo: Author.
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Figure 2.14: Plan of Base of Marathon Column Monument. Korres 2017, plate 6.
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Figure 2.16: Kanellopoulos Lebes, Inscription Detail. Steinhauer 2009, 157.
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(Parigi, Bibl. Nat. Estampes, Gb 15, f. 23). See Beschi 2002.

Figure 2.17b (below): Drawing of Enclosure around Column Monument. Korres 2017, plate 19.
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Figure 2.18: Possible added Trophy Elements, now in British Museum. Vanderpool 1967, plate 31.
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Figure 2.19: Reconstruction of Medieval Tower. Korres 2017, plate 17.

Figure 2.20: Detail of column capital, “Nine-men’s Morris”. Photo: Author.
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Figure 2.22: “View of Marathon,” Andrew MacCallum. Benaki Museum I'E 24524.
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Figure 2.23: “Karaiskakis’ Trophy from Arachova,” Athanasios latridis. Benaki Museum I'E 8388.

Figure 2.24: “Tomb of the Plataians” after excavation. Marinatos 1970a, color plate B".
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Figure 2.26: View of Marathon Dam and Replica of Athenian Treasury. Robinson 2013, 105 fig. 2. Photo by D.
Charisiadis. Benaki Museum.
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Figure 2.27: View from top of Marathon Dam. Notice stairs and path down from dam, inaccessible in 2019.
Photo: Author.
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Chapter Three: The Battlefield at Leuktra

The battle of Leuktra was a famous victory of the Thebans over the Spartans in 371 BCE.
According to ancient sources, this victory marked the ascent of Thebes,! and/or the decline of
Sparta in the fourth century BCE.? The fame of the battle persisted for centuries, much like the
battles of Marathon and the rest of the Persian wars, partly due to comparison with the earlier
conflicts, whether in literary sources or in physical commemorations. For example, there are
similarities between the long-term memories of Leuktra and Marathon, while also simultaneous
contrasts. On the one hand, just like the battle of Marathon, Leuktra became a fixed point in the
chronology of Greek history from which time could be measured.? On the other hand, Leuktra
became somewhat infamous as a battle of Greeks against Greeks, in contrast to the image of
Marathon as a victory of Greeks over Barbarians.

The battlefield of Leuktra (Map 3.1), as a space, can be seen through the lens of
biography following the previously outlined five life stages. There was a stage of initial
commemoration, when an ephemeral trophy was raised and (presumably) the dead were buried.
Chronologically, this stage should date to the years immediately after the battle in 371 BCE.
There are no extant archaeological finds for either of these, however, but we rely on inferences
from literary sources.

The second stage followed, in which the official memories of the battle at Leuktra were
established. It began some time after the first stage, when a permanent stone monument was

erected on the field. The stone monument is often interpreted as the monumental trophy and

'E.g., Isokrates 8.100 indicates that the victory at Leuktra was the highwater mark for Thebes.
2 E.g., Isokrates 15.110 mentions Leuktra as the point when Spartan power failed.

3 E.g., Xenophon Hellenika 6.
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replacement of its ephemeral predecessor, although on limited evidence. It is possible that it was
not actually the trophy, however, but rather an entirely different monument that is frequently
mentioned in ancient sources. The establishment of iterative events, such as games or other
celebrations, would likely belong to this stage, but there is only later textual evidence for them.

In the third stage, the memories formed in the first and second stages were maintained
and/or curated through various types of practice. Because of its physical permanence, the stone
monument at Leuktra is also a monument of the third stage. Its status as a conduit of memory
was further entrenched, whether it was a trophy or other commemoration. Minted coins and the
Xenokrates inscription (/G VII 2462), which has recently been dated to the last quarter of the
fourth century,* also belong to the stage, as would the continuation of iterative celebrations of the
previous stages. The commemorative network on the battlefield itself is composed of the many
different nodes within it, so the beginning of this stage is very blurry and defined by the
subsequent treatments of earlier commemoration.

The final two stages are when the official memories waned before eventual re-discovery.
The limits of these are just as imprecise as those of the previous, as the various commemorations
develop at their own pace. Again, the fourth stage of waning memories is an outcome of the third
stage of curated memories, perhaps only identifiable as the changes in the commemoration
approach a point of no return and the memory loses relevance. Similarly, the fifth stage of re-
discovery can be seen as a stage of re-commemoration, even an effort to breathe new life into the
commemoration of the battle. In the case of the battle at Leuktra, these stages are seen most

acutely in the object biography of the stone monument itself.

4 Papazarkadas 2016.
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Previous Scholarship

The battle of Leuktra in modern scholarship has traditionally been analyzed like many
ancient Greek battles, with primary interest in strategy, tactics, and perceived impact on Greek
history. This was the approach of George Grundy in the late-19'" century, who visited the field
and sought landmarks in order to anchor the literary accounts of the various maneuvers
undertaken during the battle. Interest in the battlefield space led to numerous misattributions of
landmarks that in reality had little to do with the battle itself.>

This was also the approach followed by Heinrich Ulrichs earlier in the same century, who
was responsible for finding the stone monument, as well as for labelling it as the trophy for the
battle. Similarly, in the early 20" century Johannes Kromayer was interested in the field for its
role in circumscribing the battle. Much of the study in the space of the battlefield of Leuktra
continued in this way into the 20™ century, including research by Pritchett, Ove Hanson, and
Christopher Tuplin. Indeed, this is the most common approach even into the 21 century.

There is a separate strand of research on the battlefield of Leuktra, and recent scholarship
has seen the development of interest in the stone monument. Jutta Stroszeck, Britta Rabe, and
Lauren Kinnee have all discussed the monument on the field as part of their explorations of
Greek and Roman trophies, and all assumed that the monument was a trophy. This research on
the trophy was only possible following the discovery of the monument by Ulrichs and the later
excavations in the 1920s and the subsequent study and later anastylosis in the 1950s and 1960s
under the direction of Anastasios Orlandos. All assume that this monument was a trophy to the

battle, although there is no conclusive evidence.

5 E.g., the nearby prehistoric site at Eutresis was sometimes misidentified and connected to the classical battle. See
Goldman 1927.
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Other than the study of battle tactics and object-focus on the stone monument, there has
been little interest in the other events that occurred on the field. As far as I can tell, there has only
been limited archaeological exploration in the area, and only the stone monument and an
assortment of other blocks have been studied, the former the only securely connected evidence of

commemoration of the battle.

Stage One: Initial Commemoration immediately after the battle in 371 BCE

The stage of initial commemoration on the battlefield at Leuktra began soon after the
Thebans secured their victory. In broad strokes, the commemorative activities were typical of the
fourth century BCE: victory was claimed, the slain were cared for, a trophy was raised, and news
of the outcome was spread. Other than the trophy, these actions followed long established
patterns. The trophy, however, was a practice that had only become common in the decades after
the battle of Marathon.®

There is no physical evidence of the commemorative activity from this stage. Instead, we

must rely on inferences made from later monuments and literary sources.

Physical Evidence

Topographical markers of the field might give some indications of the commemorative
practices of the stage, but only in interpretations that combine evidence from literary sources in
an effort to reconstruct the battle lines, strategy, and tactics. For example, Grundy’s

interpretation of the field placed the monuments based on how his reading of the topography in

¢ Kinnee (2018, 35-38) and Trundle (2013, 123) argue that the tradition of the trophy had begun after the Persian
Wars, likely in the middle of the fifth century BCE. Pritchett (1974, 246-275) collected the earliest evidence from
ancient historians.
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terms of how they constrained the actions on the field, particularly an apparently man-made hill
that he interpreted as part of the support for a trophy.” While insightful and productive of
plausible reconstructions of the battle, these interpretations of the topography do not establish
precise locations and usages of space directly.

There is no direct archaeological evidence for the initial commemorations on the
battlefield of Leuktra. Unsurprisingly, there is no physical evidence of the activities that would
have left little material trace, such as the declarations of victory and the spreading of the news.
Likewise, there is no evidence of the practices that could be viewable in the archaeological
record, such as the burials on the field. The standing stone monument, although it is the only
extant commemoration that has been recovered on the field and was re-erected in the 20
century, was surely a later-stage monument. Luckily, it is possible to reconstruct initial
commemorations on the field through indirect evidence and inference. On the one hand, the
reconstructions can be based on comparisons with activities following the conclusion of other
Classical battles and the assumptions that usual ancient Greek practices had been consistently

observed.

Literary Evidence

At the same time, there is much information to be gained from literary accounts of the
battle, particularly that of Xenophon whose account deals with each of the aforementioned initial
commemorations.® There are also accounts of the battle from later writers, such as Diodorus

Siculus and Pausanias, but these are centuries later than 371 BCE. Xenophon’s Hellenika is the

7 Grundy 1894.

8 Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.3-6.5.52. For pre-battle, see 6.4.3-6.4.9; for battle arrangement, 6.4.9-6.4.13; for fighting
6.4.13-15; for post-battle, 6.4.16-6.4.25; and for developing situation in Greece, 6.5.1-6.5.52.
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most reliable literary source for the commemorative practices and monuments after the battle of
Leuktra. Not only was he a near contemporary of the period and a fairly prolific author, but also
his account of post-battle action resonates with those narratives that had been established in the
fifth century and reported in the likes of Thucydides’ history.

Like the histories of the Persian wars as narrated by Herodotus and Thucydides, however,
Xenophon’s Hellenika is a commemorative project of a later stage that sets the battle of Leuktra
in the context of a wider early-fourth century BCE conflict.” We will return to the Hellenika as a
commemoration of the next stage, along with other later literary sources, but accept much of the
initial commemorative activities that are reported in the text. Nevertheless, thus assured that the
initial commemorations occurred, we see that the field itself began to be shaped around practices
established in the first stage soon after the battle in 371 BCE.

Xenophon indicates that, for the most part, the usual protocols of initial commemoration
were followed on the field of Leuktra. First, the defeated Spartans sent a herald to ask the
victorious Thebans for a truce to collect the dead. Following the collection of the bodies, the
Thebans were allowed to raise a trophy for the victory. Last, heralds were sent to announce the
outcome of the battle, to Sparta from the Spartans and to Athens and Thessaly from the
Thebans.!? All of these practices fall within the expectations of post-battle actions in the
Classical period, as hypothesized in modern scholarship.

The communications were an immediate reaction in the aftermath of the battle. The
heralds and reports did not leave a lasting impression on the field itself, nor is it likely that such

an outcome for these actions was desired. If we are to believe Xenophon, the heralds sent were

? See below. Xenophon was active in the fourth century and perhaps composed Hellenika in the middle of the fourth
century in the 350s BCE. See Gray 1991; introduction to Strassler 2011.

10 Xenophon Hellenika 6.5. For an alternate story for the collection of the dead, see Pausanias 9.13 below.
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meant to mediate the immediate fallout of the battle, as the vanquished Spartan army informed
their city of their pressing need on the one hand, while on the other hand the Thebans sought
alliances with Athens, Jason of Pherai, and others in order to press their newfound advantage
against Sparta. As such, these communications are not exactly commemorations that would have
influenced further development of the battlefield as a space, apart from their mention,
preservation, and perhaps enshrinement in text and tradition. Instead, communications as non-
physical actions shaped the battlefield of Leuktra as an imaginary space, which led to further
developments in subsequent life stages of the field.

The messages were intentional actions made in some sort of official capacity in order to
affect certain outcomes. In this way, they show a blending of the fundamental intents of the
commemorative activities of the initial and subsequent stage, as there was an intent to create an
official account of the battle as soon as the dust settled. Of course, the messages as they survive
in Xenophon’s text must be seen through the lens that developed in the decades after 371 BCE,
and surely the original contents contained some sort of sanctioned spin, but we will probably
never know.

Conversely, whereas the truce and the various heralds can only be corroborated by
literary sources, there are additional avenues available to explore the trophy and burials. Again,
while the physical commemorations followed conventions that had been long established in the
Classical period, the outcomes also belie intent to establish an account of what happened in the
battle, even if not as direct as later stage monuments.

The collection and burial of the dead after the battle of Leuktra followed long-established

conventions of ancient Greek warfare. That the dead were recovered can be assumed even in the
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absence of archaeological evidence, if conventional attitudes toward the war dead are assumed.!!
The assumption is further supported by literary references to arms and armor of the battle being
deposited in sanctuaries or in Thebes,!? as well as by references to the trophy on the field
itself.!*While there are no known artifacts that have been identified as dedications from the
battle, as there are from Marathon, the literary tradition of dedications implies that the dead were
stripped according to custom, whether to provide items for dedications or to construct the
battlefield trophy.

The detail of the actual burial of the bodies at Leuktra is unclear, however, due to the
combined facts that excavations have not revealed battlefield burials or other evidence of the
dead, and that literary accounts are later and/or tend to present the practice as a somewhat
theatrical display. For example, Pausanias’ account of the battle describes the separation and
burial of the dead from each side, but he was writing much later.!* Xenophon does not mention
the burials or the treatment of the dead specifically, but the historian indicates that some care was
taken to separate and identify the dead. First, Xenophon reconstructs Spartan deliberation on the
field during the final moments of the battle, when the polemarchs decide to put an end to the

fighting because they recognize the heavy casualties:

o1 8¢ ToAEpaPYOL, OPAOVTEG HEV TMV cuumdvTmv Aakedalpoviov tebvedtag £yydg yikiovg, OpdVTES & oOTMV
ErapTiatdv, GvIev IOV EKET O ENTOKOGIWV, TEBVIKOTOG TTEPL TETPAKOGIOVC. . .CLAAEEAVTEG TOVG
EMKOPLOTATONG EBOVAEVOVTO Ti YPT) TOLETV.

But the polemarchs, when they saw that nearly 1,000 of all the Lakedaimonians had died on the one hand,
and on the other hand around 400 of the Spartiates had died, there being about 700 there...gathered
together the most important officers and deliberated what was necessary that they do.

- Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.15

1 Pritchett 1985, 94-260.
12 E.g., Pausanias 9.16.5
13 E.g., Xenophon 6.4.

14 Pausanias 9.13.10-12 and see below. Pausanias’ story must be seen through developments that occurred in the
centuries after the battle and the accompanying stages of commemoration.
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Although the numbers appear to be estimates, Xenophon says that the Spartan leaders noted the
number of the dead on the field.

Later, Xenophon gives a second clue to the treatment of the Spartan slain when he
reconstructs the reception of the news in Sparta, stating that the slain Spartans were announced

by name to their respective families:

Kod T0 PEV OVOpATA TPOG TOVG 0iKEIOVE EKAGTOV TOV TEBVvEDTOV Amédocay. ..
And they gave the names of each of the dead to their families...
- Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.16

Inferring from Xenophon’s text, it appears the Spartans had taken care to account for all of their
dead on the battlefield.!> Given the context of the history and of Xenophon’s narrative, both
references to the slain from Leuktra could be read as rhetorical prompts from which the historian
constructed his image of fourth-century Sparta.' This is especially true given that Xenophon
does not tell us anything about the collection of the other dead on the field. Nevertheless, the
references provide the earliest evidence after the battle that the Spartans carefully collected their
dead.

Other than the literary sources, there is no archaeological evidence of the disposal of the
dead. Of course, the absence of evidence is not evidence of absence, and the truism is surely
applicable in the case of archaeological evidence of the burials at Leuktra. Indeed, future
investigations of Boiotia may unearth hitherto unknown physical evidence. Likewise, given that
Xenophon is our only roughly contemporary source on the battle, that his text does not give

particular attention to monuments, and that there are later sources that discuss the burial on the

15 See Chapter 6, p. 364. While not exactly like the Athenian practice of erecting casualty lists, perhaps the simple
act of naming the fallen performed a similar function in Spartan society.

16 Pausanias 9.13.10-12. This may be a later convention. The evidence from Xenophon’s story, however, is
somewhat corroborated by Pausanias, as the later historian indicates that the dead were collected and separated by
their respective citizenships. Diodorus Siculus (15.56) gives different numbers.
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field, the fact that the burials are not prevalent in the literary record does not indicate that they
were not there. Regardless, it is likely that the bodies were buried on the field itself. Not only
would this follow the precedent established at Marathon in 490 BCE in Attika, itself an
uncommon action for the Athenians but common for the rest of Greece,'” but a battlefield burial
at Leuktra in Boiotia would follow a regional practice attested archaeologically in a mass burial
mound near Thespiai dating to the last quarter of the fifth century BCE.!®

It appears, based on both the literary and the available archaeological records, that the
battlefield burials did not substantially change the space of Leuktra. There are countless
possibilities as to why, and I list only a few. Perhaps the space was unchanged because observing
burial rites was of utmost importance and took precedence over other commemoration. Thus, the
burials may have been necessary components of the field and therefore somewhat blurred into
the space itself rather than working to define it. Another possibility is that battlefield burials were
simply assumed, and so it was unnecessary to point them out or otherwise flag them in written
sources.

The raising of an ephemeral battlefield trophy is an example of commemorations that had
become common in the years between the battle of Marathon in 490 BCE and the battle of
Leuktra in 371 BCE. Based on literary testimonia of ancient historians, in fact, it appears that
trophies were common for most battles after the middle of the fifth century, with the earliest
reported instance of a battlefield trophy found in Thucydides’ account of a conflict from around

460 BCE, when the Athenians under the general Myronides defeated the Corinthians near

17 Although a positive identification of the Tomb of the Plataians on the field of Marathon would further support this
view.

18 Schilardi 1977.
133



Megara and erected a trophy.!® On top of the literary evidence, we have already seen the
archaeological evidence for a second-stage trophy from the field at Marathon dating from around
the 460s, albeit not as an initial commemoration and likely not a “trophy” when first
constructed.?’ In combination, the literary evidence and archaeological record of pre-371 indicate
the high likelihood that a trophy would have been raised as an initial commemoration after the
battle of Leuktra.

Specifically for the first trophy at Leuktra, the evidence is only found in ancient sources.

If we limit ourselves to Xenophon, the historian is quite clear about the practice:

ot pévtot OnPaiot petd TadTo Kol TPOTEioV £6THOAVTO KOl TOVG VEKPOVG DITOGTOVOOVS AESOGOV.
And after these things, the Thebans erected a trophy and gave back the dead under truce.
- Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.15

Undoubtedly, the trophy to Xenophon played a rhetorical role in his narrative.?! Given that,
nevertheless, this is solid evidence that there was an initial trophy monument on the field.

The form of the initial trophy monument is unknown, although we may know of its later
stone replacement. At this stage, the trophy probably looked like any of the many representations
of Classical trophies.

More important than form, however, is what the trophy marked. There is no indication
that the placement marked the turning of the battle, although that is a common modern
interpretation of the ancient trophy. Instead, the trophy symbolized the end of the conflict and the

victor’s control of the entire battlefield, in this case Thebes’ control over the field at Leuktra.??

1% Thucydides 1.105. This trophy was soon followed by a second trophy, for twelve days later the Corinthians
returned to erect their own trophy but were repelled. See Pritchett 1974, 246-275.

20 See Chapter 2.
21 See below. Xenophon probably did not mention every trophy that was raised.

22 Xenophon indicates that this might have been contested by the Spartans. See below.
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This is clear in Xenophon’s narrative, as the erection of the trophy was the formal end of the
battle.?

In terms of space, then, the trophy marked the field as Theban. If we follow Xenophon, as
we should due to the lack of contrary archaeological or contemporary literary evidence, this
distinction seems to have been officially recognized by participants on both sides: on the one
hand the Spartans lost any right to the space and were compelled to leave, on the other hand the
Thebans granted a truce to allow the Spartan retreat.

There was a suite of activity following the Theban victory at Leuktra. Each action was
somewhat contemporaneous, but roughly as follows: the losing Spartan coalition army conceded
and requested a truce to collect and treat their dead and leave the field; the Thebans granted the
truce, collected their own dead, and erected a trophy; both sides sent messages announcing the
outcome. While all had spatial components, only the burials and the trophy would have had a
physical impact on the space as tangible elements on the battlefield. Consequently, these were

more able to anchor the space in the subsequent commemorative life stages at Leuktra.

Spatial Analysis

At this stage, the burials operated largely in perceived space that was directed by
tradition, but also somewhat in conceived space for the benefit of the participating states. Since
the dead were given back under truce, any burial would have been undertaken by the respective
cities rather than heaped together in a mass grave. In that sense, then, the burials were official

actions.

2 For changing meaning of the trophy in late Classical sources, see Kinnee 2018, 38-40.
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This is also the case for the initial trophy monument, which followed previously
established patterns of simple declarations of victory, while also itself becoming part of the
official messaging of the battle. The monument was an acknowledgment of the outcome of the
battle, to both the victorious Thebans and the defeated Spartans.

Since the iconography had become standard by the battle in 371 BCE, then the trophy
had widely recognized significances, and as such they could be contested from the onset.

In what types of space the other commemorations operated is an interesting question. The
ephemeral messages and reports separated the field from the rest of the world, highlighting its
significance and emphasizing its individuality. The battlefield, in this spatial view, thus became a
separate place where something significant happened. Following the theoretical framework of
Michel de Certeau, the separation, achieved by attachment and significance of the named place,
carved out a pocket of proper space, complete with hidden and familiar meaning.?* This all
transpired as part of the process to create official meaning, which could then be contested and,

eventually, experienced as lived space.

Stage Two: Official Commemoration

During the second stage of commemoration on the field of Leuktra, the official memories
of the battle were established, structured, and constructed either physically on the field itself or
in the literary record. While we refer to the literary record of Xenophon, his history should not be
considered part of this stage. This account is an act of commemoration itself, composed in an

effort to explain the outcome of the battle and its role in Greek history in the fourth century.?

24 De Certeau 1988, 104.

25 For Xenophon’s motivations, see Strassler 2011.
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Both the physical monuments and the literary references to the space were based on the
initial commemorations of the previous stage. The physical activities, as far as we can tell,
centered on the burials and ephemeral trophy that had been created in the previous stage. These
were also based on other monuments and commemorations from outside of the field, as we will
see below. Similarly, the literary development of the space must have been influenced by the
actions that had occurred before, as Xenophon’s construction of the imaginary space of Leuktra
relied on how other battlefields had been constructed before his composition.

Because of the threads from earlier battles, both monumental and literary, the official
memory of Leuktra was under construction very soon after the victory. In fact, as we saw in the
interpretation of the mnemonic practices of the initial phase, I would argue that there is no clear
delineation between this stage and the first stage, but instead considerable overlap: both the

trophy and any burials had official meanings from the beginning.

Physical Evidence

Physical evidence of this stage at Leuktra is limited, and the only extant archaeological
evidence is a stone monument (Figure 3.1). Just as there was no evidence of burials from the
initial stage, there is also no physical evidence of activity around the burials from this stage.

Nevertheless, some secondary evidence supports the suggestion that the stone monument
was a second trophy that replaced its temporary predecessor, as well as hints that the assumed
commemoration of the dead on the field persisted at least briefly. Thus, it appears that
commemorative activity centered around this monument and possibly the battlefield burials.

These were foci not only because re-visiting such monuments followed established patterns, but
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also because of the simple fact that these were monuments that had already been placed on the
field.

As it exists today, the stone monument consists of a cylindrical base with a diameter of
3.38 m, sitting on a three-stepped platform and capped by a frieze of metopes and triglyphs and
another frieze of nine stone shields. The cylinder has a hollow center. Much of the stone has
been lost over time, so it is impossible to reconstruct the actual height of the monument.?®
Likewise, there is no evidence of in situ foundations, so we cannot accurately place the
monument on the field.

Identification of the monument as a trophy for the battle rests on the findspot within the
general space of the field, as well as the hollow center of the tower and the interpretation that this
was filled with the vertical support of a likely-bronze trophy (Figure 3.2a), all in combination
with evidence of later Boiotian coins that suggest the importance of trophy iconography in the
region (Figure 3.2b).27 All of this is problematic, of course, as there are plenty of other examples
of prominent trophies outside of Boiotian contexts.

There is a broad date range for the Leuktra monument. If we remove the mental anchor of
371 BCE and only approach it from stylistic and technological features, then the monument can
be dated on its iconography and on the physical characteristics of its construction. Various
features point to different dates. In terms of construction technique, both I1- and Z-clamps are

used to join the blocks of the monument. While Orlandos interpreted this evidence to give a

broad possible range of construction from the fourth to the first century BCE,?® Rabe recently

26 Stroszeck 2004, 321. There is even variation from the original designs for the reconstruction in 1958 and the final
anastylosis in 1961. See below.

27 For example, see Stroszeck 2004, 305.

28 Orlandos 1922, 39.
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cited two monuments from Delphi with similar clamping to establish a date in the second half of
the fourth century.?’ While it may be tempting to reconstruct distinct phases of construction, it
should be noted that the clamping occurs on different types of blocks and different types of
joints, and is thus likely simply due to practicalities. At the same time, I do not think that the
clamp evidence is conclusive, and believe that it is better to allow a broader range for the
construction date for the monument.

Looking at form and comparanda, however, the Leuktra monument resembles the Tomb
of Karnear Megara (Figure 3.3a, b, ¢, and d), itself assigned a range of dates from the fifth to the
fourth century BCE. Likewise, another comparable monument in the Kerameikos is variously
dated from the fifth to the fourth century (Figure 3.4).3° Other than these two examples that are
also cited by Stroszeck, there are also the stone monument with shield decorations at Veria
which postdates 300 BCE (Figure 3.5) and the monument from Messene from the end of the
third century (Figure 3.6), and the monument from Dion connected to Alexander’s victory at the
Granicus River. Thus, the iconography provides a broad date for the Leuktra monument, at least
from the end of the fifth century to the end of the third century BCE, and realistically even into
the Roman period.

Given that neither the physical evidence of the monument nor its excavated context can
securely date its construction, perhaps we can approximate its date by determining exactly what
the monument was. There are two possible interpretations. First of all, it is possible that it was a
replacement of the ephemeral trophy that had been erected immediately after the battle and

recorded in Xenophon’s history. This view is largely accepted, perhaps rather uncritically. There

29 Rabe 2008, 131.

30 Stroszeck 2004, 324, citing Valavanis 1999, 192.
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is physical evidence that supports this view, namely the findspot on the field and the martial
iconography that is consistent with other known trophy monuments. Theoretical reconstructions,
based on the structural hollow of the cylinder that could support a monumental trophy, highlight
the possibility of this interpretation. The real crux of this first interpretation, however, is a first-
century BCE reference from Cicero.?! From this reference, the argument is constructed that the
Thebans erected a bronze trophy as a replacement for an ephemeral trophy that marked their
victory over the Lakedaimonians.

Such is the collection of evidence that suggests that the stone monument found at Leuktra
was a replacement trophy. If this is so, then we can place the construction of the monument from
371 to the first century BCE.

Conversely, it is possible that the tower monument was not itself a trophy monument,
even if it was itself a commemoration of the battle. Indeed, while shield iconography is popular
with trophies,*? representations of shields also appear on monuments that are not themselves
trophies in the strict sense of the tropaion. Non-trophy monuments with martial iconography
include a second century monument at Messene,>* a base in Athens,** and a monumental base at
Veria,* and the monumental set of shields at Dion. Moreover, the unusual form of the
monument does not immediately lend itself to the interpretation as a trophy rather than another

type of commemorative monument. Besides the iconography, there are many monuments with

31 Cicero De Inventione 2.23. See below.
32 See Rabe 2008.

33 Rabe 40.

34 Rabe 37.

33 Rabe 46.
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Doric features, including one near Megara, the so-called Tomb of Kar,3¢ as well as numerous
small altars (Figure 3.7). In addition, upon critical inspection the Boiotian coins that buttress the
trophy interpretation do not necessarily depict the extant stone monument.*” In particular, the
coins do not depict a stone base, other than a simple flat platform from which the trunk of the
trophy rises. Neither can Cicero’s account be taken as unassailable evidence.

As I see it, there is no conclusive evidence that indicates whether the stone monument
was a replacement trophy or simply another monument that was placed on the battlefield. If we
accept the possibility that this was not a trophy, then we broaden the issue to include another
possible interpretation: a monument to the virgins who had been raped by Spartans and had
subsequently killed themselves. Only the literary record provides evidence of the monument,
first attested by Xenophon.*® According to the historian, the tomb was a monument that stood on
the field before the battle. If this is the case, then the stone monument could predate 371 BCE,
only to be incorporated into the commemoration of the event in the latter part of the fourth
century.

Depending on the scenarios, the Leuktra monument would have shaped the battlefield
space in different ways. If the monument was indeed a replacement for the earlier trophy, and
should be considered a trophy itself, then its position would have connections to the battle itself.
While not necessarily placed at the physical turning point, the stone monument’s erection and the

likely removal of its predecessor would surely anchor the battle in the official imagination.

36 Travlos 1988, 259; Stroszeck 2004.

37 More below. For example, the coin that Orlandos cites for the reconstruction (1958, pl. 36; citing Head 1884, pl.
VI1.2) does not depict any discernable base.

38 Xenophon Hellenika 6.4. The myth persists much longer, see below.
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If the Leuktra monument was not a trophy, however, and was either a separate monument
to the battle or, perhaps, a monument to the virgins, then it would have had a far different impact
on the space of the field. In this scenario, it is probable that the ephemeral trophy remained
standing, assuming Pritchett’s rules that trophies were inviolate.>® Thus, the trophy would
continue to anchor at least part of the commemoration on the field, while the Leuktra monument
would have worked as its own place.

If it was intended to commemorate the burial, then the monument would have resonated
with any of the commemorations of the battlefield dead. It would also have had associations with
the past, as there was at least some form of the monument that predated the battle. Thus, the
Leuktra monument as a monument to the virgins would have worked to make the past
contemporary. In this scenario, the Leuktra monument would also resonate with the burials on
the battlefield, which are assumed to have existed from the previous stage. Because the names
and identities of the fallen were still known beyond the initial burial, as evidenced by the above-
mentioned references in Xenophon, it is probably safe to assume that the burials continued to be

known in the second stage of official commemoration.

Literary Evidence
Given the malaise around the physical evidence, perhaps the strongest evidence of the
stage of official commemoration is found in the literary source from Xenophon’s Hellenika.*°

This is more than just an entry into a log, however, as Xenophon also analyzes and

39 Pritchett 1974, 258-262.

40 Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.
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contextualizes the events for posterity. Thus, Xenophon’s history should largely be considered a
commemoration of a later stage.

In fact, some scholars question the motives of Xenophon and whether he could be
considered a reliable witness since he, although Athenian, was a well-known Spartan
sympathizer who even fought under the Spartan banner at several points in the early fourth
century and eventually lived in exile there. Xenophon’s reliability as a source of an “official”
account of the battle is further problematized in that he is presenting a major victory of Thebes, a
recent power at the expense of both Athens and Sparta. That being said, there are bound to be at
least elements of an official, i.e., established, account of the battle, if only where the record can
be reconciled with precedents or expectations.

Momentarily setting aside the question of the actual state of the field at the time of the
composition of the history, Xenophon at least presents an imaginary account of the battlefield
from the middle of the fourth century. Interestingly, he does not leave much evidence for any
battlefield burials.*!

For the trophy, while Xenophon clearly states that one was erected for the battle, he does
not go into detail about its placement nor form. Instead, the historian grants some insights into

meanings of the trophy:

Kk 82 TovTOoL oAV P&V TIVES TV AaKedaovioy ol ApOpNTOV THY GLUEOPAY TIYOVUEVOL T6 TE TPOTAIOV
£pacay ypiivar KOAVEWY 16TAVIL TOVG TOAERIOVG, TOVG TE VEKPOLS UT| DITOGTIOVOOVG, GALG S10 LiyMG
nelpdodar avorpeichar.

But after this [battle] some of the Lakedaimonians who believed the mishap unendurable asserted both they
must prevent their enemies from erecting the trophy, as well as attempt to take up the dead not under truce,
but by fighting.

- Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.14

41 See above.
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While it is not evidence of the physical impact on the field, Xenophon at least describes the
imaginary space created by the trophy. This reinforces modern interpretations of the ancient
trophy as a marker that granted the field to the victor and confirmed the victory. Interestingly, in
this case Xenophon presents the negative view, in that the trophy symbolizes the Spartan loss of
the space and thus confirmed their defeat.

Xenophon also mentions the monument to the virgins, but without further information as
to the myth itself or the form of the monument.*? He describes the actions that the Thebans took
before fighting but does not mention any later commemorations around this monument that
would have drawn it into the official version of the battle.

Based on the nature of the evidence, it is difficult to place the end of the official stage of
commemoration. If the Leuktra monument was indeed a trophy of the mid-fourth century, then
its erection could structure the stage. It is also possible, however, that there was no stone
replacement for the trophy at Leuktra, and that there were no durable monuments that were

established in order to set the official account of the battle.

Spatial Analysis

As a stage of official memory, it is expected that the conceived space of the battlefield
was dominant at some point soon after the battle. This is surely the case, but it is an interesting
question whether the stone monument was a replacement “trophy”. If it was, then the structuring
of conceived space followed the same pattern as it had at Marathon (and the other battlefields of
the Persian Wars that were marked by stone trophies decades after the battle), with the new

monument visibly reinforcing the space of its predecessor. If, in fact, the stone monument was

42 Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.7.
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not a trophy, then the conceived space continued to be generated by the same ephemeral trophy,
for as long as it would stand. The latter scenario is an example of how the stages of initial and
official memory can overlap significantly, especially as patterns of commemoration (i.e.,
trophies) became more regular through the fifth century and after.

There is also an element of the battlefield as an imaginary space, albeit reinforcing its
status as a conceived space. Xenophon’s account of the trophy indicates that the monument’s
meaning was not just recognizable, but essentially binding. Even if there was no trophy from the
second stage, perhaps the initial trophy gained a sheen of official character as a constructor of

conceived space.

Stage Three: Commemoration Maintenance

The next life stage of the field of Leuktra is the longest, and its limits most variable. It
began immediately after the establishment of the official account when the field is largely
dominated by conceived space, but as the actual experience, enactment, and re-enactment of
memories transforms the space into lived space. During this period, the memories of the battle
were shaped and contoured for specific purposes by official activity, or else they were reified by
passive practice and individual experience.

Peculiar to the battlefield at Leuktra, this stage sees much attention concerning what
monuments were present and when. Not only in the literary record, but also in inscriptional
evidence, we see a long discussion over the contested memories of the field. There are numerous
references to many trophies on the field and to the monument of the virgins, as well as to the

status of the burials and the collection of the dead.
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For some reason, the commemoration of the battle was hotly contested, as we can see in
the literary record. This is not reflected archaeologically, however, perhaps due to a lack of

archaeological investigation.

Physical Evidence

For the most part, there is no evidence for new monuments on the field from this stage.
Instead, the commemorations that had been established previously persisted in the space, and so
attracted or inspired further action. There is evidence from the field that the monuments and
memories continued, but this is mostly inferencing from literary sources.

Likewise, the battlefield burials, and perhaps the trophy, were elements of the space of
maintained memories, which we know from an inscription (/G VII 2462), the so-called
Xenokrates inscription. The inscription was found in Thebes and was probably on display in the
city in antiquity.** Nevertheless, reading the stone as a text gives some indication of the state of
the battlefield at Leuktra.

Looking only at the text, the inscription reads:

Hevokpdrng,

®eodmopTOC,

Mvacilaog.

avika 10 Zmhptag éxpltel S6pv, TVAKIG EIAeY
Eewokpartng kKAApmL Znvi TPOmaio pEpeY

0V tov an’ Evpdta deicog 6Torov 00dE Adkatvoy
aomida. "OnpPoaiot kpeicooveg &v moAEpumt”
KopO66EL AEVKTPOIS VIKAQOpa d0vpi Tpomaida,
008’ 'Enopevdvoa de0TEPOL E3PAIOUEY.

Xenokrates

Theopompos

Mnasilaos

When the Spartan spear ruled, then Xenokrates

took by lot to bear the trophy to Zeus

not fearing the weapon from the Eurotas nor Lakainian
shield. “The Thebans are better in war”

the victory-by-spear-bearing trophy at Leuktra heralds,

43 See Chapter 6 (pp. 360-363, Figure 6.6) for a closer look at the inscription.
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nor did we run second to Epameinondas.

- IG VII 2462, text from Rhodes and Osborne 30, translation mine.

I will discuss the inscription in more detail in Chapter 6, but here highlight several words that are
relevant in the context of the battlefield. First of all, the inscription temporally and spatially
refers to the battle at Leuktra. The first line of the epigram features the grammatical construction
oviko, (“at the time when”) ... tyvaxig (“at this time”), with clear reference to the context of the
battle as a period of Spartan power at the beginning of the fourth century. The spatial reference is
more explicit, as the field is referenced by name in the penultimate line of the epigram.

The inscription twice mentions a trophy or trophies. On the one hand, both could refer to
a single monument at Leuktra, as indicated in the penultimate line. In this event, then the
inscription emends the responsibility for the battlefield monument and places the dedicators
Xenokrates, Theopompos, and Mnasilaos as equals to Epameinondas as authors of the trophy.

On the other hand, the inscription could refer to multiple separate trophies.** If this is the
case, then the trophy which Xenokrates bears does not necessarily have an explicit connection to
the battle at Leuktra. At the same time, it could be a reference to the many trophies that stood on
the field at various times, from before the battle through the battle and to after the battle.

While the inscription has been connected with the battle of Leuktra since its first
publication in 1877,% it has recently been dated to the end of the fourth century, to about 315
BCE when Thebes was re-founded by Cassander.*® Although we have no evidence, it is possible

that this inscription, like the trophy, was a replacement of an earlier inscription.

4 Egger 1878, 26.
4 Koumanoudes 1877.

46 Papazarkadas 2016.
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Regardless of whether or not the marble base was for a monumentalization of a trophy or
rather part of a monumental tomb, it appears that there were at most two standing physical

commemorations related to the battle.

Literary Sources

Literary sources inform us of this period of the biography of Leuktra. Near contemporary
authors such as Xenophon and Isokrates discuss the victory and the state of the field. These
sources are important because they not only are the first evidence of the manipulation of the
memories of the battlefield space, but they also provide the closest approximation of the official
memory of the field due to the chronological proximity, as we saw with Xenophon.*’
Xenophon’s Hellenika provides the earliest narrative of the battle, the events that unfolded, and
the subsequent commemorative monuments.*® The text also contains early rhetorical usage of the
battle, such that the general Pelopidas gains fame because of his role in the fighting.*’

We are concerned with Xenophon’s description of the field and the evidence of the
curation or manipulation of the memories that had been offered in the previous stages. The initial
trophy and burials have been discussed above, but possibly the story of the Spartan attempt to
prevent the trophy is a later tradition. Although Xenophon does not elaborate on these
commemorations, we can assume that they persisted on the field to the time of his writing.

Besides those, Xenophon’s account contains the first mention of monuments that predated the

47 See above on Xenophon’s account of the initial battlefield monuments.
48 Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.

49 Xenophon Hellenika 7.1.
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battle, both those that commemorated other events and those that were intentionally placed on
the field in order to affect the outcome of the engagement.

According to Xenophon, there was an earlier oracle that predicted the Spartans would be
defeated on the spot where the monuments to the virgins stood, and the Thebans reportedly

decorated the structure prior to the battle:

... mapebappuve péV TL adTOVG Kl O YPNOHOG O Aeyouevog m¢ déot EvtadBa Aakedotpoviovg frTnoijvar
£v0a. 10 6V TapOivev TV pviipa, oi Adyovon S1d o PracOfivor Ko Aakedoupoviny TGV AmoKTEIvoL
£00TAC. Kol EékOopnoay 61 TodTo TO pvijpa ol OnpPoiot Tpod Tig payns.

...and an oracle emboldened them [the Thebans], which said that it would be fitting that the
Lakedaimonians be beaten here where there was the monument of the virgins, who are said to have killed
themselves because of the rape by some Lakedaimonians. And the Thebans decorated this monument
before the battle.

- Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.7.

This is the first mention of the monument and, as far as I can tell, the myth attached to it.>°
Xenophon provides very little additional information on the monument or the event that it
commemorates, neither does he provide specific details of the virgins nor their rapists. We only
know that the latter was a generalized collection of Lakedaimonians, perhaps diffusing a portion
of the guilt to the wider group rather than focusing on the individuals. The monument itself is
called a uvijua, a word that is associated with burials in some contexts,>! but could also refer to

monuments, gifts and other commemorations.’? The verb used to describe the Theban decorating

50 There is a similar myth concerning a maiden on the field of Marathon. In Euripides’ Herakleidai (lines 390-534),
a daughter of Herakles sacrifices herself on the field of Marathon in order to assure an Athenian victory against
the Argives. While unnamed by Euripides, later versions of the myth call her Makaria, and Pausanias says that
there is a spring named after her at Marathon (Pausanias 1.32.6). Although it occurred in mythological time before
the battle of Marathon and there are no explicit connections of the battle Marathon in 490 BCE, it is not difficult
to imagine at least an implied connection. It probably was not one-to-one, however, as Aristotle (On Rhetoric
2.22.6) mentions the myth in the same thought as the battle of Salamis and Marathon. Kearns (1989, 58) doubts
there was a cult of Makaria, as all the evidence could simply be a usage of the adjective “blessed”, rather than her
name. See Roselli 2007.

51 E.g., Herodotus 7.167; Demosthenes 18.208.

S2E.g., 1l. 23.619, Achilles gives Nestor an urn to contain the ashes of Patroclus. There is debate over whether the
word in the text is uvijuo or ofjua. Calkins (2010, 168 n. 92) says that the former is rare in the Homeric epics, and
she does not include this scene in her examples.
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the monument is koouéw, which could also carry connotations of marshalling and ordering, as
well as dressing women. Xenophon ascribes a clear spatial significance to the monument,
emphasizing the spot of the Lakedaimonian defeat by grammatically setting the clause apart:
&vradba Aoxedayovioog nrenbijvar Evho.

Additionally, continuing from the passage from Xenophon, the Thebans received reports
of other positive divine omens from Thebes itself, including a report that the weapons within the

Herakleion had disappeared indicating that the god was at Leuktra fighting on behalf of Thebes:

amnyyéAAETO 6¢ Kai €k TG TOAEMG 0OTOIG MG Of TE VEQ TAVTES ADTOUATOL AVEDYOVTO, O TE 1EpELOL AEyotey
®¢ viknv ol B0l paivoley. £k 8¢ Tod Hpoxieiov kai té dmho Epacav deavii tvar, d¢ Tod Hpaxiéoug €ig
TV péymyv E&mpunpévou.

And also it was reported to them from the city that all the temples were opening on their own, and the
priestesses said that the gods were making victory known. And from the Herakleion also, they said the arms
were missing, as if the very Herakles set out for the battle.

-Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.7

Xenophon gives further reasons that the Thebans were emboldened prior to the battle, hinting at
divine interventions. The contents of the reports tell us little about the field, but does show the
imaginary connection that was forged between the city of Thebes and the battlefield space,
particularly through the arms of Herakles. The act of the reports themselves also shows further
connections between the city and battlefield space.

We will never know whether or not events unfurled in this way, but this is the account of
Xenophon in the decades after the battle. Already in the middle of the fourth century, however,
Xenophon reveals the theory that these omens and oracles were merely the work of the Theban
leaders: of uév 01 tiveg Aéyovoty ¢ tadTa mhvra teyvacuaTa v TV TposotnkéTmy. Many parts of
the story appear to be the historian’s attempts to rationalize the victory rather than an actual
reporting of events. In addition to the omens, for example, Xenophon gives further reasons for
the Spartan defeat, including that the Spartan general Kleombrotos and the Spartans drank a little

wine before fighting.
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Elements of Xenophon’s version of events persisted, with some variations, into later
accounts by Diodorus Siculus three centuries later, as well as Plutarch and Pausanias two
hundred years after that. Diodorus’ account begins with Epameinondas’ schemes to bolster

Boiotian morale:

0 &’ 'Enapevavoag 0p@v ToVG GTPATIOTIC SEIGIOALOVODVTAS £l TOIC YEYOVOGL GNUEIOIC, EQIAOTIUETTO S1dL
i 1diag émvoiag kai otpatnyiog petadsivar Tag Tod TAnovg evAaPeiog. SiOmep TIVAV TPOSPATMS
TapayeyovoTOV £k ONPdV Encioey ginely, 6Tl 0 Katd TOV vemv 100 Hpaxiéovg dmia TopaddEmg dpovi
véyove kai Aoyog €v taic ONPaig d1adEdotar MG TAV NPO®Y TAV ApYaimv AVEIANPOTOV ot Kol fondeiv
10i¢ Bowwtoig ameAnivbotov.

But Epameinondas, seeing that the soldiers had superstitious fears because of the omens that had occurred,
attempted through his own invention and strategy to alter the timidity of the crowd. Thus, when some men
recently arrived from Thebes he persuaded them to say that the arms from the temple of Herakles
incredibly disappeared and that the word in Thebes had gone around that the ancient heroes had taken them
up and departed to help the Boiotians.

- Diodorus Siculus 15.53.4

Diodorus claimed that it was Epameinondas who directed his men to remove the arms and armor
from the temple of Herakles in order to make it appear not only that the god-hero was fighting on
the Boiotian side, but also the other heroes of old. Interestingly, but perhaps coincidentally,
Diodorus uses the same word that Xenophon had used to describe the disappearance of the arms
from the temple: dpavij. As Xenophon had done before, Diodorus plays on the connections
between the battlefield of Leuktra and the city of Thebes.

Diodorus added a further wrinkle to Theban mythmaking surrounding the event, claiming
that Epameinondas directed a man to report that he had received an oracle from Trophonios at
Livadia that the Thebans would win and must then institute games in honor of Zeus after the

victory.>3

dAlov d¢ katéomoev ig anod Tpopwviov Tpocedtmg dvaPepnkdota kai Aéyovta, 10Tt TPOSTETAYEV O O0C
adToic, dtav v AsVKTpolc VKoo, dydva Ti0évar Al Bacthel otepavitnv: e’ ob 51 Bowwtoi tavtnv
ToovoL TNV Tavyvpy £v AgPadeiq.

And [Epameinondas] set someone who recently rose from the Trophonios Oracle and said: because the god

commanded them, when they are victorious in Leuktra, to establish games with a crown for Zeus Basileios.
For which now the Boiotians perform this festival in Livadia.

33 Diodorus 15.53.
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- Diodorus Siculus 15.53.4.

In so doing, he connects the battlefield to the Boiotian sanctuary space at Livadia. This should
also resonate with Herodotus’ story of the games for Pan instituted in Athens after Marathon.>*

Diodorus elaborates the stories of the omens and oracles on the field, particularly
providing additional information on the omen concerning the monument of the virgins. He
writes:

ouvPYNoE O€ TPOC TOHTNV TNV Enivoloy Agavdpiog O TrapTIITNG, TEPEVYMG HEV €K AaKedaipovoc, TOTE 88
cvotpatedwy OnPaiotc. odTog Yap v dkikdncie Tpooydeic dmeErvoto Tadody ivor AdyLov TOig
Yraptidrog, ot totTE TV Nyepoviav anoforodoty, dtav v Agbktpoig Vo OnPaivv NTmbdow.

And Leandrias the Spartan, who first fled from Lakedaimon and then allied with the Thebans, cooperated
towards this invention. For after he was led into the council he declared there was an ancient story among

the Spartans, that it is the time they will throw away their hegemony, when they are beaten by Thebes in
Leuktra.

- Diodorus Siculus 15.54.1.

Diodorus introduces a Lakedaimonian defector, Leandrias, who reports to the Thebans an ancient
oracle that Sparta would lose supremacy after losing to Thebes at Leuktra. Again, Diodorus
employs similar vocabulary similar to that of Xenophon, using the verb #rraouar “to be
defeated”. In this retelling, the omen is ancient and distant, coming from Spartan sources, but
also suddenly relevant in the narrative.

Diodorus continues:

...TpocTiABov 8¢ T@ "Enapevevog Kol xpnopoldyot Tveg £yympiot, Aéyovteg Ot Tepi TOV ThPov TV
AgbdrTpov Kol Xkeddoov Buyatépov peydAn cvpugopd Sl mepimecelv Aakedalptoviong 81 ToldTog aitiog.
AedkTpog v, e’ ob 10 mediov Todto Eoye TV TpooTyopiav. TovTov BuyaTépac Kol ZreSAcoV TIVOG OUOing
KkoOpog mpéoferg Aakedorpoviov Epdcavto: ai 8¢ HPpioheicot TV CLUPOPAV OVK EVEYKAGOL, Tf] TATPidL Tf
TELYAGT] TOVG DPPLOTAS KATOPOCAUEVHL TOV BlOv 0DTOXEIQ KATEGTPEYOV.

And even some soothsaying locals approached Epameinondas, saying that it is necessary that the
Lakedaimonians come to great misfortune around the tomb of the daughters of Leuktros and Skedasos on
account of these reasons. There was a Leuktros, after whom the field was named. Elders/ambassadors of
Lakedaimon raped the daughters of this man and of a certain Skedasos who were also maidens. And the
daughters because they could not bear the offense of being outraged, after calling down curses upon the
land which sent their rapists they ended their lives with their own hands.

- Diodorus Siculus 15.54.2-3

>4 Herodotus 6.105.
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Diodorus expands on the story of the monument in particular, adding that the myth was
reported to Epameinondas by local soothsayers that the Lakedaimonians were destined to meet
disaster at the tomb of the daughters of Leuktros and Skedasos, the former being the namesake of
the field itself. Just as Xenophon reported, the girls were raped by Lakedaimonians, and
Diodorus adds that the girls then cursed the land that sent their rapists then killed themselves in
shame.> A further departure from Xenophon’s account is the description of the rapists as
ambassadors (mpéafeig), and their official status is reinforced by the girls’ curses against the land
that sent them out (z/j wazpior i wepyaon tovg OPpiotag kotapooauevor). The monument is also
clearly a tomb.

Diodorus also gives an updated account of the battle and the commemoration of it. Near
the end of the fighting as the Spartan king Kleombrotos is struggling and resisting, the king dies
and is swallowed up by a mound of dead bodies: 700 wrauozToc vexpdv whijbog éowpevdny. The
verb is cwpedm “to heap”, often used in reference to crops and abundance,’® but in this instance
it refers to the mounding of dead on the field itself. A similar metaphor was previously used by
Xenophon in reference to the dead.’” Diodorus’ account ends with a tally of the dead, 4,000
Lakedaimonians and about 300 Boiotians, followed by a truce to take up the dead.

In many ways, Diodorus supplements the story that was given by Xenophon by providing
further details and theories regarding the circumstances prior to and following the battle. He
fleshes out the mythology surrounding the monument of the virgins on the field, providing

names and details. He also propagates the hypothesis that many of the omens were spread

55 Diodorus 15.53-54.
56 E.g., Hesiod Works and Days.

57 Xenophon Hellenika 4.4.12.
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intentionally by the Thebans and their leaders, this time supplying the attribution of
Epameinondas. Their accounts also differ in some respects, primarily in the treatment of the
dead. Xenophon reported that the Lakedaimonians had lost nearly 1,000 troops, nearly 400 of
them Spartans, and were inclined to fight to collect the bodies and prevent the trophy rather than
agree to a truce, but Diodorus indicates there were four times as many casualties and makes no
reference to Spartan desires to thwart a trophy.

Another clear difference is to whom the authors give credit for the victory. Xenophon
appears reluctant to mention Epameinondas, instead saying it was Pelopidas,®® while Diodorus
gives equal credit to Pelopidas and Epameinondas. When Diodorus lists the accomplishments of
Pelopidas, he gives the general the honor of the first victories over the Spartans at Tegyra and the
primary reason for the victory at Leuktra.>® Elsewhere, we see plenty of evidence of
Epameinondas’ involvement, from the initial planning of the battle,*° to Epameinondas’ words at
his death when he claims Leuktra as one of his two daughters along with Mantinea.!

The tradition of divine influence and omens is also recorded by Cicero in the same
century as Diodorus.®? According to the orator, the armor of Herakles made noises and his statue
began to sweat, while the temple to Herakles in Thebes suddenly opened and his armor was
strewn across the floor. He does not record any events on the field, however, not mentioning the

monument to the virgins.

58 Xenophon Hellenika 7.1.33.
59 Diodorus 15.81.2.

60 Diodorus 15.53.

¢! Diodorus 15.87.

62 Cicero De Divinatione 1.74-5.
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The memory of the battle developed in the centuries after Diodorus in the writing of
Plutarch and Pausanias. In his biography of Pelopidas, Plutarch describes the run-up to the battle.
He begins by describing the field of Leuktra and the monument of the virgins, but with variations

from Xenophon and Diodorus: ¢

.0y €8 xatd Tovg Brvoug 6 Tlelomidog eV péha SwotapdEacay odtov, Eott yap &v 16 AsvkTpikd nedim
T ofjpate TV 100 Xkeddoov Buyatépwv, dg AsvkTpidag KoloDot did TOV TOTOV: EKEL YOp aTAIg VIO
Eévov IroapTiotdv Pracbeicoig cuvePn tagiivat. yevouévng 6¢ yoentic obtw kol Tapoavopov Tpaéems, O
UEV TaThP, O 00K ETVyev &v Aakedaipovt dikng, apag katd TdV TropToT®dV dpacduevog Eopatey EavTov
€7l TOIG TAPOIC TOV TapBEvmV, ypnopol 6 kai Aoyla toig raptidtalg detl Tpobeotvov dlafeicOot kai
QVAGTTEGOOL TO AEVKTPIKOV PAVIUA, UT) TAVY TOV TOAADY GUVIEVTOV, GAL" AUELYVOOUVTOV TOV TOTOV, ETEL
Kai Thg Aax@vikig moliyviov mpog tij Baddoon Agdktpov ovopdletar, kai Tpog Meydin moAeL Tiig
Apxadiog TOTOG E6TIV OUOVVUOG. ..

...in his sleep Pelopidas had a vision that thoroughly confounded him, for on the plain of Leuktra there are
monuments of Skedasos’ daughters, whom they called the Leuktridai on account of the place, for they
happen to be buried where they were raped by Spartan foreigners/strangers/soldiers. And because of such a
grievous and unlawful event occurring, on the one hand their father, since he did not obtain justice in
Lakedaimon, after cursing the Spartans he killed himself on the tombs of the maidens. On the other hand
oracles and stories continuously wove among the Spartans to be cautious and beware the Leuktran guilt,
lest most do not entirely understand, but misunderstand the place, since also a small town in Lakonia near
the sea is called Leuktron, and a place near Megalopolis of Arkadia is similarly named..

- Plutarch Pelopidas 20.3-4.
Plutarch tells us that there are tombs of the daughters of Skedasos, who had been buried there

after being raped by Spartan strangers. The girls’ father Skedasos, since he could not get justice
in Lakedaimon, cursed the Spartans before killing himself on the tomb. This was the source of an
omen that the Spartans should beware of the guilt at Leuktra. There is confusion among the
Spartans, however, of what exactly that meant since there is a similarly named town in the
Peloponnese near Megalopolis.

Apparently, the story had developed since Diodorus. On the one hand, some details are
familiar. The monument is now called o7juaza, though clearly linked to a burial based on the
subsequent usage of the verb zapsjvou and the noun zdpog. The daughters remain unnamed, but

instead are indicated by the name of the field as the Leuktridai. Gone is the reference to a

63 Plutarch Pelopidas 21.
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Leuktros, perhaps evidence that the story also simplified in some ways. Plutarch also gives a
greater role to the father, changing the source of the curse from the daughters. Nevertheless, both
Diodorus and Plutarch employ the same root verb and construction to describe the cursing,
katopooauevor by the former and xard + dpaocauevog by the latter.

On the other hand, some details changed. One key difference is the description of the
villains, here described as strangers (&€vor), but called elders or ambassadors (zpéafeig) by
Diodorus and simply “some Lakedaimonians” by Xenophon. Plutarch’s version highlights that
the aggrieved party could not win justice in the court at Sparta. Another change is the
consistency of the omens and prophecies that warn the Spartans. According to Plutarch, there are
many that are frequently evoked but that are confusing to their Spartan audience, but in Diodorus
it is a local Boiotian oracle, as it also appears to be in Xenophon.

Plutarch continues with a narrative of Pelopidas’ dream. The Theban sees the girls
weeping and cursing Spartans (again using xatopwuévog), while their father compels him to
sacrifice a virgin to his daughters if he desires victory. Pelopidas reports the dream and a debate
ensues as to what actions to undertake. In addition to mythology, historical examples of human
sacrifice are evoked, including a report that Themistocles sacrificed youths before Salamis.®* The
Thebans ultimately avoid human sacrifice when a mare appears before them, apparently a victim
that would satisfy Pelopidas’ premonition.®

Mythology, oracles, and history intermingle in Plutarch’s development of the story, but
the more important take-away is that the Thebans play a more active role in the mythmaking.

Where previous sources had hinted at Thebans in general, Epameinondas in particular, had

4 Plutarch Themistokles 13.

65 Plutarch Pelopidas 22.
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manipulated omens to appear more favorable prior to the fighting, Plutarch indicates that the
Thebans and Pelopidas do not undertake any underhanded activities to motivate their victory.

Plutarch’s narrative in the biography of Pelopidas ends with a brief description of the
battle, and the biographer ultimately argues that Pelopidas won as much fame as Epameinondas
for the battle, although the former was not formally in charge.

Plutarch makes two other references to the story of Skedasos, his daughters, and their
rape by Spartan men in book three of his Amatoriae Narrationes and in On the Malice of
Herodotus. In this version, he names the daughters as either Hippo and Miletia, or as Theano and
Euxippe. The Lakedaimonians are unnamed, simply called Spartans. This is a violent version, in
which the Spartans rape and murder the maidens, throw their bodies down a well, and fled. Upon
learning what happened, Skedasos travelled to Sparta in search of justice. Along the way, he
meets a father who had suffered a similar story, who advises him to return to Boiotia and build
the tomb of his daughters (xzioou Twv Gvyatépwv tov tapov). Skedasos decides against it, and
proceeds to Sparta where his case is not heard by ephors, or kings, or the rest of the citizens. He
beats the ground and beseeches the Erinyes before killing himself in Sparta.

Plutarch continues with the fall of Sparta at Leuktra, as Epameinondas elected the spot
for battle due not only to this story, but also an earlier myth-historical story concerning
Amphiktyon. Apparently by coincidence, Epameinondas is victorious near the monument to the
virgins, here called 7o pvijuo t@v Zxedcaoov Qvyatépwv. Prior to the battle, Pelopidas and his
dream also occur in this version, although he is visited by Skedasos who tells him explicitly to
sacrifice a horse on the tomb of his daughters. The monument is apparently unknown to him

prior to the vision, and he confirms its existence in consultation with local inhabitants.
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In characteristic fashion, Pausanias’ account gives a variety of details to the events
leading up to, during, and after the fighting at Leuktra. He includes a version of the story of the
daughters of Skedasos, but precedes it with an omen that was presented to the Spartans when a
pack of wolves attacked their sheep. Continuing with omens, Pausanias gives his version of the
maiden story, this time providing the names of the maidens, Molpia and Hippo, as well as the
names of the offending Lakedaimonians, Phryrarchidas and Parthenios.®® The maidens hung
themselves (amayyovorv), their father Skedasos was unsuccessful in gaining justice from Sparta
and subsequently killed himself as well. In broad strokes, the story is similar to earlier versions,
save for the additional details. The identities of the Lakedaimonians are specified, but their status
is described vaguely as “men” (dvdpeg).

Absent from the story are the curses and demands for sacrifice. A second glaring absence
is the tomb or monument itself, which is not mentioned at all. Instead, Pausanias tells us that
Epameinondas took the initiative to sacrifice and pray to Skedasos and the maidens because he
believed it would secure victory. In this version, we see a return to the active role of
Epameinondas in attempting to swing the tide of battle, without any reference to other known
omens or myths.

After a short narrative of the fighting, Pausanias describes the outcome:

OnPaioig pev 1 vikn kateipyaosto Empavéstata Tacdv 0mdcag katd EAAMvov aveilovto "EAAnvec:
Aaxedorpoviot 8¢ £¢ TV voTepaiay Tovg TeBvedTAG S1EV00DVTO MG BAWOVTEG Kol AmOGTEAAOVGL KNPUKA £C
1oV OnPaiovs. Enapvavdog 8¢, Emotauevog ¢ Emtkpimtecot TG cUUPOPAg del Tote 01 AaKESULUOVIOL
TEPVKAGLY, EQPACKEV AVAIPESY TOV VEKPAV TPOTEPOLG ADTAV S1OOVAL TOTG GUUUAYOLS, £l OE EKEIVOLg
avelopévolg obtm kol tovg Aakedaipoviovg N&iov Bdmte TOLC AVTAV.

On the one hand, the victory achieved by the Thebans was the most famous of all that Greeks had won over
Greeks. On the other hand, the Lakedaimonians were minded to take up their own dead for burial and they
sent a herald to the Thebans. But Epameinondas, who knew that the Lakedaimonians were disposed by
nature to always cover up their misfortunes, was thinking to grant to the allies the retrieval of their dead
first, and after they retrieve them thus he also allowed the Lakedaimonians to bury their own dead.

- Pausanias 9.13.11.

66 Pausanias 9.13.5.
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Before any further description, he begins by declaring that the victory was the most
famous ever won by Greeks against Greeks. He then describes a few of the immediate reactions
to the battle, sending heralds and preparing the dead on the field. For the latter practice,
Pausanias indicates that there was particular attention paid to the manipulation of the subsequent
commemoration. He alleges that the Lakedaimonians were likely to try to minimize the
appearance of their losses, and so tells us that Epameinondas accordingly takes action to prevent
the spin. With that stratagem complete, Pausanias highlights that only 47 Thebans and Boiotians
had perished, compared to more than 1,000 Lakedaimonians.

The next literary mentions of the story of Skedasos and his daughters are from centuries
after Pausanias. Gregory Nazianzenos mentions them in the fourth century CE, but with little
reference to the battle.%” A sixth-century commentator on Gregory, pseudo-Nonnus or Nonnus
Abbas, expand on the reference, describing Skedasos as a Leuktrian who had three daughters that
were raped and murdered by Spartans.®® According to the commentary, it is because of this
outrage that the Spartans lose at Leuktra. Note that it is not that the Thebans won, but rather that
the Spartans lost. A later commentary from the seventh or eighth century CE repeats this
reference, as does a late reference from the 15" century, by Michael Apostolios.®

Other than the monument of the virgins on the field, literary mentions of the trophy
indicate the persistence of the trophy monument. In the fourth century BCE, Isokrates uses it as a
point of comparison for hypothetical future trophies. In a speech written for the Spartan

prince/future king Archidamos to address the Spartans in support of continuing to war against

87 Gregory Nazianzenos Against Julian 4.
8 Pseudo-Nonnus Scholia Mythologica 4.10.

% Michael Apostolios 15.53.
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Thebes, the speaker references the trophy at Leuktra while speaking of the state of Spartan

affairs in the fourth century:

€l 8¢ poPnBévTeg ToVG EMOVTOC KIvduVoLg Tponcduedd T Tdv NUETEP@Y avTdV, Befardoouey Tag OnpPainv
dAaloveiog kai ToAD GeEUVOTEPOV TPOTALOV TOD TEPT AEDKTPA KOl POVEPOTEPOV GTNOOUEV KOO  HUDV
avT@V: TO PEV Yap ATVYiog, TO 08 ThG NUETEPAG dlavoiag E0TaL YEYEVILEVOV.

But if because we fear the present dangers we abandon what is ours, we confirm the boasts of the Thebans
and we erect against ourselves a trophy much more pompous and conspicuous than the trophy at Leuktra.
And one will be for our misfortune, but the other for our spirit.

- Isokrates 6.10
The physical marker of the trophy does not stand on the field itself, but rather in the collective

psyche of Archidamos’ contemporary Spartans. As an imaginary monument, it stands in
comparison with another imagined trophy, both of which are meant to stand as catalysts for
actions suggested by the speaker. The symbolic power of the trophy is reminiscent of
contemporary references to the trophy at Marathon.”

Chronologically, Isokrates’ speech is our earliest mention of the trophy at Leuktra,
perhaps two decades before Xenophon’s Hellenika. Isokrates’ usage of the trophy shows an
active manipulation of the meaning of the monument, however, while Xenophon merely states
that the trophy was raised and hints at the symbolic meaning to the losing Spartans.

Later authors also refer to the trophy. Around the turn of the third century CE, Athenaios
tells us that the trophy is depicted on the shield of Asopichos, one of the generals that fought
alongside Epameinondas at Leuktra, citing Theopompos of the fourth century BCE, around the
same time as Isokrates’ speech above. This shield and the depiction of the trophy is an
interesting case because, according to the text, it ended up as a dedication at the sanctuary at

Delphi, thus referencing the space of Leuktra in the space of the sanctuary. In this case, the

"0 E.g., Isokrates 5.147. It should be noted that Isokrates is speaking to an Athenian audience around 366 BCE, who
would have their own knowledge and assumptions regarding trophies in rhetorical speech.
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quoted text of Theopompos shows the depiction of the trophy on the shield, and the later citation
by Athenaios the lasting impressions.

After Theopompos, the trophy is obliquely mentioned by Cicero, but for a far different
purpose. Cicero approaches the monument in terms of piety and propriety, questioning the
justice in making permanent a monument that celebrates a victory of Greeks over Greeks. The
question is not whether it is right to celebrate a victory, but rather if it is right to establish a
permanent monument.

While this passage is often cited to indicate that the Thebans replaced an impermanent
trophy at Leuktra with a more substantial monument, a closer reading of the text challenges that
assumption. First, it must be pointed out that Cicero does not mention Leuktra, but rather that the
Thebans set up a trophy when they defeated the Lakedaimonians in battle.”! We can assume that
the battle referred to is Leuktra, based on other evidence from within Cicero’s corpus, in
particular De Officiis, where Leuktra is included in a list of battles that can be used in rhetorical
exercises.”? Nevertheless, it is striking that the battle is not named.

Secondly, the allegation is not that the Thebans replaced an ephemeral trophy, but rather
that they erected one of bronze. On the one hand, because we assume that there was an
ephemeral trophy based on our other sources, it could be the case that Cicero simply assumes its
existence. On the other hand, though, Cicero may conflate the bronze trophy with the initial

commemoration, perhaps insinuating that there was no ephemeral monument on the field in the

"L Cicero De Inventione 2.23: “Cum Thebani Lakedaimonios bello superavissent...”

2 Cicero De Officiis 1.61. The other battles are Marathon, Salamis, Plataia, and Thermopylai.
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first place. Perhaps the change in the meaning of trophies from a Greek to a Roman context is at
the heart of this issue.”

It could be the case that the existence of an ephemeral trophy was not assumed in the first
century BCE. In another reference to the battle in Cicero’s corpus, the orator neglects to mention
a trophy to Leuktra although he speaks about the trophy at Salamis.” Not only does Cicero’s text
present some problems, but so does the absence of mention in Diodorus Siculus’ text. Not only
does the narration of the battle lack the scene of setting the trophy, but so does the list of
Pelopidas’ accomplishments, despite the fact that the reference to Leuktra is sandwiched
between the trophies for Tegyra and for the Peloponnesian invasion.

Perhaps surprisingly, the trophy does not feature prominently in ancient sources after the
first century BCE. Diodorus discusses the battle, as does Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Strabo,
but none make mention of the battlefield monument. There is a passing reference from Plutarch,
but the mention probably had little to do with the monument itself. It comes in the context of
Epameinondas’ achievements, particularly what the general himself was most proud of: that his

mother and father lived to see the trophy set up at Leuktra:
paptupel 6¢ pot koi Emapevovdag eindv, dg poaoty, fidiotov antd yevéshat 10 ToLg TekOVToG {DVTOG
EMBEIV 1O &v AgVKTPO1g TPOTOOV ADTOD GTPATNYODVTOG.

And Epameinondas testified to me by saying, as they say, that the sweetest thing to him was the fact that
his living parents saw the trophy in Leuktra from when he was general.

- Plutarch Non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum 16.

Again, the monument is absent in Plutarch’s other discussions of Leuktra, including his
biography of Pelopidas. Following the same pattern as Diodorus, Pelopidas is given credit for a

trophy at Tegyra, but not at Leuktra.

73 See Kinnee 2011, 2018.

4 Cicero Tusculan Disputations 1.110.
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The next reference to the trophy comes from Pausanias, several centuries later. It is
apparent that the fabric of monuments and memories on the field of Leuktra had seriously frayed
in the previous centuries, especially in literary sources. While some continuity persists amid
minor variations, such as in the stories regarding the monument to the virgins, other elements of
the commemoration undergo major changes.

Even in Pausanias, however, we do not have a clear reference to the trophy that
commemorated the Theban victory at Leuktra in 371 BCE. Rather than tell us that a trophy was
established following the fighting, Pausanias gives a story about the presence of trophies on the
field prior to the battle. This was a trophy taken from the sanctuary of Trophonios in Livadia,
which Epameinondas placed on the battlefield of Leuktra in sight of the Lakedaimonians. While
present during the battle, the monument was returned to Livadia following the Theban triumph.”
Even in Pausanias’ report on the epigram on Epameinondas’ tomb lacks mention of the trophy at
Leuktra, and only Messene and Megalopolis are named.”® That being said, Pausanias makes no
other mention of a lasting trophy on the field of Leuktra.

Literary references to the trophy in the second century and later do not establish the
persistence of the monument, but rather might hint that the physicality of it had waned over the
centuries. In the ancient texts, then, the battlefield of Leuktra becomes defined by the event itself
rather than the elements on the field, so much so that the space of the battle does not matter and
Leuktra becomes a calling card for a transition of power from the Spartans to the Thebans. The

spatiality of Leuktra is lost, and it transitions into an imaginary space.

75 Pausanias 4.32.

76 Pausanias 9.15.
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Stage Four: Lapses of Memory

After several tumultuous centuries, the commemorative structure of the field of Leuktra
weakened. Looking beyond the monuments, this transition began early, perhaps with Isokrates in
the fourth century when the orator references Leuktra as the point when Spartan power failed.””
The theme of the battle as an organizing event in Greek history continues from that point, for
example in the third century BCE when Polybios dates the start of the period of Theban
dominance to the battle.”®

The process may have accelerated with continued rhetorical usage of the memory of the
battle, although this also began soon after 371. Eventually, Leuktra became a major source of
pride for the Thebans by the first century BCE.” Some attempted to extinguish this pride, as was
the case when Philip I marched into Boiotia,®® and later authors even viewed it as the cause for
Thebes’ later troubles,?' as the commemoration on the field faded.

Concerning Leuktra in general, it appears that the place was loosely defined
geographically and conceptually, sometimes vacillating between being called a city or a field.
Already in the fourth century BCE, Xenophon refers to Leuktra as a place in the territory of

Thespiai.®? Leake argued that Leuktra was of little note since the first century BCE: while Strabo

7 Isokrates 15.110.

78 Polybios 2.39.

7 Diodorus 17.11.

8 Diodorus 16.58.

8! Dionysius of Halicarnassus 2.17.2.

82 Xenophon 6.4.
164



mentions Leuktra as a city and place of note in his geography,®* Leake argues, the geographer
says that only Tanagra and Thespiai are considerable cities in Boiotia.®*

Likewise, Leuktra was not considered a city by Diodorus, who refers to the place as a
field (wediov). The attribution is echoed by Plutarch, who calls the space a field (zediov), in
contrast to the small town (zoldiyviov) in Lakonia of the same name.®> Elsewhere, however,
Plutarch refers to Leuktra as a small un-walled village (x@uiov) within the lands of Thespiai.’®
Centuries later, Pausanias gives no indication of a city of Leuktra, introducing it only as a place
in Boiotia.?’

The physical presence, and thus the knowledge of the place, was early confused. Perhaps,
as Leake argued, the basic knowledge of the place had been lost by the first century and Strabo.
This gives new significance to Plutarch’s account concerning the myth of the rape of the virgins
and how it inspired Pelopidas, since the general had to send scouts to the field in order to learn
more.%® Indeed, the theme of confused knowledge of the space and its attending mythology exists
in Diodorus, since it is the local soothsayers that know of the myth and its significance.

Due to the limited definition of the place, the lapse of the commemoration in the space
probably began around the first century BCE. How does this mesh with the extant archaeological

record?

83 Strabo 9.2.35.

8 Leake 1936, 480.

85 Plutarch Pelopidas 20.3.

8 Plutarch Amatoriae Narrationes 3.
87 Pausanias 9.13.3.

88 Plutarch Amatoriae Narrationes 3.
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Given that only the stone monument persisted, that is all we have to analyze. Based on
the limited available evidence, we see the effects of the lapses in the stone monument itself,
which fell into ruin at some point before its discovery in the 19" century.?® The monument was
unknown to Leake in his travels in the early parts of the century.”® Orlandos’ excavations in the
early and mid-20™ century uncovered further evidence of the monument’s decay in the form of
robber’s trenches that indicate the stone was taken away to be reused locally.’! Indeed, Leake’s
account of the area tells us of the numerous bits of ancient stone that were built into the churches
and buildings in the region.”?

Remaining with the stone monument, our record depends on how it is identified. On the
one hand, if indeed it is a monumental trophy, then it is possible that it stood since its foundation
in the fourth century through the first century BCE and first century CE, when it is referenced by
authors like Cicero. Although there are later mentions of the monument, its conspicuous absence
in Pausanias’ narrative suggests that the monument was not present on the field in the second
century.

In this scenario, the stone monument would have faded into disrepair, perhaps already
swallowed up into the field. Later references to the trophy would be in reference to a
hypothetical, imaginary and assumed monument. We see this in the second or third century CE
reference from a Hermogenes of Tarsus, who tells a fantastic story about the fate of the Thebans

after Alexander sacked the city. According to Hermogenes, the Lakedaimonians bought 3,000

8 Ulrichs 1863.
%0 Leake 1935, 480-489, especially 485-486.
! Orlandos 1958a, 1958b, 1961a, 1961b.

92 Leake 1935, 480.
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Thebans as prisoners to sacrifice at the Leuktra trophy.”? As far as I can tell, this is the only
reference to the event.

On the other hand, the stone monument may be a monument to the virgins. In that case,
the monument may have persisted through the second century CE, and the myth is attested as
late as the sixth century CE,** although with variations from the story known earlier. If this is so,
then perhaps the trophy would have fallen apart earlier, perhaps by the time that Cicero was
active, since the orator claims that the memory of the battle will never be lost, but without any
mention of the trophy.?> There is also a possibility that the stone monument was simultaneously a
trophy and the monument to the virgins, especially after the first century BCE, based on shifting
meaning over the vocabulary meaning of trophy, tporaiov, or Latin tropaeum.*®

Regardless, the monument was probably covered before the Ottoman period, as the area
was in use and accessible via a Turkish road.’” In addition to that, the good preservation of the
stones of the sculptural frieze indicates that at least that portion of the monument was covered by
soil relatively early, and that the blocks were not left to weather in the open.

In the end, this phase is most apparent in the lack of evidence from the field other than
the stone monument, despite the numerous literary references to other activities that occurred in
the space. There are no burials nor any evidence of games, other monuments have not been

found, nor have there been any weapons or armor associated with the field. In that sense, it is

93 Hermogenes On Arguments 3.15.68.

%4 Pseudo-Nonnus Scholia mythologica 4.10.
% Cicero Tusculan Disputations 1.110.

% Kinnee 2011; Kinnee 2018.

7 Heurtley 1923; Pritchett 1965c.
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very different from the field of Marathon, perhaps because the latter attracted much attention

from visitors and travelers.

Stage Five: Re-remembering Leuktra

In this current stage of re-remembering, and subsequently analyzing the commemoration
of Leuktra, we rely on the accounts of early travelers and on the archaeological projects in the
surrounding environment. While there have been many major developments in the understanding
of the space, there remains more opportunity to explore the connections with the commemoration
of the battle.

Leake visited Boiotia and the area of the battle in the early 19" century, publishing his
account in 1836. The traveler details his experience around an area he identifies as Lefkas, but
which he does not equate with ancient Leuktra, preferring to interpret the latter as a minor
dwelling and a plain. Leake mentions a tumulus on the outskirts of modern Leuktra, which he
deems must be the site of the burial of the 1,000 Lakedaimonians that had died in the battle.”®
His assertion is based solely on his interpretation of ancient sources and the prominence of the
mound, and there are no archaeological finds that corroborated his position. Absent from Leake’s
records is the “trophy”, as he probably would have called the stone monument, so we can guess
that the associated stones were not found by the time of his visit.”

In his logs, Leake hypothesized a reason for the sparse population of the area. He notes

that the only sizable village nearby was Rimokastro, which had a patron saint Charalabos (4yiog

%8 Leake 1936, 488: “As the barrow on the site of Leuktra is exactly on the summit of the ridge which was occupied
by the Lakedaemonian camp, it is probably the place of sepulture [sic] of the 1000 Lakedaemonians who fell in
the celebrated contest...It is therefore a monument of the same kind as the tumulus of Marathon, and a relic of
antiquity scarcely less interesting.”

9 Although he does talk about the myth of the virgins, I doubt that the monument was visible. Leake 1935, 486.
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Xopoldaumog) who was said to have cured a recent plague. Leake supposes that the population of
the region congregated in Rimokastro due to the saint and the possibility of plague.'

The stone monument was found in 1839 by German archaeologists.!®! Almost
immediately, it was interpreted as the trophy monument to the battle, despite the lack of
corroborating evidence. It appears that not much work was done at the site until the excavations
by the Greek archaeologist Orlandos, who published the results of his work in 1922. Orlandos
describes 10 sculpted stones that were found on the field near the church at Parapougia.
Excavation proceeded for roughly 1.5 meters before they found sterile soil. In addition to the
stones that were found on the surface, enough material was excavated for Orlandos to
hypothesize a monument with the five levels that we see in the reconstruction today: a
foundation and base of limestone; a cylindrical tower with a crowning frieze of metopes and
triglyphs; a band of a geison above the frieze; a conical frieze of eight sculpted shields; and a top
cone that had a hole with a diameter of roughly 1.35m. Orlandos identified the monument as the
trophy based on its location and because of the sculpted shield frieze.!*? Based on that
assumption, he interpreted the hole in the topmost portion as a place for a column of a trophy
monument. Orlandos’ initial interpretation of the monument slightly differed from the accounts
of Ulrichs and previous scholars who thought that the central opening in the monument was for

an altar.193

100 [ eake (1935, 483) expresses some problematic assumptions that show an anti-Ottoman bias: “When the disorder
rages...a disaster which though not very frequent in Greece is sure to happen occasionally where Turks reside,
the Greeks often fly from the infected town and place themselves under the Saint’s protection at Rimokastro.”

101 Ulrichs 1848, 39 and 39 n.2 citing periodicals A9nvé 1839, 646 and Kunstblatt 1840, 45.

192 Orlandos 1922, 38.

103 Ulrichs 1863, 104; Frazer 1898, 51.
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Orlandos’ plan following excavations was to restore the monument immediately, and the
process was planned for as soon as possible. It was put on hold, however, due to the wars of the
middle of the 20" century. Anastylosis was accomplished by 1961.!% Orlandos claims that the
reconstructions are based on Boiotian coins from the third century BCE, but none of the
examples show the actual substructure for the monument. Instead, it is only the central
mannequin/trophy that resembles anything on the coins.

In these examples of archaeological reporting on the monument, we see how information
can be passed between scholars. The same information appears in multiple publications and in
three languages, including the same photographs.!% Interestingly, sometimes this leads to
mistakes that can be spread. For example, there is an error in Orlandos’ 1958 publication which
dates the battle of Leuktra to 379 BCE, which is again repeated in Georges Daux’ report on
archaeological activity in the 1959 edition of the journal Bulletin de Correspondance
Hellénique.'"

Besides the stone monument, early scholars who visited the field interpreted an artificial
mound to the north of the modern city as a burial related to the battle. Leake believed that this
mound was the burial of the Lakedaimonian dead, based on his reading of the sources that
indicated the Spartan camp was somewhere around the nearby northern foothills. Frazer, in his
commentary on Pausanias, appears to take this view as well, as does the late-19"-century

topographer Grundy.!?” Excavations at this spot in the early 20" century by the American School

194 Orlandos 1961a, 1961b.
195 Ulrichs 1848, 1861; Orlandos 1922, 1958; Daux 1959.

196 Daux 1959, 675. This only shows that Daux reproduced Orlandos’ report, not that he was convinced that the
battle was actually fought in 379 BCE.

197 Grundy 1894.
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of Classical Studies at Athens, however, showed that the mound was actually the site of the city
of Eutresis.!%

The battle of Leuktra resonated with the romantic poet Byron, and it features in his poem
Childe Harold and his notes on the subject.!?” The field itself does not come up, perhaps
indicating that there were no monuments that caught his imagination. The poet died before the
stone monument was discovered, and his trips to the plain are only mentioned in the context of

visiting other famous battlefields.!!°

Conclusion: Comparing Leuktra and Marathon

Marathon is useful point of comparison and contrast to the commemorative network and
space of Leuktra. These battles were juxtaposed in ancient literature, and cast in a narrative of
Athenian and Theban politics within the wider Mediterranean world. This is somewhat reflected
in the material record of the battlefield, as well as the ancient sources that refer to the sites.

One key difference between the battlefields of Marathon and Leuktra is that the latter
lacks evidence of graves and burials, let alone a massive tumulus like the soros. Due to this
absence, the field is somewhat less spatially tethered than Marathon, and arguments based on the
spatiality of the monuments are more difficult to establish and defend. Perhaps this was a
problem even in antiquity, and so maybe the commemoration of Leuktra can be read in light of

similar struggles an ascendant Thebes witnessed in the fourth century.

198 Goldman 1927.
199 Rood 2007.

119 Rood 2007. Epameinondas comes up in Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage, but not only in relation to Leuktra.
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A trophy was erected following the battle at Leuktra during the stage of initial
commemoration. This was an impermanent monument, which symbolically marked the field and
played with space in ways typical of trophies by the fourth century BCE. The monument at
Leuktra marked a figurative turning point and a functional ending point of the battle. As an
initial commemoration, this monument does not have a counterpart on the field of Marathon.
Instead, it more closely resembles what the Marathon column monument became in the centuries
after the battle, as it was transformed into a contemporary trophy. The ephemeral trophy at
Leuktra, then, followed wider Greek precedents concerning trophies than the eventual Marathon
monument did, if only simply because the latter did not have any specific spatial relationship to
the battle.

Unlike Marathon, however, ancient sources indicate that the Leuktra trophy was a point
of contention soon after it was raised in the fourth-century BCE, as well as in the following
years. Already in the decade after the battle, the trophy has negative connotations at least in the
Athenian imagination, as it stands as a marker for Spartan failure in the above-mentioned oration
by Isokrates. This sentiment was only exacerbated by the first century BCE, when we have
Cicero’s reference to the trophy in a debate on piety and righteousness, insinuating that some of
the commemorative power of the monument was wrong.

It did not take long for the sheen to dull for Leuktra. In general, it appears that the victory
was not always viewed in a positive light outside of Thebes and/or Boiotia. In fact, Plutarch,
writing in the second century, insinuates that the wider Greek world became tired of hearing
about the Theban victory even in Chaironeia, saying that a man who would narrate the battle at a

dinner party would end the festivities and earn himself the label “Epameinondas”.!!!

U1 Plutarch De Garrulitate 22.
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This is in marked contrast with the commemoration of Marathon in a similar time period,
when the Marathon column monument was updated with epigraphical and sculptural editions
that categorized the monument as a trophy and further celebrated the battle. Nevertheless, the
trophy at Leuktra could stand in a positive light in comparison with the commemoration of
Marathon in some sources, even to Plutarch who said that Epameinondas’ greatest joy was that
his parents lived to see the trophy at Leuktra.

It appears that the stages of commemorative lapse and modern recollection at both
Marathon and Leuktra roughly coincided. This should not be surprising, given that these stages
coincided with other global trends. A major similarity is the evident desire to re-erect the
monuments on the field, although it is only at Leuktra that this was planned from the very onset
of the study of the monument by the Greek authorities. For some reason, the marble column at
Marathon did not receive the same amount of attention, and its remains were left in the ruins of
the medieval tower until the third quarter of the 20" century, even though they were known.

Lastly, the commemoration of the battle of Marathon in the fifth stage seems to be a
stronger focus than the commemoration of Leuktra. Although the latter saw its stone monument
re-erected with greater speed than its counterpart, very little attention has been paid to the battle
of Leuktra in the contemporary world, either by archaeologists or, as it appears, by the modern
nation of Greece. Whereas Marathon enjoys an eponymous modern sporting event and a major
engineering project that has ties to the ancient battle in the 20" century dam, there are no

comparative modern commemorations at Leuktra.
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Map

(All maps are my own

Reconstructed monument;
Exact Ancient location unknown

Map 3.1: Leuktra: Commemorations on the Battlefield
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Figures

Figure 3.1: Stone Monument at Leuktra. Photo: Author.
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Figure 3.2a (above): Reconstruction of the Stone Monument as a Trophy. Orlandos 1958a.

Figure 3.2b (below): Drawing of a Hellenistic Coin from Boiotia. Orlandos 1958a.
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Figure 3.3a (top): Plan of Tomb of Kar. Travlos 1988, 278 fig. 348.

Figure 3.3b (bottom): Interior of Tomb of Kar. Travlos 1988, 279 fig. 350.
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Figure 3.3c (top): Block with Metope and Triglyph from Tomb of Kar. Travlos 1988, 279 fig. 351.

Figure 3.3d (bottom): Exterior of Tomb of Kar. Travlos 1988, 278 fig 359.
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Figure 3.4: Plan of “Tomb at Horos 3” in the Kerameikos. Kurtz and Boardman 1971, 111 fig. 21.
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Figure 3.5: Reconstruction of the Shield Monument from Veria. Markle 1999, 235 fig. 37.
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Figure 3.6: Shield Monument at Messene. Photo: Author.
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Chapter Four: The Battlefield of Chaironeia

The landscape biography of the battlefield of Chaironeia is more complex than those of
Marathon and Leuktra. Like other battlefields, the commemorations of Chaironeia exist within
the field’s landscape of monuments and corresponding memories (Map 4.1). This case study is
unique, however, because there were multiple battles that occurred in the same space, several
spurring their own commemorations.

In terms of the physical space, four monuments have been associated with the 338 BCE
battle. There are two mass burials, traditionally related to both sides of the fighting, a prehistoric
tomb that had been interpreted as one of the mass burials before it was excavated in the early 20®
century, and a stone lion monument. Besides these, there are commemorative activities for
Sulla’s victory in 86 BCE, namely fragments of a single extant trophy.

The earliest literary mention of Chaironeia dates to the late-sixth or early-fifth century
BCE, from the historian Hekataios, who describes it as the first city on the road to Phokis.! Later,
Chaironeia is mentioned in Thucydides’ history as a place in Boiotia, at times subject to
Orchomenos, located at the extreme edge of Boiotia towards Phokis.> During the Peloponnesian
war, Chaironeia changed hands several times, but apparently this did not leave a lasting
impression on the field. The Athenians installed a garrison® before attempting to establish there a
pro-democracy base in Boiotia,* but this ultimately failed.> To Thucydides, Chaironeia is not a

city exactly, but rather described as a place or district (ywpiov) within the region. The next

! Hekataios fr. 116, cited by Stephanus Byzantinus in Ethnika entry on Xaipdvera.
2 Thucydides 1.133; 4.76; 4.89.

3 Thucydides 1.133.

4 Thucydides 4.76.

5 Thucydides 4.89.
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literary mentions of the field postdate 338 BCE, and so potentially refer to the battle and will be
discussed below.

The earliest ancient sources that mention the 338 BCE battle were composed by the
orators Aeschines and Demosthenes, although the references are largely in passing. Other fourth-
century authors reference the battle as well, such as Deinarchos, Lykourgos and Theopompos.
These near contemporary sources shed light on the initial stage of commemoration, as well as
hint at the stages of official commemoration. Polybios in the second century BCE discusses
Philip’s lenient treatment of the Athenians after the battle. Later, we get details from Diodorus
Siculus and Strabo, writing roughly a quarter-millennium after the battle in the first century
BCE. These were followed by Pliny and Longinus in the first century CE, then Plutarch a little
later in the century and into the next. Aristides and Pausanias write about the battle in the second
century CE, followed by Aelianus into the third century. Declamations by the fourth-century
orator Libanius reference the monuments on the field. After the fourth century, most references
to the battle are not concerned with the commemoration itself, but rather attempt to moralize or
otherwise understand the outcome as a definitive defeat of Greece by the Macedonians. Later
sources occasionally reference the monuments, such as in the writings of 12" century scholars
Euthymius Malaces and Eustathius of Thessaloniki.®

While the present study focuses on the battle of 338 BCE, where the Macedonians under
Philip II defeated a coalition of Greeks, an equally famous battle was fought in 86 BCE between
a Roman army under the general Sulla and a Pontic army of Mithridates VI under the general

Archelaos. Besides these, we know of a battle during the Peloponnesian war,” another from the

¢ See below, pp. 230-231.

" Thucydides 4.76-89; Diodorus 12.6.
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middle of the third century BCE,® and perhaps several others,’ none of which apparently left
lasting impressions on the field.

The commemorative landscape at Chaironeia was very complex. This chapter will
proceed from the perspective of the 338 BCE battle, but analyze the commemorations of the later
battles, when relevant, in response to the earlier victory. As will become clear, the evidence that
connects the monuments to the events of 338 BCE is pretty slim until the written sources of later
centuries. Thus, from a murky origin, these monuments became commemorations of the battle

over time.

Stage One: Initial Commemoration

As was the case for the initial commemoration of Marathon and Leuktra, no
contemporary literary sources mention the immediate reaction to the Macedonian victory. In fact,
there are no extant full accounts of the battle until Diodorus Siculus’ of the first century BCE.
Earlier near-contemporary references largely center around the Athenian responses to the battle,
for example by Demosthenes'® or Lykourgos.!' The near contemporary sources, however,
provide little detail for any on-field commemoration at Chaironeia. The only initial actions
reported deal with the treatment of the Athenian dead, but their mention largely serves as
vehicles for rhetorical attacks in an Athenian audience.

In general, there is a question as to what actions were taken immediately after the battle.

Based on the limited contemporary sources, as well as the disagreement in later sources, it is

8 Polybios 4.39; Plutarch Aratus 16.
° Diodorus 12.6-38. There was even a mythical battle, see below. Plutarch Theseus 27.6.
10°E.g., Demosthenes 26.11.

1 E.g., Lykourgos 1.16.
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possible that the commemoration did not conform to expectations in several areas. We assume
that the dead must have been collected and treated, and that each of participants were given leave
to do so by the victorious Macedonians. As occurred after Marathon and Leuktra, we also
assume that reports were sent out, although the evidence is limited. Of course, only the former
could leave a lasting impression on the field.

Before discussing the burials, we begin with a question of the battlefield trophy. It is
possible that an ephemeral trophy should also belong to the initial stage, but this notion is
perhaps doubtful given that there are no contemporary authors who mention the battle and its
immediate commemoration.'> On the one hand, the practice appears to have become common by
the end of the fifth century BCE, as attested by its frequent mention in Thucydides and
subsequent historians.!* On the other hand, Pausanias reports that there was no trophy for the
battle because this was not a Macedonian custom.!* The question will be covered in more depth
below, but the disagreement is enough to cast reasonable doubt on the existence of an ephemeral

trophy immediately after the fighting ended in 338 BCE.

Physical Evidence

Concerning the physical evidence, there are two monuments that fall into this stage, both
of them mass burials. The first is the oft-called Macedonian mound, so identified by some of the
weaponry and other artifacts that were excavated from it, but which I will refer to as the

Chaironeia tumulus. The second is a burial that has been variously identified as the resting place

12 Diodorus 16.86.6 and 16.88.3. See below. Diodorus Siculus mentions a trophy, but this may be a rhetorical tool.
13 For trophies in historians, see Pritchett 1974, 246-275.

14 Pausanias 9.4.
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of the Theban sacred band or of Philip’s select Macedonian troops, which is now capped by a
later Lion monument, and I will refer to as the Lion burial.

Both burials have firm, if not unassailable, connections to the battle of 338 BCE. The
Chaironeia tumulus has been connected to it by several factors, inferred from archaeological
excavations in addition to topographical considerations. Moreover, based on similarity of the
artifacts buried in them, the Chaironeia tumulus and Lion burial should be roughly
contemporary, although that significance is up for debate. For both of these burials, I analyze
their connection to the fourth-century battle by discussing their form, the artifacts associated with
them, and how they interact with their surrounding space.

Starting with the Chaironeia tumulus, it is a large mound on the southern bank of the
Kephisos river, south of the Akontion mountain ridge (Figure 4.1; Map 4.1). While it has
undergone extensive cosmetic manipulation over time, it can generally be described as a large,
conical mound of earth seven meters tall with a diameter of more than 70 meters.!> Excavation in
the early 20™ century revealed that it was deliberately constructed and raised from a shallow
depression in the field that had been cleared away, possibly for the purpose of raising the
monument (Figure 4.2). Within the mound there was an ash layer, varying in thickness from 30
cm to 70 cm, with the remains of burnt wood and some skeletal evidence, perhaps indicating a
large pyre (Figure 4.3).!° As far as I can tell from the excavation reports, there is no evidence of
offering trenches or other features within the mound. The excavation revealed a kantharos and

non-burnt bones in the excavation trench outside of the mound, but the context is unclear.!’

15 Sotiriades 1902, 58.
16 Sotiriades 1902, 59.

17 Sotirades 1904, 50. Sotiriades speculates whether this is the tomb of the Thebans, Boiotians, or other Greeks who
participated in the battle. See discussion in stage two. It is not clear what happened to this kantharos, but it is
likely among those that were compared to similar vessels from the Theban Kabeirion.

185



The fill is composed of soil from the surrounding field, with pottery sherds that are
reportedly as late as the fourth century BCE. Of the datable examples, the excavator Giorgos
Sotiriades highlights kantharoi that are similar to comparanda found at the Theban Kabeirion and
other places throughout Boiotia (Figure 4.4a, 4.4b), as well as an oinochoe decorated with ivy
leaves that he claims are characteristic of the century.'® In addition to the ceramic artifacts,
Sotirades’ excavation uncovered metal artifacts, including nails, swords, knives, and parts of
spear points (Figure 4.5),'° as well as some Greek coins.?°

The Chaironeia tumulus has been connected to the battle of 338 BCE based on a
combination of its position, form, and associated artifacts. Taken all together, these factors
support an interpretation that the grave could be connected to the 338 battle, but individual
examination of each underscores the tenuousness of the attribution.

First, the location is the most secure factor, as the monument has been in its current
location for as long as it has existed, but that does not make the connection to the battle seamless.
While the monument stands in the general vicinity of the battlefield, it is more than 2 km
distance from the town of Chaironeia. On the one hand, if the tumulus is at all related to the
topography of the battle, as many scholars argue,?! and given that the position of the town was
most likely defended during the battle,?? then it is possible, but unlikely, that the battle lines

spanned the entire two-kilometer length. On the other hand, the tumulus may not have any

'8 Sotiriades 1902, 58.

19 Sotiraides 1902, 58; Sotiriades 1903, plate 41. Ma 2008, 74-75. Ma notes that the materials are awaiting further
study but compares some of the finds to artifacts from Derveni and Vergina.

20 Sotirades 1904, 50; Ma 2008, 77.

2L E.g., Sotiriades 1902, 1903, 1904, 1910; Kromayer 1926; Hammond 1938; Pritchett 1971, 1974, 1979, 1985,
1991.

22 Hammond 1938, 204.
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relation to the battle itself, other than its general placement on the field.?* This does not preclude
the monument from being a commemoration of the battle. In fact, the location of the mound in a
relatively flat area at a distance from the fighting, combined with the archaeological evidence of
a pyre and cremation, could be evidence of a mass funeral ceremony, deliberately sited away
from the town. The assertation is based on the belief that such a ceremony would need space.?*

At the same time, it is possible that the tumulus has no relation to this battle at all, or to
any military event for that matter. Given that there are several skirmishes mentioned in literary
sources, in addition to whatever simply escaped recording, it is possible that the tumulus covers
the slain of a different battle. It is also possible that the tumulus does not cover casualties of war
at all, and instead is a local burial that has been incorporated into the local commemorative
framework, similar to what has likely occurred with the Tomb of the Plataians from the plain of
Marathon.?

Secondly, the form of the tumulus has also connected the monument to the battle through
an association with tumuli in Macedon, particularly at Vergina. Even this is suspect, however, as
John Ma outlines with the following reasons: the mound is located in Greece rather than
Macedonia, it is a collective rather than an individual burial, and it was set up by the Macedonian
state rather than privately. The Chaironeia tumulus is also exceedingly large, by both southern

Greece and Macedonian standards.®

2 Ma 2008, 77.

24 Ma 2008, 77. “All these rituals explain the choice of the site for the cremation: the Macedonian army needed open
space for the events, involving tens of thousands of men. If the road attested archaeologically south of the
Kephissos existed in 338, it might have served both for the gathering of the bodies and for the movements of men
and horses during the post-battle celebrations.”

25 See Chapter 2, pp. 54-58 and Figure 2.9.

26 Ma 2008, 77.
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Moreover, an adequate comparandum is much closer on the field itself, namely in the
Magoula Balomenou.?’ This Neolithic mound is also on the northern edge of the plain and along
the banks of the same river Kephisos. Perhaps it was also originally of similar dimensions:
although it was only three and a half meters tall in 1902, its circumference is actually greater
than the Chaironeia tumulus, and excavation revealed a significant lacuna in periods represented
archaeologically between the Bronze Age and the Hellenistic or Roman periods, indicating that
the mound may have stood higher in the past, with accumulated layers lost either through natural
processes or through cultivation. Indeed, if this is the case, then perhaps we should assume that
many additional, similar mounds would have stood on the field at various points, many of which
eroded away in time. The mound would be a fitting local form.

The soros at Marathon is a second compelling comparandum, with comparable
measurements and visual impact on the field.?® Given that the Athenians were also participants in
the battle of 338, that they had a demonstrable history of battlefield burials in tumuli despite the
practice of patrios nomos,? and that the soros at Marathon had been effectively incorporated
into the official myth-history of Athens, there is a controversial possibility that the Chaironeia
tumulus could be considered Athenian. One key difference between the soros and the Chaironeia
tumulus is the offering trenches, but their absence would be fitting for a repurposed Archaic form
in the fourth century. While this scenario is admittedly unlikely, it is nevertheless possible to

read support from the facts available.

27 Sotiriades 1902, 1904, 1905, 1910; Tzavella-Evjen 2012.
28 See Chapter 2, pp. 50-54 and Figure 2.3.

2 Jacoby 1944.
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Thirdly, the artifacts associated with the Chaironeia tumulus connect the monument to
the fourth century BCE loosely, if not to the battle of 338 specifically. The ceramic evidence, as
reported, indicates that the mound does not predate the fourth century, based on comparisons
with kantharoi from the Theban Kabeirion, as well as to Boiotian and general Greek pottery
attributed the fourth century. It should be noted, however, that the ceramics from the tumulus
have not been reexamined since the start of the 20" century, despite subsequent archaeological
research on the Kabeirion that provides evidence of activity from the seventh century BCE to the
fourth century CE. This part of the ceramic evidence should also be critically reassessed to avoid
becoming a circular argument, since their inclusion in the Chaironeia tumulus has also reinforced
the chronological sequence.*

Other kantharoi from the Kabeirion are also comparable to examples found in Hellenistic
graves in Aitolian Chalkis.?! While this may be entirely coincidental, it is intriguing that there is
a third-century battle between the Aitolian League and Boiotian League that occurred in
Chaironeia, where the former defeated the latter. Moreover, the ceramic assemblage would only
indicate a terminus post quem, and it is possible that such artifacts would be found in any
structure after the fourth century.’? There are many other fourth-century battles that occurred
near Chaironeia or along the Kephisos river, any of which could have produced the Chaironeia

tumulus.>3

30 Bedigan 2008.
3! Eiring 2004, 101.

32 As might be the case with the soros at Marathon, which might have a late-sixth century ceramic assemblage but
has frequently been connected to 490 BCE. See Chapter 2.

33 Diodorus 16.
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Besides the ceramic artifacts, metal weapons, strigils, and coins were also excavated from
the Chaironeia tumulus. The strigils, as far as I can tell, are not diagnostically useful in
establishing the date of the burial (Figure 4.6). The coins may be more useful, but these were
damaged by fire and water, and the excavator could only identify them as Greek,** presumably
as opposed to Roman. The weapons have been presented as evidence of fourth-century
Macedonian types, largely based on the form of the spear points and butt-spikes that are said to
resemble sarissai at an earlier point of their development.®> While possible, the argument
assumes a typological evolution of the weapon. It is also possible, however, to question whether
the interpretation is warranted by the finds themselves, or if the assumed connection to fourth-
century Macedonians simply stems from the fame of the battle itself.

While the location, form, and associated artifacts can each be connected to the battle of
338 BCE independently, there are other nagging possibilities that problematize the assumption.
The placement and form do not necessarily indicate the fourth century and Macedon, nor does
the archaeological assemblage. The Chaironeia tumulus may have been a monument for the
Macedonian dead, but it could also have been a monument to the Thebans or Athenians, local
Chaironeians or other Boiotians, or it may be entirely unrelated to the battle of 338. I suggest two
tantalizing alternatives, that the mound could be an Athenian tomb for the 338 battle, or even an
Aitolian or Boiotian mass tomb from the battle in 245 BCE.?¢ In the absence of additional
evidence, it is difficult to ascertain the precise nature of the Chaironeia tumulus at the time that it

was created.

3% Sotiriades 1904, 50.
35 Ma 2008, 75.

36 Polybios 4.13 records a mass burial after the battle of Kaphyai in the Peloponnese, after an Aitolian victory.
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The other mass burial on the field is the Lion burial, located east of the acropolis of
Chaironeia. Although a stone lion was eventually placed above it, the burial was not so adorned
in the original setting (Figure 4.7a, b). The tomb itself may be an initial commemoration, so we
focus on that now. The area of the burial was known from the early 19" century because of the
stone lion, but only excavated systematically in 1879 and 1880.3” The 1880 season uncovered
254 skeletons that were buried in seven rows. Upon discovery, the excavators noted evidence of
wounds on the bones*® and various grave offerings of iron strigils, numerous bone buttons of
uncertain purpose,* and plain earthenware pottery.*

The burial has been connected to the battle of 338 based on the combined factors of its
location on the field, the number and condition of the skeletons, and the later stone lion
monument that was referenced by Pausanias centuries after the battle.*! Following the same
method as above, however, we see that each of these individual factors do not necessarily prove
that the burial belongs to 338.

Again, the general location near the battlefield is the most secure connection, since the
burial was not moved after it was created. The precise location near the citadel of Chaironeia
allows further associations with the battle, if we accept the assertion that the location must have

been occupied during the fighting.*? This potential connection is much clearer than that of the

37 Koumanoudis 1880, 1881. See below.
38 Ma 2008, 74-76; Liston 2020.
39 Possibly parts of footwear. See below and Ma 2008, 76.

40 Koumanoudis 1881, 18. Ma (2008, 76) hypothesizes that the bone buttons were eyelets from trochades “running
sandals”.

4l Pausanias 9.40.10. See below.

42 Hammond 1937, 204.
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Chaironeia tumulus, but is still based on the assumption that the burial must mark a significant
place of the fighting, which itself cannot be proven. Given the proximity to the ancient city, it
would not be surprising to find any significant burial nearby.

Neither does the form of the Lion burial, nor the means of internment, confirm a
connection to 338. The burial contained 254 inhumed corpses that were arranged in seven
parallel series, all with the same orientation.*? In addition to the inhumations, however, there was
evidence of at least one cremation found between two skeletons in the second row,* indicating a
combination of inhumation and cremation within the burial, perhaps at different times. The
associated artifacts are also unreliable connections to 338. The iron strigils, bone buttons or
eyelets, and earthenware pots are not securely datable, and the other diagnostic ceramics, as cited
by the excavator Sotiriades, are of the same sort as what was found in the Chaironeia tumulus.
Again, the pottery is comparable to that found at the Theban Kabeirion,* about which I have
expressed skepticism already.

For the form and means of burial, a striking comparandum with the Lion burial at
Chaironeia is the Thespian polyandrion, itself a mass burial in Boiotia that was eventually topped
by a stone lion monument. The Thespian burial, however, has been dated to 426 BCE,*® nearly a
century earlier than the battle of Chaironeia in 338 BCE. The circumstances for this burial, as
interpreted most recently by Demetrius Schilardi,*’ could present an intriguing scenario for the

Lion burial at Chaironeia. According to his reading of the ancient literary sources and

43 Koumanoudis 1881, 18.

4 Koumanoudis 1881, 18.

45 Ma 2008, 83 n. 78. Ma cites a postcard sent from Sotiriades (non vidi).

46 Based on inscriptions and other evidence, see Schilardi 1977, 28. See Chapter 3, p. 133.

47 Schilardi 1977.
192



archaeological remains, Schilardi believed that the Thespian polyandrion was a tomb for a battle
at Delion. Thus, the remains within the Thespian grave must have been carted to the location
from the battlefield itself. Seeing that this is possible, the Lion burial at Chaironeia may actually
be a remnant of a similar practice. As previously mentioned, Chaironeia was an active battlefield
during the Peloponnesian war,*® so it is possible that the grave could be from a battle of the fifth
century. Reviewing the location and the burial form together, and in comparison to the Thespian
polyandrion, we see that the Lion burial’s association with 338 is rather ambiguous and largely
depends on the fame of the battle, in combination with later literary sources.

If we divorce the monument from the weighty 338 BCE connection, there are many
alternative possibilities. Again, there is little secure evidence to attribute the monument to any
particular participants, although there are compelling possibilities. Perhaps the most common
assumption is that the stone lion was erected over the Theban Sacred Band, but this was an
interpretation only introduced in the early 19" century.*® Other possibilities are that it was
erected over the Thebans alone, as was argued in antiquity by Pausanias,’® or perhaps over

portions of the Macedonians.>!

Literary Evidence
While there are no contemporary sources that detail the on-field commemorative

activities, the published prosecution and defense of Ktesiphon in the fourth century BCE, by

“8 E.g., Thucydides 1.113.

49 Ma 2008, 79 calls it “a piece of speculation not founded on Pausanias”. After the initial discovery in 1818, this
idea also found support by Sotiriades and Kromayer.

30 Pausanias 9.40.

3! Beloch 1923; Hammond 1938.
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Aeschines and Demosthenes respectively, contain hints of how the Athenian dead were treated.
As far as I can tell, there are no similar references to the other known participants of the battle,
the Thebans or the Macedonians.

The Athenian sources complicate the possibility that the Athenians were buried on the
field. Aeschines, in his attack on Demosthenes in Against Ktesiphon from the decade after the

battle, shames his rival for daring to stand on the tomb of the fallen:

Ev0a 81 kai TV avdpdY TAV dyaddv EEOV oty dmipvncdfvar, odg 0Tog AOVTOV Kol GIcOAMEPTTOV
Svtov TV lep®dV EKTENYAG L TOV TPOSNAOV Kivouvov, ETOMUNGE TOTG dpaméTalg ool Kol Aeloudot Ty
TGEW avapag imi TOV TAPOV TOV TAV TEAEVTICAVTOYV, EYKOUIALEW TNV EKEIVOV APETHV.

Indeed, now it is fitting to remember the good men, whom [Demosthenes] sent out into clear danger despite
the ill-starred and unfit omens, he dared to stand upon the tomb of the dead with runaway feet that had
abandoned their post, to eulogize their virtue.

- Aeschines 3.152

While the sentiment is clear, the actual location of the shameful eulogy is not. The language is
likely rhetorical and has little to do with the actual placement of the burial. Demosthenes’
response provides a different picture, however, indicating that he did not deliver the eulogy on
the grave itself, but rather in his own home, following common custom.>?

The issue is blurred further by the fact that Aeschines appears to use the rhetoric of tombs
loosely, such as in a second jab against Demosthenes centered around the tombs of the ancestors
of the Athenians. In this reference, Aeschines claims that Themistocles, the fallen from the
battles of Marathon and Plataia, and the tombs of the Athenian ancesters (7odg Td@ovg T00¢ TV
zpoyovwv) would groan. By Aeschines’ time, it had been established that the Marathon dead
were buried on the field itself.>* While this does not show that Aeschines had made a mistake in

his logic, it suggests rather that he did not think it necessary to establish the difference.

52 Demosthenes 18.288.

33 See Chapter 2.
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Luckily, we have Demosthenes’ response to Aeschines’ accusation, and the former rebuts
some of the claims made against him. One of these rebuttals deals with the connection between
the famous ancestors of the Athenians and their tombs, when Demosthenes invokes the dead
from Marathon and Plataia, in addition to those from Salamis and Artemision, and the many
other good men that lie in the public memorials (xai moAlovg étépovgs Tov¢ €V Toig dnuociorg
uvijuaoy keiuévoug ayobfovg dvopag). Here we see a substitution of uvijuo for tapog. Again, the
dead from Marathon are included in a list of famous ancestors, although they were allegedly
buried on the field. In both of these examples, however, it is clear that the place of the burial did
not matter for either the rhetorical attack or parry.>*

Lykourgos also mentions the burial of the Athenian dead from the 338 BCE battle in his
speech against Leokrates,>> pointing out the men were buried at public expense (dnuocia abrovg
1 wolig EBoyav). He accuses Leokrates of not feeling shame in front of the engraved monuments
in Athens (za éleyeio ta émyeypouusvo. toic uvnueioig), again with no reference to the bodies’
presence in the city. Elsewhere Lykourgos goes on to claim that Leokrates tried to prevent their
burial in their native land since he did not help gather the dead, and that he was not ashamed of
passing their caskets (@jxag) when returning to the city.>® This is an obvious reference to the
Athenian dead being present in the city, rather than the battlefield.

Altogether, the literary evidence regarding the Athenian dead from the battle indicates

that they were cremated on the field and subsequently transported to Athens. This does not

54 Neither does Demosthenes’ report of the epigram written for the fallen (18.289), inscribed on the public
monument (onuoaig [pviun?)).

55 Lykourgos 1.142-144.

56 Lykourgos 1.45.
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preclude a relationship with the Chaironeia tumulus, which was itself a mound of earth over a
large pyre, which produced only small bits of cremains.>’

That is the extent of literary references to the battlefield space from soon after the battle.
Aside from other mentions, such as Theopompos describing Philip’s feast®® or Deinarchos’
reprimanding of Demosthenes’ cowardice,> there are few other sources relevant for the initial

commemoration of the battle.

Spatial Analysis

If they were initial commemorations, in what type of space did these two mass burials
operate? The Chaironeia tumulus is an interesting case. Of course, analyzing its spatial context
depends on how the monument is interpreted, whether or not it is considered an immediate burial
after 338. Some of its spatial influence would hold true no matter what the occasion, such as its
prominent location and proximity to the Neolithic Magoula Baloumenou mound. In whatever
commemorative context, the mound simultaneously would stand out but also compliment the
surrounding topography.

Although it is not assured, let us first assume that the mound is in fact an initial
commemoration of the 338 BCE battle. The location near the Kephisos river on the northern
edge of the plain has some spatial significance, given the distance from the battlefield and from
the acropolis of Chaironeia. As Ma argues, there is an apparent spatial disconnect from other

places associated with the 338 battle, making the arbitrary placement of the tomb a statement of

57 Now displayed in the Theban museum in a curious manner, see Figure 4.6.

58 Athenaios Deipnosophists 11.10, citing the 26" book of Theopompos’ Histories (Theopompos fr. 235). Ma (2008)
thinks that the Chaironeia tumulus could have been the result of the feast and celebration.

39 Deinarchos 1.12.
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power itself.® There is also potential mirroring of the mound form of the nearby Neolithic
mound.®! In this case, the burial’s mound form would also resonate with similar forms in other
places, such as the prehistoric tumuli in Macedonia. It is also possible, but unknowable, that the
similarity between the Chaironeia tumulus and the soros at Marathon would have resonated with
a contemporary viewer. The spatial impact would likely remain true for whatever battle that the
mound commemorates, however.

At the same time, there is the possibility that the mound should not be at all connected to
338, but rather to skirmishes of the fifth century, others of the fourth century, or even from the
third century BCE. If this is so, one option is particularly compatible with the remoteness from
the city, namely one of the battles between the Phokians and Boiotians in the 350s BCE which,
according to Diodorus, simply took place near the river.®? The city plays no role in the battle, and
so proximity does not matter.

The tumulus exhibits features that are typical of a stage one monument, in that local
burial customs are observed and executed, in this case similar to the nearby Magoula
Baloumenou. In addition to topographical precedent, it appears that the tomb follows a typical
preparation of the dead, as weaponry but no pieces of armor were found in the burial, so the
bodies were carefully stripped, and the burial was planned. There is also evidence of immediacy,
since the grave goods are evidence that the mound is likely a primary burial soon after the battle:
the metal weapons are warped and fused together, indicating that they were burned along with

the bodies.*?

0 Ma 2008, 78.
' Ma 2008, 77-78.
2 Diodorus 16.37. Although Demosthenes does refer to the battle of 338 BCE as the one by the river (18.216).

63 Ma 2008, 74.
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At the same time, the monument may also have operated in spaces that we would expect
of later stages. If the evidence of a massive ceremony and attendant events is accepted, then there
are already elements of official commemoration in the initial burial.

The Lion burial contrasts with the Chaironeia tumulus in several ways. First of all, it is
much closer to the actual city of Chaironeia, probably indicating at least some official sanction of
the burial. Secondly, the fact that the bodies were largely interned, as opposed to cremated, may
reflect concerns that were more practical immediately following the battle. If it was indeed the
burial of select Thebans, then the choice to inhume rather than cremate indicates the constraints
on the practice.%* At the same time, however, a similar decision was made for the burial within

the polyandrion at Thespiai.

Stage Two: Official Commemoration in the years after 338 BCE

As durable monuments, both burials persisted into the stage of official commemoration.
There is archaeological evidence that supports the interpretation, if not much in the way of
literary sources. As before, the issue is problematized by the variety of perspectives available
from different stakeholders. I will discuss the physical and literary evidence of activity around

the burials in turn, beginning with the Chaironeia tumulus.

Physical Evidence
There is limited evidence of official commemoration around either the Chaironeia
tumulus or the Lion burial. Around the former, there are neither fitting remains of buildings,

structures, or inscriptions, nor is there evidence of later revisiting for any offerings, games, or

64 Ma 2008, 83.
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similar activities that were official in nature. That being said, it does appear that the datable
ceramic evidence ceases after the fourth century. From this, we can infer that cultivation around
the monument ceased soon after it was erected.®> Since there is no evidence that this was
officially decreed, the possibility remains that it was simply locally recognized as a significant
spot.

The evidence around the Lion burial is also limited. We infer that the area was
maintained because of the later stone lion monument and accompanying enclosure. Since these
were accurately placed over the burial, it is likely that knowledge of the burial persisted for some
time.

It is during this stage that the burial is surrounded by an enclosure wall and crowned by a
statue of a stone lion on a rectangular base. The archaeological record for the features is a little
wanting because of the untimely passing of the archaeologist Stamatakis before full
publication.%® Nevertheless, preliminary reports indicate that the enclosure and lion were later
additions to the burial mound, since the structure sits atop some of the burials and at least one
burial remains outside of the enclosure.®’

The enclosure wall is easier to describe as a monument of the second stage because,
unlike the sculpture of the lion, it was not the focus of extensive plans to re-erect in the late-19%
and early-20™ centuries.®® As excavated, the enclosure is composed of four walls that make a

rectangular space, roughly 10.40 meters by 9.80 meters in dimensions.®® A detailed published

65 Ma 2008, 78.

6 Ma 2008, 80 and 80 n. 54.
67 K oumanoudis 1880, 25.
%% See below.

% Koumanoudis 1880, 25.
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description is lacking, and there is only one extant sketch of the excavation, showing an
orthostate course of ¢. 0.65 m thickness running atop a wider foundation course that is about
three-times thicker.’® The base for the lion statue is at the midpoint of the northern wall, but it is
not clear if the wall and base are bonded or merely abut each other. Ma asserted that the two
structures are not connected.”!

Based on the records, the chronology is very complex and the stratigraphical
relationships are unclear. The only secure assumption is that the burials took place first, as
evidenced by the fact that while most of the skeletons were found within the walls, at least one
was found to the south of the enclosure. Given that the dating of the tombs is problematic itself,
the later monumentalization further muddles the picture. Besides archaeological relationships,
stylistic comparisons between the stone lion at Chaironeia and other similar monuments may
clarify the chronology. This method is not without complications,’? as it relies heavily on
subjective analysis of the sculptures. The most obvious comparanda are the lions at Thermopylai,
Thespiai, and Amphipolis.

Recently, Ma proposed a date for the lion and enclosure “thirty or forty years later,”
sometime after Thebes was re-founded and visited by Cassander in 315 BCE, perhaps even as
late as the middle of the next century.”® Nicholas Hammond’s Macedonian proposal imagines the

same dating, with the second stage monumentalization occurring sometime after Cassander.”

70 Phytalis 1880; Petrakos 1987, 53 fig. 21; Ma 2008, 80 and plate 5b.
71 Ma 2008, 81-82.

"2 E.g., Broneer (1941, 51) complains about the “universal penchant for relating archaeological discoveries to known
events, rather than on a stylistic and technical study of the monument itself”.

3 Ma 2008, 84-85.

74 Hammond 1938, 218.
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Enclosures around battlefield monuments are not unknown from before the fourth
century, as have been reconstructed around the Marathon column monument” and the Thespian
polyandrion,’® so the practice does not help with establishing a timeline. Without firmer

evidence, it is not possible to date the monument more accurately.

Literary Evidence

We are in a strange position in discussing the literary evidence of the official
commemoration for the battle of Chaironeia in 338 BCE. This is a question of sources and
perspectives, since these determine what “official” means. There are no extant sources from the
Macedonian perspective in this period. Similarly, there are no Theban or Boiotian sources on the
battle, except what is alluded to in the various Athenian sources. That is not to say that these did
not exist, but rather that none have survived from this perspective.

On the contrary, all extant sources from the fourth century represent the perspective of
Athens, and so only provide the Athenian interpretation of the battle. Regarding the monuments
on the field, these only deal with the burial of the Athenians, and just indirectly at that. The
above discussion on the treatment according to Aeschines and Demosthenes shows both the
initial reaction to the battle as well as the subsequent rationalizing of the outcome in terms of
what the burial meant in the broader scheme. That some of the particulars are up for debate, as
evidenced by their rhetorical usage, shows the difficulty of establishing an exact “official

meaning,” not only in terms of content but also in terms of chronology. Since the debate raged

75 See Chapter 2, p. 73.

76 Schilardi 1977.
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by the end of the decade after the battle, it is probably better to consider these sources as a later
type of commemoration.

That being said, we can deduce some of the Athenian official stance from the overlap
within the assumptions of the orators. For example, both Aeschines and Demosthenes agree that
the dead should be honored by public burial and their great deeds eulogized according to custom.
Whether this included the transport of cremains from the battlefield or if the reference is to
activity that occurred in the city itself is debatable, especially due to the varied vocabulary
employed to describe the monuments. The most telling is Lykourgos’ &1xag, which has
connotations of a chest as well as a coffin or tomb. These sources only give one piece of
evidence for a battlefield commemoration, which only has a loose potential connection to the
extant tumulus on the field.

A second development in the Athenian perspective involves rationalizing their defeat. In
the spat between Aeschines and Demosthenes, it appears that the outcome was considered
inevitable to some degree. Their logic in arriving at the conclusion, however, is different.
Aeschines argues that Philip was victorious because of his piety and respect for omens, which he
contrasts with Demosthenes’ ignorance of omens.”’ Interestingly, Aeschines’ arguments stem
largely from the perspective of Philip as the victor, rather than Athens as the loser. In response,
Demosthenes insists that the disaster at Chaironeia was somewhat inevitable, that Athens was
destined for disaster.”® The spatiality of the field does not much matter, except that it is distant

from Athens.

77 Aeschines 3.131-132.

78 Demosthenes 18.195.
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Spatial Analysis

In reading the Athenian sources, in addition to the inevitability of the outcome, the
orators’ arguments show the assumption of the distance between Athens and the field. On this
Demosthenes’ argument is explicit, that the battle was fought at a distance of a three-day
march.”” The spatial separation is central to Demosthenes’ argument for the conceptualization of
the battle’s outcome.

Physically, the lack of additions around the Chaironeia tumulus indicates at least some
respect for the surrounding space. There is a chance that this was purely incidental, and that the
field was not cultivated by coincidence. The evidence from the Magoula Baloumenou, however,
with evidence of several periods of use, shows that even prominent landmarks could be reworked
at various points in history. Given their relative proximity, there is a marked lack of later
evidence in the Chaironeia tumulus, perhaps hinting at intent to keep the area clear.

The maintenance, however, is a typical practice of the third stage of commemoration,
rather than the second, and it really should be considered in that stage. This makes it seem as if
there was a lack of a lasting official commemoration centered on the Chaironeia tumulus. There
are several reasons why this may be the case. Firstly, perhaps the ceremonial burial and
surrounding circumstances, itself an initial commemoration, also bled into some of the necessity
of official memory. The second possibility is that there was no revisiting of the tumulus by a
party that would have a stake in monumentally commemorating the burial.

These could be true no matter whom the burial covers. It is unlikely that the Athenians
would have had the capacity or desire to revisit their tumulus in the fourth century or later. Not

only were the cremains removed to Athens, symbolically if not entirely, complete with ossuaries

7% Demosthenes 18.195.
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or other receptacles, but also it seems unlikely that the site of an infamous disaster would be
subsequently revisited.

In a similar vein, the possibility of a Theban or Boiotian revisiting was unlikely for two
reasons. First, Thebes had been destroyed by Alexander in the years after 338 BCE, granting
little time or means for monumentalization. The second reason is contingent on the interpretation
of the Lion burial as a tomb of Thebans. If that is presumed and we infer further that the
subsequent monumentalization was undertaken by the Thebans or Boiotians, perhaps we see an
intentional focus on a single burial.

Lastly, perhaps the Macedonians did not revisit the battlefield tomb in Boiotia. This
could simply be due to the fact that the tomb was outside of Macedon, but also could be because
of a push for reconciliation or a new focus on Persia. Nevertheless, it would not be surprising if a
Macedonian monument remained unornamented, especially if it was associated with the battle of
338 BCE.

This type of space around the Chaironeia tumulus in the second stage could fall under
both the conceived and lived categories of space, and the distinction is difficult due to a lack of
evidence. On the one hand, it could be that the blankness was structured in some way, as later
people were prevented from using the space. On the other hand, the lack of revisiting could be
partly due to avoidance of the space on an individual level.

The addition of the enclosure and the stone lion monument on the Lion burial are much
more prominent than the actions around the tumulus. The enclosure indicates that knowledge of
the space was maintained until the time when the walls were erected. The fact that the walls do
not encircle the entirety of the burial, however, shows that this knowledge was imperfect at best,

or that there were other constraints that were more important to the contemporary builders. At
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any rate, the enclosure delineated the acceptable space for the commemoration, obscuring what
the original space had included.

The lion statue operated along similar lines as the enclosure, adding vertical prominence
to and increasing the visual impact. That it was erected at the midpoint of the northern wall, even
if the two substructures were not bonded, betrays a desire to incorporate both monuments into a
single structure. The relationship between both is unclear, and it could be that they were erected
at the same time, or that one preceded the other. Spatial arguments can be used to support the
sequence in either direction. If the lion was placed first and the enclosure was included later, then
this could explain why there were skeletons beyond the limits of the masonry. This sequence
would fit with the pattern exhibited with the marble column monument at Marathon. Conversely,
it could be that the lion was placed after the enclosure wall was built.

The statue itself can have different spatial implications depending on how it is
interpreted. If its posture is correct and it in fact “gazes” at the Chaironeia tumulus across the
field, then the statue ties both monuments into a single commemorative topography.®° At the
same time, the very form of the lion draws the monument into a wider network of monumental
lions in Greece, and it is likely that it could evoke the lions at Thermopylai, Thespiai, or
Amphipolis to its viewers, drawing parallels between the different commemorative spaces.?!

The space around the Lion burial falls more within the usual pattern of official
commemoration. The enclosure structures the conceived space of the burial, while the lion statue
simultaneously imposes a type of order over the environment. This is especially true if we can

read a connection between the tomb and the Chaironeia tumulus.

80 Ma 2008, 85.

8! The effect may be sharper today, however, if we assume that lion iconography was less common than it actually
was. See Lethaby 1918; Ma 2008, 85-86.
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Stage Three: Commemoration Maintenance

The third stage of commemoration at Chaironeia can be identified in the physical changes
on the field or the discussion in literary sources, continually defining the meanings that had been
established previously. This period of commemoration was complicated by the first-century BCE
victory of Sulla over the Greek forces of Mithridates. This victory produced monuments and
literary commemorations, including initial and official monuments, which inevitably colored,
and were subsequently colored by, the commemorations of the 338 battle. While not entirely
terminated, commemoration of the 338 battle was largely transformed after 86 BCE, perhaps
hastening the onset of the subsequent period of lapse.

On the field, the physical manifestations of the stage are reflected at the two burials at
different times, broadly due to the relative difference in their commemoration in the previous
stage: the commemoration at the Chaironeia tumulus began immediately from the first through
second stage, but the Lion burial, in contrast, was revisited after the enclosure and Lion were in
place. Broadly speaking, the commemorative field of Chaironeia, in relation to the battle of 338
BCE, coalesced into the two main burials on the field. In words, the literary references to the

battle varied greatly, depending on the period and audience, as well as the author and their goals.

Physical Evidence

Evidence surrounding the Chaironeia tumulus is sparse, perhaps intentionally so. Since
there is no evidence of later interventions within the space, it appears that the policy of keeping
the area clear was maintained for some time, as there were no post-burial layers that were

discovered in excavation. It could be that control over the space was maintained for a long period
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after the monument was created. Alternatively, it could also be the case that there was simply a
lack of desire or intent to revisit the burial, or that the space was entirely forgotten.

Despite the apparent maintained clearance around the tumulus, nevertheless there is some
evidence of later activity, when a clay vessel containing cremains was buried in the mound.®?
This is reminiscent of the phenomenon we saw with the soros at Marathon, which also received a
later interment. The urn in the Chaironeia tumulus, as well as its counterpart at Marathon, has
been interpreted as a burial for a participant who had perished from their wounds at some point
after the burial. This is purely hypothetical, however, and the urn only indicates that the tumulus
attracted a subsequent internment for some reason.

In addition to the urn, the tumulus attracted several other burials nearby, as Sotiriades
discovered a kantharos and non-burnt bones within a trench a little outside the tumulus.®* Again,
it is not possible to say whether the later burials had anything to do with the occupants of the
tumulus itself. Nevertheless, both instances of later burials at the site indicate that the tumulus
attracted such behavior.

There is a possibility that the Lion burial was also revisited in the third stage, if an
epigram attributed to Geminos from the Palatine Anthology is evidence of a physical
inscription,®* as suggested by some.®> The poem belongs to a collection that has been dated to the
first century CE, at least three centuries after Philip’s victory, but perhaps was composed in the

Hellenistic period.?¢ Delaying discussion of the epigram as a text momentarily, the possibility

82 Ma 2008, 78.
83 Sotiridades 1904, 50-51.
84 Palatine Anthology 9.288.

8 Beloch 1923, 303. The actual identification of an epigram as purely fictional or real is complicated, see Cairns
(2016, 17-19) for bibliography on topic.
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that it reflects an actual inscription is apparent in its first line, as the subject and speaker of the

epigram, the stone, highlights itself:

Obrtoc 6 Kexponidnot Papde Mo Apsi keipon. ..
I, this stone heavy to the Kekropians [Athenians], am dedicated to Ares...
- Geminos, Palatine Anthology 9.288 line 1

The connection to the Lion burial was made in the early-20™ century by Julius Beloch.?” There is
a possibility that the epigram quoted a physical inscription, as the demonstrative pronoun Ofrog
indicates.®® The identification as an inscription regarding the lion is less secured by the text itself,
as it merely labels itself a stone that is “heavy to the Kekropians [Athenians]”. Nevertheless,
since the stone lion is the only extant monument from the field, in the event that the epigram
actually described a monument then it was most likely a reference to the lion. There are several
other possibilities, however, including that the epigram was entirely literary and was associated
with a rhetorical trophy, as discussed below.

In addition to the curated commemoration of Philip’s victory, Sulla’s victory in 86 BCE
prompted commemoration of the Roman victory in the same space. The latter victory inspired
initial commemorations following Roman customs, including setting up a Roman trophy and
dealing with the spoils. It also led to official commemoration in the form of stone monuments,
one of which is extant today.?® While the third stage of the 338 BCE battle continued in some
literary sources, the physical commemoration was fundamentally changed by Sulla’s victory and

the corresponding Roman monuments.

8 Loeb introduction to Greek Anthology, xvi. Hammond (1937) claims it dates from the early Roman empire.
87 Beloch 1923, 303. Costanzi (1923) agrees, but Hammond disagrees (1938, 217).
88 Although this is not certain. See Cairns 2016, 18, citing Bing 2009, 204.

8 Camp et al. 1992; Kinnee 2018, 68; See below.
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Literary Evidence

There are many later literary sources that discuss the commemoration on the field.
Several date to the century immediately after the battle, largely composed by Athenian orators
from the late fourth century. After these, the next source dates to more than a century later, from
the Hellenistic historian Polybios from the second century BCE.

After Polybios, a complicating factor is that the field around Chaironeia was also the site
of a battle in 86 BCE, when Sulla defeated an army of Mithridates. This later battle produced
several literary stories, which mingled with their predecessors on the field. As such, there is a
noticeable and unsurprising difference in the description of the field in sources after Sulla’s
victory. These later sources all dealt with a field that was essentially changed. The texts of
Diodorus Siculus, Dionysios of Halikarnassos, Strabo, Plutarch, Appian, and Pausanias all
belong to this category.

As previously hinted, the identification of the burials was unclear for large periods in
antiquity. Many authors mention descriptions and allusions to several burials and tombs on the
field. Focusing only on the participants of the 338 battle, tombs or funerary events of the
Athenians, Thebans, and Macedonians, as well as Corinthians later, are all mentioned. While the
Macedonian and Theban dead were eventually incorporated into the physical tradition on the
field, the Athenian dead were the topic of much attention from late-fourth century Athenian
orators, such as Demosthenes, Aeschines, Lykourgos, Theopompos, and Deinarchos. The fate of
the dead and their subsequent burial were weaponized by the orators, somewhat obscuring secure
physical connections, but it appears that the tradition of their public burial in Athens was
established by the end of the century. The tradition persisted into later centuries, such as in

Polybios’ account in the third or second century BCE.
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By the first century BCE, there are literary examples that mythologize, or otherwise
utilize for the sake of storytelling, the dead. From an Athenian perspective, ancient sources
present both fanciful and realistic stories. An example of the former is an anecdote in the history
of Dionysios of Halikarnassos, claiming that the orator Isokrates chose to die soon after the end
of the battle, so that he could perish with the city’s nobility (zoic dyaboic tijc nélewc).”® Another
mythological connection was made in the next century by Plutarch, who claimed that there was a
burial of the Amazons on the field as well, connected to Athens through the hero Theseus.’!
Other connections are more realistically plausible, such as Diodorus’ explanation of how the
Athenians were treated after the battle, allowed to leave, and bury their dead at home.”?

Eventually, the two physical burials on the field became associated with the battle of 338
BCE, at least in a few extant literary sources. By the time Plutarch composed his biography of
Alexander in the final years of the first century CE, the Chaironeia tumulus was probably
associated with the Macedonian dead from the battle.”®> Other than the Chaironeia tumulus, the
Magoula Balomenou also satisfies the description, but the archaeology of the latter shows that it
was not functioning as a commemorative space in the first century CE.** Based on Plutarch’s
status as a native Chaironeian,®’ it would be unreasonable to assume that he could have referred

to the Magoula, even if he had known that the human-made mound was occupied by a later

0 Dionysios of Halikarnassos Isokrates 1.47.
°! Plutarch Theseus 27.6.
92 Diodorus 16.85-87. Also, Polybios 5.10.

93 Although, perhaps not, as it is impossible to tell what Plutarch meant exactly when saying “near the Kephisos
river”. See below.

% See below.

95 Hammond (1938, 204) insists on Plutarch’s expertise as a native.
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structure. Conversely, the physical evidence that the Chaironeia tumulus burial was left largely
unchanged, in contrast to the Magoula Baloumenou, the other visible burial monument that was
subsequently built over and otherwise altered, indicates that the former had achieved some level
of recognition. Plutarch further locates the burial near the river and an old tree called
“Alexander’s oak™ (44eéavopov katovuévn dpdg), where Alexander reportedly had pitched his
tent before the battle.

The exact location of the graves did not matter to all authors, however. The physical
location of the Macedonian dead was not important in Diodorus’ account.”® In fact, Diodorus
does not directly allude to any Macedonian casualties, but instead highlights Alexander’s piling
of the corpses and casualties of the Athenians and Boiotians. Likewise, Strabo does not mention
Macedonian dead, but rather that there are tombs erected at public expense.”” While the
Macedonians were probably included in the sentiment, Strabo did not deem it important to
describe.

The other relevant tomb, the Lion burial, also became identified with the 338 BCE battle
through literary sources at least as early as the second century CE. The earliest secure connection
ties the burial and associated monuments with the Theban dead, as explained by Pausanias, who
tells us that there is a Theban polyandrion that is topped by a lion statue but does not have an
inscription.

There is a chance that the Geminos epigram also refers to the Lion burial.”® In this
potential context, however, there is no reference to whom the burial covers. Turning to the text

itself, the epigram reads:

% Diodorus 16.86.

7 Strabo 9.2.37.
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Obtog 6 Kexponidnot Bapvog Aiboc Apsi keipon, (1)
Egive, dMnneing ocOuPforov vopéng,

VPpilov Mapabdva kai dyyldhov Taiapivog
£pya Maxndoving &yyeot kexkApéva.

Suvoe v vékvag, Anpocbevec: avtap Eyoye  (5)
kai {moic Eécopat kol eOyévolot Papvg.

I, this stone heavy to the Kekropians (Athenians), am dedicated to Ares,
Stranger, [I am] a token of Philip’s strength,

Insulting Marathon and the deeds of sea-girt Salamis,
Which have been humbled by the spear of Macedon.

Swear by the dead now, Demosthenes! however I, at any rate,
Shall be heavy for both the living and dead.

- Geminos, Palatine Anthology 288.

First let us note what is lacking in the poem: the battle commemorated is not explicitly
mentioned, nor is the sort of monument that is being referenced. But based on the content of the
text, it is most likely that the epigram is in reference to the battle at Chaironeia in 338 BCE.
While there are several logical steps necessary to this judgment, the references to Philip and
Demosthenes, particularly the speaking over the dead by the latter, are pretty clear connections to
the battle commemorated. Accepting that, there are three possible interpretations of this epigram:
1) it was an actual inscription/epigram that referred to a real monument, 2) it was an imaginary
inscription/epigram that referred to a real monument, or 3) it was an imaginary
inscription/epigram that referred to an imaginary monument. In the event that the epigram was
real or imaginary, but referred to a real monument, the only potential option is the lion statue.
The options are much greater if the epigram refers to an imaginary monument.

First, the question as to whether the epigram was historical or literary. While there are
stylistic and grammatical features that indicate that the epigram quoted an actual inscription, the
possibility is far from confirmed. The most relevant are those that emphasize the physicality of
the poem, such as the demonstrative pronoun (Odzoc) and self-identification as a stone (1i6o¢) in

line 1, then as a token (ooufolov) in line 2, as well as the finite verbs (xeiuaz and éoouar) in lines

8 Beloch 1923.
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1 and 6. The physicality is emphasized further by the adjective (fapog), repeated twice in lines 1
and 6. All of these stress the physical presence of the inscription and its accompanying
monument.

The style of the composition might seem strange on first glance, as the epigram is in the
first person and addresses a passing stranger. This is not uncommon in extant inscriptions,
however. For well-known examples, see the #oroi boundary stones found in the Athenian
Agora.”” One stone is clearly inscribed “HOPOX EIMI TEX AT OPAX>, “I am the horos of the
Agora”.!% The stone is “speaking” in the first person, complete with a finite verb. A similar
phenomenon could be apparent with the epigram of Geminos, where the stone refers to itself in
the first person. Although not preserved on a stone, a text also survives in reference to the burial
of the Spartans on the battlefield of Thermopylai, which Herodotus says to have read as “c &eiv’,
ayyérierv Aaxedoruoviors 6t tijoe keiueBa tois keivawv pruaot weifouevor”, “Stranger, go tell the
Lakedaimonians that we lay here obeying their words”.!%!

Likewise, there are extant inscriptions with parallels for much of the language in the
epigram. A quick search through databases on inscriptions shows that the verb xeiuai is attested

in several cases,'%> and the demonstrative pronoun Otrog'®® and the pronoun and particle

combination &ywye!% are also common, as is the exhortation to a stranger &eive.'% Even the

% E.g., in Athenian Agora, Inv. 1 5510. Thompson 1968, 61-63; More generally on horoi, see Ober 1995.
100 Athenian Agora Inv. I 5510.

101 Herodotus 7.228.2. It is likely that in the fifth century BCE such a monument was standing at Thermopylai,
which does not survive today.

12 F g JG T 1503.
3 Eg JGT 52.
104 F g JGTI2 1076.

105 F g IG 117 4258. Also, Simonides epigram for Thermopylai, Palatine Anthology 7.249 and Herodotus 7.228.
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participles ©fpilwv'?® and kexliuéva'?’ are attested, although they seem more rare. That being
said, the language of the Geminos epigram does not disqualify it as a potential inscription.

The most effective counterevidence against the chance that Geminos’ epigram was an
actual inscription has to do with the literary content. The epigram requires a lot of interpretation
and there are several steps in logic in order to understand the full significance of the text. There
is no issue with the Athenians being referred to as “Kekropians” in line 1, as the convention is
frequently observed.!?® The subsequent mention of Philip in line 2 is also fitting, as the name is
well-attested in inscriptions.!%

The association with a particular Philip requires more information, however, which the
epigram presents in lines 4 and 5, with the reference to the Macedonian spear and Demosthenes,
a frequent rhetorical antagonist against Philip, and apparent flight risk in any actual altercations.
It is the latter mention that further specifies which conflict the epigram alludes to, through the
reference to Demosthenes and the exhortation that he swear by the dead in line 5, since
Demosthenes was responsible for the eulogy of the fallen at Chaironeia.!!® At the same time,
there are also heavily literary and metrical features of the epigram that may indicate a literary
origin. For example, in the meter of the first line, the phrase “heavy stone” (Bapig Aifog) is set
apart by a weak caesura in the third foot, ending in the fourth foot with a diaeresis. Moreover, an
interesting point of composition reads the first and last lines of the inscription, which would also

form a fitting elegiac couplet itself:

060 E.g., IG I1? 1368.
7 E.g., SEG 32.896.
1% E.g., IGII? 3575.
19 E.g., IG1I? 104.

110 See above and Chapter 6, p. 373.
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Ovtog 6 Kexponidnot Papvg Aiboc Apsi keipon,
kai {moic Eécopat kol eOyévolot Papvg.

I, this stone heavy to the Kekropians (Athenians), am dedicated to Ares,
Shall be heavy for both the living and dead.

- Geminos, Palatine Anthology 288, lines 1 and 6

There are elements of ring composition, as the opening and closing lines nicely complement each
other.!!! Flourishes such as these, however, may only indicate the skill of the composer at the
time of commissioning the inscription, rather than force the interpretation that the epigram was
entirely literary.

The intricacies of the epigram indicate a necessarily level of literacy in order to
understand the purported monument. The variability of readings, with descriptions that are vague
and imply a certain level of literacy to be understood, fits the pattern of Hellenistic epigrams that
were entirely literary, as part of a literary “game”.!!'? While the language and the style would not
be out of place for a commemorative monument, the necessary literary knowledge makes it seem

likely that the epigram was an exercise in literature. We will never know for certain.

1 These are the only lines that contain a finite verb in the first person with the same subject, complete with the
same descriptive adjective. Applying the same analysis to the rest of the epigram is equally fruitful, as each line
forms another coherent couplet. Thus, the poem may be structured following the pattern A, B, C, C, B, A:

Obtog 6 Kexponidnot Bapdg Aboc Apsi keipon,
kai {ooig Ecopan kol eOyévolat Papug.

Spvve viv vékvog, Anpocteveg: avtap Eymye
Egtve, OuMnneing cOpforov vopéng,

VPpilov Mapabdva kai dyyldlov Taiopivog
£pya Maxndoving &yyeot kekApéva.

I, this stone heavy to the Kekropians (Athenians), am dedicated to Ares,
And shall be heavy for both the living and dead.

Swear by the dead now, Demosthenes! however 1, at any rate,
Stranger, a token of Philip’s strength,

Insulting Marathon and the deeds of sea-girt Salamis,
Which have been humbled by the spear of Macedon.

- Geminos, Palatine Anthology 288 (lines 1 and 6, lines 2 and 5, lines 3 and 4)

The last couplet remains the same regardless of the logical structure, matching well because of the topographical
references to Marathon, Salamis and Macedon. This follows the second revised couplet, which links
Demosthenes and Philip directly.

112 Greek Anthology, Vol. 1, Introduction, xiii.
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Setting aside the question as to whether the Geminos epigram was historical or purely
literary, a second question is whether the epigram referred to a real or an imaginary monument
on the battlefield or elsewhere. As we have seen above, there are only a few possible monuments
that stood on the field in antiquity, the burials and the lion statue associated with the Lion burial.
It is theoretically possible that the epigram may be composed in reference to either of these.

One obvious connection is the reference to the dead in lines 5 and 6. Given that
Demosthenes is named, and that he eulogized the dead from Chaironeia in 338 BCE, the epigram
refers to the Athenian dead at these points. There is only very limited evidence that the
Athenians would have been buried on the field, however, or that the burial would have been
marked in some way. Even if we accept that the Chaironeia tumulus had some connection to
Athens, whether as the site of their pyre or otherwise, there is no other evidence of a stone
marker.

A second connection is the reference to the heavy stone in lines 1 and 2. Of the
monuments that we know existed on the field, only the stone lion statue could fit this description.
If true, looking at the text itself, it is interesting that the lion was not labelled in the epigram.
There is no reason to omit the reference, whether metrically or literary. In fact, the simple
substitution of 1éwv for 4ifog would fit the meter perhaps more naturally, since the final syllable
is long by nature. Neither is it rare for stone lions to be described in literature, for example
Herodotus describes a stone lion at Thermopylai,'!* and Pausanias mentions the lion at

Chaironeia.''4

113 Herodotus 7.225.

114 Pausanias 9.40.10. More below.
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Other than meter, there may have been grammatical reasons to describe the stone rather
than a lion. The verb xejuouz confuses the connection further. The verb with a lion as a subject is
rare, found in at least one fragment of Pindar cited by Aristides in the second century CE,!!* and
Dionysios of Halikarnassos describes a stone lion as lying over a burial in Rome.!'® Herodotus
also uses the verb to describe the position of a golden lion at Delphi,'!” but does not for the statue
at Thermopylai. In contrast, the verb is more frequently used with A/fog, already used by Homer
in the Iliad.''® Similarly, the adjective Bapic is more frequently describing a stone (Aio¢) than a
lion (Aéwv).'"” Regardless, there is no secure evidence that would connect the epigram to the
stone lion definitively.

Which brings up the possibility that the epigram was a literary invention that described an
imaginary monument, perhaps a trophy. Its own self-reference as a stone could also be fitting as
a potential trophy, as compared to Pausanias’ description of the statue of Nemesis at Rhamnous,
itself carved from a stone brought by the Persians as a potential trophy for their victory at
Marathon.!2°

In fact, a literary trophy monument can also be assigned to this stage. It is first mentioned

by Diodorus Siculus in the first century BCE, roughly a century before the epigram of Geminos.

15 Aristides Pindar, fr. 237.
18 Dionysius 1.87.2.
17 Herodotus 1.50.

8 F g Iliad 7.264-265 and 21.403-404. Although referring to a stone that would be used as a weapon, the lines are
nearly identical:
11 8” avoyaooauévn Abov gileto yeipl mayein
Kelpevov v medim pélava Tpnydv e Péyay Te.

119 Although there are examples, e.g., Aelianus De Natura Animalium 9.1.

120 Pausanias. 1.33.
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Diodorus references the monument twice.!?! The first instance is at the conclusion of the

narrative of the battle:
UETA 88 TNV pdyny 6 PImnog TPOTAOV TGOS KOl TOVG VEKPOUG EIC TAPTV CLYX®PNCAG ETVIKLO TOTG
Beoig £Bvoe kai Tovg avdpayadnoavtag kot TV a&iov ETiuncey.

And after the battle, after he set up a trophy and yielded the corpses for burial, Philip offered a sacrifice of
victory to the gods and honored the brave men according to their worth.

- Diodorus 16.86.6

I doubt that Diodorus faithfully reconstructed the commemoration immediately after the battle,
and think it is more likely that he was reporting the expected actions. The grammar of the
passage suggests that the actions were assumed to have occurred, as the clause describing the
erecting of the trophy sits in a circumstantial participle phrase that sets the scene before the main
verbs of the sentence.

The second reference follows soon after, when Diodorus is describing the fallout in
Athens. He reports that the general Lysikles was condemned to death, prosecuted by the orator

Lykourgos. Diodorus seems to quote Lykourgos:

yvoin 8 &v Tig avtod TV &v T0ig Adyorg dEiav koi mucpioy &v oig Tod AveikAéong katnyop®dv Adyet,
"Eotpotfyelg, @ Adoudhec, kai iAoy pév motdv tetelevtndtov, Sioyhov 8 aiyuoAdTov yeyovotony,
TPOnaiov 6& Katd Tijg TOAEMS £6TNKOTOG, THC & 'EALGSOG Gmdong dovAevovong... Toludg Cijv kol 1o Tod
NAiov pdg 0pav Kol €ig TV dyopdv EUPAALEY, DROPVIILA YEYOVAG 0icyDVNG Kol OVEIdOVG TH] TtarTpidt.”
One could learn his [Lykourgos] worth and his bitterness in these words, in which he said against Lysikles:
“You were general, Lysikles, and 1,000 citizens died, 2,000 became captives, a trophy was erected
against the city, and all Greece is enslaved... yet you dare to live and to see the light of the sun and invade
the agora, having become a memorial of shame and disgrace to your homeland.”

- Diodorus 16.88.2

In this quotation, we see Lykourgos state that a trophy was erected at the expense of Athens in
the period that Lysikles was the general, which the oracle then uses to label Lysikles himself as a

monument of shame to Athens.

121 Diodorus 16.86 and 88.
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There is no reason to doubt that Diodorus accurately cited Lykourgos, and it is probable
that the fourth-century orator used similar language.!?? It is doubtful, however, whether or not
Lykourgos was referencing a physical monument. The phrase appears to be largely rhetorical, as
part of a broader structure of ascending condemnations, ultimately culminating in Lykourgos’
expression of incredulity that Lysikles would dare to continue living as normal, although he had
become a memorial of shame itself. Moreover, this usage in Lykourgos’ speech matches other
rhetorical strategies of orators, grammatically marked as the direct object of the verb iorqui, set
against an indirect object in a genitive phrase set off by xard, such as in Isokrates’ reference to
the trophy at Leuktra.!??

Other than this indirect reference from Lykourgos preserved in Diodorus, there is an
absence of trophy references for the space of Chaironeia in other sources prior to Diodorus.
There are no extent references in the various attacks against Demosthenes and his subsequent
defenses,'?* nor even in Lykourgos’ other allusions to the field at Chaironeia.!*> Likewise, there
is no extant discussion of a trophy in the centuries before Diodorus, nor in the subsequent span.
The debate is further complicated two centuries later by Pausanias, who claims that there was no
trophy erected by the Macedonians at Chaironeia, and in fact that the Macedonians were not used
to the practice of trophies at all.!?

It appears most likely that there was no trophy in the expected sense as a marker of the

battlefield. That does not answer the question whether there was a monument that appeared like a

122 Sacks 1990, 3.

123 See Chapter 3; Isokrates 6.10.

124 Attacks: E.g., Aeschines 3; Deinarchos 1. Defense: E.g., Demosthenes 18.
125 B.g., Lykourgos 1.

126 Pausanias 9.40.
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trophy, at least to a specific audience. Considering Diodorus’ penchant for favoring Athens,'?’
perhaps we should assume either a projection of Athenian habits for victory in the space, or that
some other monument was eventually labelled a trophy to an Athenian audience.'?®

In this case, we see another example of the importance of the audience for the
interpretation of the space. To an Athenian audience, it appears, the space must have included a
Macedonian trophy because that was the normal pattern following victory. At a certain point, this
assumption may have been spread beyond Athens, given that it survives into the time of
Diodorus.

There remains the possibility that the lion monument was eventually considered a trophy
in some sense, as argued by Beloch in his assessment of the Geminos epigram.!'?° There are
arguments against the interpretation, as noted by Hammond, based on comparisons of the ancient
sources and on the sentiment expressed in the middle lines of the poem.'*? To the former point,
Hammond takes exception to the identification of the epigram as an inscription regarding the
stone lion as a trophy. The latter point is based on Hammond’s interpretation of Philip’s attitude
towards Athens, apparently based on his reading of ancient sources. Indeed, it appears that there
was a long tradition of Philip’s clemency or leniency regarding Athens, as the trope survived into
the fourth century CE.!3! This is a possibility, but the lion was not considered a trophy by the

time of Pausanias’ visit to the field.

127 Hammond (1937, 83-84 and 89-90) reads an Athenian, anti-Macedonian source for these passages of Diodorus,
possibly Diyllos of Athens.

128 The story of the stone block meant to be the Persian trophy at Marathon, from Pausanias 1.33, comes to mind.
129 Beloch 1923.
130 Hammond 1938, 216-218.

BIE.g., several of Libanius’ letters compare Philip’s leniency to that of the emperor Julian.
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The commemorative network of Chaironeia became more complex over time, especially
after Sulla’s first-century BCE victory. While the monuments themselves appear to be largely
untouched, the literary sources indicate that there was much mental work that continually altered
the relative meaning of the physical objects. As this process continued over decades and
centuries, the specific spatial meanings on the field fundamentally changed over time.
Eventually, the commemoration of the field of Chaironeia became detached from its physical

location, and exact identifications and meanings of monuments in space faded.

Stage Four: Commemoration Lapses

The repeated iterations of activity around and concerning the commemorations at
Chaironeia, particularly reflected through literary sources, led to a subsequent lapse. Already by
the second century CE, the weight of multiple definitions had blurred and complicated the
monuments on the field. Physically, the commemorations of Sulla’s victory of 86 BCE were a
key change, and the subsequent monuments heightened the temporal distance from 338 BCE.
Contemporary authors also needed to reconcile the fact that multiple famous battles had occurred

in the same space, and each dealt with it as their circumstances allowed.

Physical evidence

There is little physical evidence of decay for the monuments of 338 BCE. The Chaironeia
tumulus had become disassociated with Philip at some point before the 19 century, but there is
no clear indication as to when or why. There appears to be no significant physical change to the
Chaironeia tumulus in the stage of lapsed commemoration, and the burial appears to have

changed little over time. Looking at the wider history of the reception of the monument,
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however, shows that the association with the battle of 338 BCE was lost before the early 20%-
century excavations of Sotiriades, by which time the Magoula Balomenou had become an
alternative candidate. The chronology of the shift in association is unclear, but the archaeological
record of the Magoula may indicate possibilities.

There are multiple time periods represented by the archaeological assemblage from the
other mound. At its lowest levels, the Magoula contains prehistoric burials, cremated on a pyre.
The date is given by the position of the bodies, as well as artifacts such as hand-made vases,
obsidian tools, and other materials.!3? In the stratum above, there are Hellenistic and Roman
pottery sherds, sealed by a layer of white earth, which Sotiriades interpreted as a later revisiting
of the prehistoric burial.!3* Roman or later burials were dug into this layer, perhaps contemporary
with or soon after Roman or Byzantine buildings with two small cisterns, tiles and floors.!3*
Combined with the assumption that the association of the Chaironeia tumulus was established
before Diodorus’ text from the first century BCE and subsequently known to the Chaironeian
Plutarch in the next century, the physical evidence of the Magoula indicates post-Roman re-
association.

Likewise, the Lion burial had fallen into a state of disrepair by the 19" century, when the
lion statue was discovered buried and in pieces. Again, we can only hypothesize when this
occurred, and the circumstances surrounding the lapsed commemoration are foggy. Despite

popular stories that blame the destruction of the monument on a figure of Greek independence,!3?

132 Sotiriades 1902, 56-57.
133 Sotiriades 1902, 55.
134 Sotiriades 1902, 55.

135 Odysseus Androutsos. See below, p 233.
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the statue was already in pieces and buried by the start of the century.!3® At some point in the
millennia after Pausanias’ visit, the lion must have fallen into a state of disrepair. It is likely that
it fell of its own weight, as the metal clamps that kept it together became brittle and fragile over
time, especially the main clamp that connected the statue’s head to the body.!* It is difficult to
establish an exact chronology, given that our only definite mention of the monument is from
Pausanias, and the lack of extant references by later authors.

Let us turn for a moment to Pausanias’ text in combination with the faint possibility that
the Geminos epigram refers to an inscription that marked the lion. If we accept the latter premise,
then the epigram is evidence of physical lapsing of the monumental program, since Pausanias
explicitly stated that there is no inscription on the lion.!*® Thus, the hypothetical inscription must
have been lost at some point before Pausanias’ visit. Beloch argues that the inscription was
intentionally covered by Thebes,!** which is unprovable but would have interesting implications.
In this scenario, however, it is equally possible that the inscription was simply covered or
otherwise obscured by natural processes by the second century CE.

One reason for the lapse may be the physical monuments of Sulla’s victory, as the

commemorative traditions competed for dominance in the field. The only extant monument of

136 There is a conspicuous lack of monuments according to Holland’s account of his visit in 1812 and 1813 (Holland
1815), nor are there monuments mentioned in Leake’s later account of his travels the decade prior (Leake 1835,
191-201).

137 Ma 2008, 82.

138 Pausanias 9.40.10.

139 Beloch 1923.
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Sulla’s victory is an inscribed base, which has been interpreted as a trophy to the battle.!*® This

was one of a set of two, based on testimony by Pausanias.!4!

Literary Evidence

There is also limited literary evidence of the lapse, but the space of the battlefield had
become increasingly remote and imaginary as an outcome of the previous stage. As we saw
above, there was early, but persistent, conflicts in the written accounts regarding the
identification of the various burials on the field, as well as later disagreement regarding the
existence of a battlefield trophy.

It appears that the literary understanding of the commemorative landscape had started
unravelling before Pausanias. Already by the first century CE, the commemorative space had
become increasingly imaginary rather than physical, possibly a culmination of the deliberations
over the identification of the various monuments and burials on the field, in combination with the
need to recontextualize the 338 BCE conflict in light of the more recent victory of Sulla in 86
BCE.!'*? This conflict may explain why Cicero, writing in the first century BCE, did not include
Philip’s victory at Chaironeia in his list of famous Greek battles that are good for thinking during

rhetorical exercises.!*3

140 Camp et al. 1992.
141 Pausanias 9.40.
142 Not every source did so, e.g., Diodorus 38.6.

143 Cicero De Officiis 1.61, dated to about 40 years after 86 BCE. Indeed, given Cicero’s negative portrayal of the
famous Roman general, the orator may have actively avoided highlighting Sulla’s victories in any way. E.g.,
Cicero De Officiis 2.27. Cicero chastises Sulla for daring to sell spoils from a battle, when it is wrong to do so in
the Forum. It is interesting that Cicero alludes to martial victories and employs the language of selling booty in
the Roman context (hasta posita... in foro, “spear affixed... in the forum”).
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The trend in imagining the space is apparent in Plutarch’s portrayal of the burial of the
Macedonians (zo rolvaviopiov t@v Maxedovawv), which he located near Alexander’s oak tree,
presumably where the then-prince had camped before the battle.!** In another text, Plutarch
mythologizes the space further, hypothesizing that a river that was called Haemon (“Blood”) in
his time must have been a river called the Thermodon that was featured in prophecies, but that
the name had been altered after the battle of 338 BCE because the water was filled with blood
and corpses.!* There is an increasing mythological depth to the field, as we see later in
Pausanias, who tells us its ancient name was Arne, named after a daughter of Aeolus.!#¢

We see the comparison of Philip’s victory to that of Sulla in Strabo’s discussion of the

field, as well as reference to a burial of the former battle:

Xapdvewa & gotiv Opyopevod nanciov, dmov dilmrmog 6 Apdvtov pdyn peydin viknoog Abnvaiovg te
kai Bowwtovg kai Kopwbiovg katéot T ‘EALGSOG kOprog: deikvutal 68 kavtadbo Ta@i) TdV TEGOVTOV &V
Ti paym dpocia: wepi & To0LG TOTOVE TOLS ATOVG Kot Pwpaiot tag MiBpiddtov duvdpelg molhdv
HOPLAd®V Kotnyovicavto, Got OAiyoug £ml Odhattov cwbivtag puyelv €v Toig vawai, ToLg & GALovg TOVG
pev amorécbot tovg 8¢ Kol aAdVaL.

And Chaironeia is close to Orchomenos, where Philip the son of Amyntos established himself master of
Greece after defeating the Athenians, Boiotians, and Corinthians in a great battle; and also, here is
displayed a common tomb of the fallen in that battle. And around these same places the Romans also
defeated the forces of Mithridates, many thousands strong, such that a few survivors fled to sea on ships,
but the rest were killed or captured.

- Strabo 9.2.37.
Strabo begins with a short summary of the earlier battle, saying that Philip defeated the

Athenians, Boiotians, and Corinthians, before mentioning that there is a common burial (za@#)
here, paid for by public expense.
There is no reason to think that Strabo was not deliberate in his writing, and several parts

of the above-cited text stand out. First, there is the fact that Philip defeated a combined force of

144 Plutarch Alexander 9.
145 Plutarch Demosthenes 19.2.

146 Pausanias 9.40.5.
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Athenians, Boiotians and Corinthians, with equal focus on all three. This is a contrast with other
sources that neglect to mention the involvement of the Corinthians on the one hand, and that
highlight the significance or treatment of one or the other of the vanquished singly and not as a
collective on the other.!¥

A second interesting point is Strabo’s use of the singular grave (rap#) and accompanying
verb (Jdeirkvorar). There are a few examples of this combination of noun and verb, but Strabo may
be the earliest to use it, either in reference to a mass burial or a set of burials.'*® He uses it three
times: once in reference to graves and other wonders that are seen in a city near the Caspian
mountains,'*’ and twice in reference to mass graves on battlefields.!>° The latter two uses are
found very near each other, both in reference to mass graves in Boiotia. Before the reference to
the tomb at Chaironeia, the first tomb is for the dead at Plataia, a famous battle of the Persian
wars. In using similar language, Strabo compares the two monuments. Both are viewed from a
different perspective, indicating local and traditional pride, but at a distance removed from
Strabo’s contemporary age within the Roman empire. The perspective is also evident in Strabo’s
discussion of the 86 BCE battle, which he says was a Roman victory, rather than as a victory of

the general Sulla.!>! The verb of seeing implies distance as well as it indicates display.'*?

147 E.g., Plutarch’s story that Philip weeps at seeing the corpses of the Theban Sacred Band (Pelopidas 18).

148 Diodorus (3.61.2) uses the words, but in a different grammatical construction. The construction with zdgog is
more common, but not frequently as the subject of the verb, e.g., Diodorus 5.79.4.

149 Strabo 11.7.1.
150 Strabo 9.2.31 and 9.2.37.
151 There might be something interesting in Strabo’s omission.

152 A similar use in Plutarch Theseus 29.5.
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This was not the only possible perspective, and there are other examples of the field seen
through the lens of Sulla’s victory. On the one hand, in his biography of Sulla Plutarch
essentially combines Sulla’s victories at Chaironeia and Orchomenos into a single narrative
struggle against barbarians, in this case the non-Roman Mithridates. Following an image of
corpses strewn across the battlefield of Orchomenos, visible centuries later, the narrative
culminates with “thus such things are said to have happened around Chaironeia and near
Orchomenos”.!> On the other hand, a generation or so later Appian also gives a Roman
perspective on commemoration on the Chaironeia field, this time devoid of Greek victory, saying
that Sulla celebrated “following Roman custom”,!>*

The tension between both victories was evident in the second century CE when Pausanias
described the field.!*> He deliberately sites the location of the Roman battle in the same place as
the earlier conflict.!>® The antiquarian is also deliberate in his description of the monuments,
clearly stating that the trophies on the field are for Sulla’s victory, which he supports by the
claim that there are no trophies from Philip’s victory in 338 BCE because that was not a
Macedonian practice.

Pausanias’ account neglects to mention the burials from the 86 BCE battle, which is
consistent with other sources. There is a discrepancy in his description of the tombs from the 338
battle, however, as he only names the Lion burial as the tomb of the Thebans and makes no

mention of a Macedonian tomb or one of any other participants. The existence of a single tomb,

or conflation of many tombs into a collective idea, seems to be a consistent theme among

153 “1 pgv odv mepi Xouphveray koi mpdg Opyopevd toradta Aéystan yevésOar.” Plutarch Sulla 21.4.

154 “t¢ 00c doti Popoiowc.” Appian Mithridaic Wars 6.45.
155 Pausanias 9.40.

1356 Pausanias 7.15.
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authors, but with different occupants: a collection of all Greeks according to Strabo, just the
Macedonians according to Plutarch, and just the Thebans according to Pausanias.

Comparing just the latter two, the word choice is interesting, as Pausanias describes the
Theban tomb as a polyandrion (moAvavipiov Onfoiwv), the same word that Plutarch had used to
describe the general tomb of the Macedonians near the Kephisos river.!>” It is possible that both
authors could be referring to the same monument, namely the Lion burial. Perhaps the location
was near enough to the Kephisos for Plutarch, or that physical reality was not the main
motivating factor in his description. The split is not resolved by Plutarch, who is considered the
most reliable source on the space by some authors, since he hailed from Chaironeia.'*® Plutarch
does not describe the post-battle treatment of Theban dead, other than with an anecdote that
Philip wept when he learned of the fate of the Sacred Band.!>*

In these examples from the centuries after Sulla’s victory, we see a curious interplay
between the commemorations of two battles within one battlefield. On the one hand, Chaironeia
had defined the space of Philip’s victory for roughly a quarter millennium by the time of Sulla’s
victory in 86 BCE, and so commemoration had progressed to the stage of maintenance and
curation. On the other hand, the commemorative field changed after Sulla’s victory, whose
commemoration evolved through the normal stages while still acting and being acted upon
previous actions.

That is not to say that all literary sources after 86 BCE need be understood as referring to

both battles, even if the authors implicitly were aware of each. The inclusion would depend on

157 Pausanias 9.40.10; Plutarch Alexander 9.2.
158 Hammond 1938, 204.

159 Plutarch Pelopidas 18.
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the goals of the writer. While a historian, geographer, or antiquarian may wish to detail the
features of a place accurately, there is no reason to expect monuments and battlefields to be the
primary focus for an author of a biography. Plutarch does not refer to Sulla’s victory in every
text, sometimes preferring to highlight the 338 battle instead. In his biography of Pelopidas, for
example, Plutarch dramatizes the moment when Philip realized that he had slaughtered the
Theban sacred band.'®® He does the same in his biography of Demosthenes, as the biography is
internally contemporary with the fourth century.!6!

In addition to those that compare the victories of Philip and Sulla, some references place
the battles in a wider chronology, not always constrained to the field. In Camillus, for example,
Plutarch includes Philip’s victory in a list of other famous battles that occurred on inauspicious
dates.!®? Dionysios of Halikarnassos expresses a similar sentiment, lumping the Greek defeat at
Chaironeia with the Spartan defeat at Leuktra, which he deemed not fit to be compared to
various Roman victories in Spain and Italy.'®3

The long lapsing process lasted for centuries. There is a general lack of literary sources
for the latter portion of the period, matching the gradual changes in the physical evidence. There
are references to the battle of Chaironeia in some declamations from the fourth-century CE
orator Libanius. There are several indications that there was still a concern over the treatment of

the dead nearly 700 years after a battle, first when Libanius writes of a quandary regarding how

160 plutarch Pelopidas 18.5.

161 Plutarch Demosthenes. Plutarch maintains the relative contemporaneity in other biographies, such as in Theseus
27.6, when he locates tombs of the Amazons on battlefields in the territory of Megara and Chaironeia.

162 Plutarch Camillus 19.

163 Dionysios of Halikarnassos 2.17.
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164 35 well as in references to burials on

to report the Macedonian dead to their grieving parents,
the field itself in another declamation.!%

In another speech, Libanius refers to Philip’s trophy at Chaironeia, comparing it to his
other trophies.'®® On the one hand, we see a lapse in the tradition that Philip did not raise trophies
that Pausanias described two centuries earlier. That is not to say that Libanius was insisting that
there were trophies, however, given the type of text in which the reference was made, namely in
a set of published exercises for learning prose composition.'®’ In that context, the historical
veracity of the statement did not matter, but rather the character and ideas needed to resonate
with the audience. Clearly, Philip and Demosthenes fit the mold of well-known generals and
political leaders of the past with many victories attributed, as did the practice of erecting
trophies.

In these last examples from Libanius, we see how the commemoration of Chaironeia had
developed to a point where the physical space of the field, and the monuments upon it, did not
always matter. The battlefield gradually evolved into an increasingly imaginary space, governed
and constructed by the expectations and desires of the various actors who deployed the space.

After Libanius, there is a dearth of references to the field of Chaironeia for several

centuries, besides the occasional repetition of earlier tropes, such as a twelfth-century oration by

Euthymius Malaces, in which he references Philip’s trophy.!®® Two other references from the

164 Libanius Declamation 19.1.38.

165 Libanius Declamation 23.1.48 and 73. Penella 2014, 115.
166 1 ibanius Progymnasmata 9.3.13.

167 Gibson 2014.

168 Euthymius Malaces Oratio in Manuelem 1 30.16.
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169 and an oration by

same century, from a commentary on Homer by Eustathius of Thessaloniki
Niketas Choniates,'”® shows that the memory of the field was active even in the 12 century,
perhaps indicating that it is simply an accident of preservation regarding the limited information
from other periods.

The potency of the memory of the battle surely persisted long after the physical
monuments, as we see in a sonnet written by the 17%-century British poet John Milton.!”! As
opposed to a modern recollection regarding the field of the next commemorative stage, however,
Milton’s sonnet shows how the battle had become increasingly divorced from the field itself. He

uses the tradition that Isokrates had died around the same time as the battle, perhaps on the same

day according to Milton, in a complaint about love and contemporary English politics.!”?

169 Eustathius Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem.
170 Choniates Oration 9.95.
71 Milton Sonnet 10.

172 Milton’s Sonnet 10:

Daughter to that good Earl, once President
Of England’s Council, and her Treasury,
Who lived in both, unstained with gold or fee,
And left them both, more in himself content,
Till the sad breaking of that Parliament

Broke him, as that dishonest victory

At Chaeronea, fatal to liberty,

Killed with report that old man eloquent,
Though later born, than to have known the days
Wherein your father flourished, yet by you
Madam, methinks I see him living yet;

So well your words his noble virtues praise,
That all both judge you to relate them true,
And to possess them, honored Margaret.

- Text from Kerrigan et al. (eds.) 2007, The Complete Poetry and Essential Prose of John Milton, 146-147.
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Stage Five: Re-remembering Chaironeia

At some point the physical monuments on the field were lost, whether covered or
otherwise hidden by natural processes, or simply forgotten. It is unclear exactly when, but this
had occurred by the early 19" century, when the lion statue was rediscovered by a group of
British travelers. Likewise, we expect that the memory of Chaironeia, as expressed in literary
sources, had become largely disconnected with the reality on the field, even if the space was
occasionally referenced in the centuries after Libanius.

The physical monuments of the field were re-discovered at different points in the 19" and
20™ centuries. The lion statue of the Lion burial became a pawn in 19%-century politics
immediately upon its re-discovery, when fragments were accidently stumbled upon by a group of
British travelers in 1818.!7* Several of the party published personal accounts over the following
decades,!” but the stories of the discovery greatly vary, from theatrical to mundane,'”® such that
the actual events have become muddled and impossible to know for certain.

Nevertheless, it seems that they had discovered the head of the lion statue and some of its
body elements, and that they subsequently reburied the stones to preserve them, not from the
elements, but rather in the hope that they would find a means to transport the monument to
England, “where it would serve to remind us how the Greeks commemorated their glorious
achievements, and possibly incline our Committee of Taste to pay the same or greater tribute to

the memory of those bands of heroes who, in like manner, have fallen in defence of the honour

173 John Sanders, William Purser, Edward Cresy, and George Taylor, according to Ma 2008, 79.

174 The first seems to have been published anonymously by Edward Cresy in 1824 in the Literary Gazette (see Ma
2008, 79 n. 45), which was republished in the same year in Galignani’s Magazine and Paris Monthly Review, §:
381. Some of the accounts of G.L Taylor from the first half of the 19" century are outlined in Vaux 1866, 1-12.

175 B.g., in one letter, George Taylor claims that his horse stumbled over a block on a ride in the area, which led to
an incredulous thought “that it might be !? [sic]”, before the riding group dug out the blocks with their riding
whips. Vaux 1866, 2.

232



and liberty of this country”.!”¢ Taylor’s recollection of the event, published in 1862, gives further
details on the group’s effort to gain the sculpture for England through legal measures, working
“in every way in [their] power,” and petitioning several people in the British consulate in Athens.
Ultimately unsuccessful, Taylor expressed his dismay that the sculpture had ended up in France
(although it hadn’t) and wished to make clear to the editor of the Royal Society of Literature
journal, William Sandys Wright Vaux, that “neither Greek nor Austrian were the discoverers”.!”’

Evidently, the monument was attractive to this group of Englishmen as a potential
symbol of British national power.!”® Taylor’s anxiety seems to be based on alternative stories for
the rediscovery of the monument.!” By the middle of the 19" century, there was a story that a
hero of the Greek war of independence, Odysseus Androutsos, had been responsible for the
initial destruction of the lion.'®° The accusation was that he had blown up the monument with
dynamite because he believed that it contained treasure.!8! It appears that the rediscovery also
inspired conspiracies and counter-opinions, in addition to swellings of national pride in the
leadup to, and aftermath of, the Greek war of Independence.

Later in the 19'" century, other archaeologists and politicians recognized the potency of
the lion as a national symbol. Plans for its anastylosis were prepared in the decade after Greek

Independence, and Otto, the first King of Greece, agreed to do so in 1842, before instability and

176 [Cresy] 1824, 381. British spelling retained.

177 Vaux 1866, 2-3.

178 Ma 2008, 79. Not just for the English: a German group of donors that pushed the project, following the plans of a
German sculptor, which might have chaffed the Greek government, described as the “uppity Greek mini-
country” against the “great German nation” (citing Welcker 1856).

179 Vaux 1866, 10.

130 Ma 2008, 79.

181 Vaux 1866, 9-10.
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disagreements put the program on hold indefinitely.!8? Archaeological research resumed in 1879,
with the ultimate goal of reconstructing the monument. This stoked not only internal
disagreement regarding how the reconstruction should proceed, but also international squabbling
over funding. All non-Greek offers were rebuffed, but the future King of Greece, Constantine I,
pushed the project at all costs beginning 1896, and the monument was reconstructed by 1904.
Ma points out, rightly, the Greek national pride that motivated the project, saying that “what we
now see at Chaironeia is a monument of 1902”183

In addition to the archaeological posturing, the discovery of the monument inspired
several watercolors and other artistic renderings. Many of these should be considered through the
lens of 19" century Romanticism, and they evoke dismay at the state of contemporary Greece.
For example, an engraving by the French diplomat and philhellene Frangois Pouqueville depicts
a man in contemporary Greek clothing, solemnly leaning on the toppled head of the statue
(Figure 4.8).!%* Several other pieces of the sculpture lie around, and a collapsing wall of large-
cut stones sits in the foreground, creating an overall sense of ruin, and perhaps longing.

A colored lithograph by Loius Dupré expresses a similar, yet slightly different sentiment
(Figure 4.9).'3% Although described in the title, an unnamed man, described as a Tartar as
shorthand to mean Ottoman Turk, with a white beard to indicate his age, struggles against his

horse, trying to tame the animal by pulling on the bridle and brandishing a whip. Behind the

182 Ma 2008, 79.
183 Ma 2008, 80.

184 “The Lion of Chaeronea, Greece,” by Frangois Pouqueville, published in 1835, currently in the De Agostine
Picture Library in Milan, Italy.

185 “Un Tartare et les Fragments du lion de Chéronée,” by Louis Dupré, inspired by his 1819 trip. Dupré 1825;
Vlachos 1994.
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dynamic scene, the remains of the lion lie in the background, identified by its head and chest.
There is a stark contrast between the scene of struggle and the serene lion.

A third example is James Skene’s watercolor of the lion (Figure 4.10).'3¢ As opposed to
the previous two examples that depicted the lion in ruin, Skene’s version has an intact lion,
looking inquisitively towards the viewer while sitting in the middle of a field. In the background
there are assorted bits of stone that imply ruin as well as the standing fagcade of an old building,
perhaps a church. In effect, Skene inverts the depictions by Dupré and Pouqueville, instead
displaying the lion as a living creature amid ruins.

Artistic renderings like these may have been inspired by actual images of the lion in the
19th century, if not by autopsy. For example, photos taken by Shirley C. Atchley in 1895!%7
disseminated images of the scattered sectons of the lion, and the composition must have been
attractive to earlier visitors. Indeed, the lion remained in pieces, exposed on the field. One photo
depicts a bespectacled man with a neat mustache, dressed in a suit and tie with a hat, leaning
casually on the head (Figure 4.11). This is a striking comparison with Pouqueville’s etching.

Besides these, the lion also inspired sculptural imitation. Several casts were taken in the
earlier stages, including some that were sent to England and, perhaps, subsequently lost in the
second world war.!88 A to-scale cast was also used for the reconstruction of the statue itself, set
in a shed near the monument.'®® After its use, the model was moved to the Thebes museum, but

it is not on display.!*?

186 «I_eondari,” by James Skene. See Tsigkakou 1985.

137 Atchley, unlabeled photographs in Sanborn 1897, 97 and 98, photographer credit on 102.
138 Ma 2008, 79 n. 52.

139 Ma 2008, 80.

190 Ma 2008, 80 n. 57.
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The statue also stimulated an imitation elsewhere in modern Greece, set up in Pythagoras
Square in the city of Samos on the island of the same name (Figure 4.12). It was set in the
square in 1921, as a celebration of the 100-year anniversary of Greek Independence. Beyond the
wider Greek celebration, the choice also had local relevance. The lion statue is just part of a
series of other embellishments in the square, and it was replaced by a model of the Statue of
Liberty during the military dictatorship in 1968. Ultimately, the lion was returned to the square
in 1974, at the fall of the military dictatorship.'®!

Although exploration of the Chaironeia tumulus did not engender as much international
posturing, nevertheless its excavation in 1902 consolidated the statements of the contemporary
Greek government. According to the excavator, the project began with the explicit goal of
finding the burial of the Macedonians near the Kephisos, following Plutarch. When the original
candidate proved to be undatable to the fourth century BCE, a second option was immediately
excavated, which luckily contained sufficient evidence of fourth-century activity.

Both the Lion burial and the Chaironeia tumulus were intentionally placed into a dialogue
of modern issues by their exploration and subsequent beautification, including the anastylosis of
the former and the extensive gardening around both.!? In the intervening century, the two
monuments have witnessed differential receptions in the 20" and 21% century world. The Lion
burial, as a prominent monument with early 20"-century resonances, now stands proudly next to
the archaeological museum in the modern city. It is unfenced and always open to visit,
accompanied by a relatively well-kept sign that provides the basic information. In contrast, the

Chaironeia tumulus is very difficult to visit, inaccessible by well-maintained roads, and

191 “pythagoras Square and the Lion.” General State Archives, Samos Department.
<https://www.isamos.gr/en/pythagoras-square-and-the-lion/>.

192 The landscaping is attributed to the local Thouriou Primary School, according to the museum label.
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completely devoid of any accompanying signage. Given the identifications that have accrued in
much of modern scholarship, there is apparently greater care given to the Theban monument, as

opposed to that of the Macedonians, and the vanquished is more celebrated than the victor.

Conclusion: Comparing Chaironeia to Marathon and Leuktra

Because it was the last of the case studies chronologically, the commemoration of the
battle of Chaironeia occurred in a context of wider commemorative patterns that had been
established before, or in some cases instigated by, Marathon and Leuktra. This is especially true
in the early stages of commemoration, as commemoration of the 338 BCE battle settled into
wider patterns of the fourth-century Greek world. In some ways, the on-field commemoration at
Chaironeia does not match the expected patterns.

It appears that there were burials and other funerary rites, there is no physical evidence of
a trophy in the initial phase, and the literary evidence is either later or comes from an Athenian
audience. In contrast, it appears that the commemoration of Chaironeia as a weaponized
rhetorical device in near-contemporary literary sources follows expectations, and the battle could
be viewed in the context of other conflicts, such as Marathon.!*?

By the first or second century BCE, however, we begin to notice a shift in the way that
Chaironeia was commemorated, likely because of a change in audience. The Roman perspective
on the Classical Greek battles pushed them into a more remote past, of which each was

ostensibly a part. Sometimes this worked to celebrate Roman achievement,'** but sometimes it

193 B.g., Aeschines 3.182 compares Demosthenes at Chaironeia to Miltiades at Marathon.

194 E.g., Dionysios of Halikarnassos 2.17.2 compares Rome to Sparta, Athens and Thebes, who had been
overpowered at Leuktra and Chaironeia.
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was only a continuation of a trope in rhetorical exercises like declamations.!> This might not
have been true in the first century BCE, however, as the victory of Sulla in 86 BCE effectively
obscured Phillip’s victory from 338. Over time, however, the neglect faded, such that Marathon,
Leuktra, and Chaironeia could be comfortably compared throughout the Roman period. The
physical monuments of this period, however, had a lasting impact on the physical
commemoration of Philip’s 338 BCE victory.

There was a rather marked change in the commemoration at Chaironeia of the 338 BCE
battle as Rome became increasingly involved in Greek affairs after the second century BCE, and
especially after Sulla’s victory in 86 BCE. This example shines a greater light on the changes
that had occurred at Marathon and Leuktra, as each battle was subsumed into an increasingly
remote past. From this point on, the battlefield commemoration at each site generally followed
the same pattern, of course with local variation. The long third stage faded into the fourth stage,
partially beginning around the second century CE, as we see in the oft-radical departures of
Pausanias’ account from earlier sources.

As a pattern, the lull continues through the Ottoman period in Greece and up to the 19®
century, when there are increasing sentiments pushing for Greek independence. Even in the quiet
period, however, there are often stray references in extant literary sources, perhaps indicating
that there was a much more vibrant tradition that has just been lost over time.

The modern re-collection of Chaironeia also coincides with the re-collection of other sites

of antiquity, especially that of Marathon.!®® In the present case, the lion was a potent physical

195 E.g., Quintillian The Orator’s Education 9.2.

196 This connection exists in the 19" century account by Taylor, recorded in Vaux (1966, 10), which is particularly
scathing of contemporary Greece. It is curious that the battlefield at Leuktra did not also inspire such imagery
and focus from the period.
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symbol that was usable for contemporary politics, as the several artistic representations indicate.
The statue, as a ruin, functioned similar to the soros at Marathon, as well-known representations

of a glorious Greek past.
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Maps
(All maps are my own, unless otherwise noted)

Commemoration

Literary commemoration
Exact location unknown

Monument unrelated to 338 BCE battle

)
/

Map 4.1: Chaironeia: Commemorations on the Battlefield.
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Map 4.2: Chaironeia: Commemorations and Places with known location.
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Figures

Figure 4.1: View of Chaironeia Tumulus. Ma 2008, plate 5d.

Figure 4.2: Excavation of Chaironeia Tumulus. Cooley 1904, 141.
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Figure 4.3: Remains of Cremation, excavated from Chaironeia Tumulus. Archaeological Museum
of Thebes. Photo: Author.
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Figure 4.4a (above): Kabierion Ware from Chaironeia. Archaeological Museum of Chaironeia. Photo:
Author.
Figure 4.4b (below): Kabierion Ware from Theban Kabierion. Archaeological Museum of Thebes. Photo:
Author.
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Figure 4.6: Strigils from Chaironeia Tumulus. Archaeological Museum of Chaironeia. Photo: Author.
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Figure 4.7a (above): Reconstructed Lion of Chaironeia and Enclosure. Photo: Author.

Figure 4.7b (below): Plan of Lion Burial after Excavation, Ma 2008 plate 5, after Phytalis 1880.
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Figure 4.8: “The Lion of Chaeronea, Greece” by Francois Pouqueville. Pouqueville 1835, plate 59.

Figure 4.9: “Un Tartare et les Fragments du lion de Chéronée,” by Louis Dupré, inspired by his 1819 trip. Dupré
1825; Vlachos 1994, fig. 81.
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THE LION OF CH.FRONEA,

Figure 4.11: Photos of Lion in Fragments by Shirley C. Atchley, in Sanborn 1897, pp. 97-98.
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Figure 4.12: “The Lion of Samos”. Image: https://www.isamos.gr/en/pythagoras-square-and-the-lion/
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Chapter Five: The Commemoration of Classical Battles in Extra Urban Sanctuaries

The ancient battles at Marathon, Leuktra, and Chaironeia were celebrated and
commemorated in sanctuary spaces well beyond the battlefield (Map 1.3). These dedications
were sometimes linked to the commemorative practices on the field, such as when spoils taken
from the enemy were dedicated as booty. At other times, there were no direct links between the
dedication and the battlefield commemoration, as is the case with the construction of buildings or
the dedication of statue groups. The type of dedication depended on multiple factors, including
the battle commemorated, the particular sanctuary, dedicator, and the time that the dedication
was made.

Olympia and Delphi were the primary sites that received the dedications that are most
relevant for the case studies presented here. The types of commemoration, however, varied
between the two sanctuaries. Dedication of arms and buildings occurred at Delphi and Olympia,
but the commemorative activity of the case studies at these sites differed in that the latter
received dedications of spoils whereas the former saw monumental dedications.!

The battle of Marathon was commemorated at both Olympia and Delphi, although there
are noticeable differences that are probably due to the administrations of the respective
sanctuaries. The battle was also commemorated in the Attic sanctuary of Nemesis at Rhamnous,
although the association is based on later sources.

In contrast to the case of Marathon, the battle of Leuktra was commemorated at the

sanctuary at Delphi, but not at Olympia. The preference for Delphi may reflect a Theban desire

! Morgan 1990; Scott 2010. Conversely, there are examples of monumental dedications at Olympia and of
dedications of spoils at Delphi: e.g., at Olympia the Messenians and Naupaktians (and Athenians) dedicated a Nike
statue by Paionios on a tall triangular column for the victory over the Spartans at Sphakteria (Pausanias 5.26.1;
Herrmann 1974), and at Delphi the Athenians hung shields from the metopes of the temple of Apollo (see below;
Pausanias 10.19.4).
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to compare their achievements to Athenian exploits that were already celebrated at the sanctuary,
as well as the other military deeds commemorated at the site. It could also be the case that
Thebes was unable to commemorate at Olympia in lasting ways due to the same constraints that
had limited Athenian commemoration of Marathon. The Thebans also dedicated at the Boiotian
sanctuary of Trophonios at Livadia.

Commemoration of the battle of Chaironeia does not follow either of these patterns; there
was some activity at Delphi and perhaps at Olympia, but the character was much different than
the other commemorations of ancient battles. Instead of the typical dedications that celebrated
victory and allowed competing states to jockey for prestige, Philip’s activity at the sanctuaries
post-Chaironeia appears to have been more restrained. This may reflect Philip’s desire for

Hellenic unity in the face of his pending war against the Persians in the east.

Commemorative Stages and Sanctuary Spaces

Sanctuary dedications can belong to every commemorative stage of the battle, from the
initial celebrations to modern recollection. Spoils taken from the enemy and placed in a
sanctuary were a commemorative practice that linked the battlefield to the sacred space. Apart
from the copious amount of materials that have been excavated in sanctuary spaces, we also have
documented evidence such as an inscribed piece of lead that describes the dedication of spoils in
the sanctuary of Olympian Zeus at Locri Epizephyrii in South Italy.? Although these dedications
are often called trophies in modern scholarship,® they are merely simulacra or selections of the

battlefield monuments at best and should not be considered part of the stage of initial

2 Museo Archeologico Nazionale di Reggio Calabria, inv. 40546, tablet 27. See De Franciscis 1961; Trendall 1963-
1964, 34.

*E.g., Scott 2010.
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commemoration on the battlefield. This said, such dedications are connected to the same process.
Because the spoils were collected in the same acts of stripping the enemy dead that led to the
collection of the dead under truce, the production of the battlefield trophy, and the formal
cessation of the battle,* their dedication was intrinsically connected to the battlefield itself. Even
though they ended up in places removed from the context of the battlefield, the dedication of
spoils is close to the initial commemorative practice because of the relative immediacy after the
battle, while also part of official commemoration due to the fact that they were patterned by
previous dedications.

Dedications of other objects, such as buildings and statues, have looser links to the
battlefield. These may be inscribed to indicate the particular battle commemorated or there may
be ancient sources that make such claims, but the practice is fundamentally different than the
dedication of spoils. Although tithes to the god and usually funded by the liquidation of booty,
these dedications are at least a step removed from the battlefield, during the official
commemorative stage.

Any of the dedications can belong to the last three stages of commemoration, based on
how the surrounding sanctuary space and its symbolism changes over time. Re-dedications and
renewed commemoration mark the third stage of curated memories, while re-located monuments
reflect the tension between that stage and the fourth stage of forgotten memories. The final stage
is played out in the reception of all of the memories.

As the earliest of the case studies to be commemorated, the battle of Marathon sees every
commemorative stage in sanctuary spaces. This is for two reasons, first because the Athenians

made lasting dedications that celebrated the battle, and second because sanctuary spaces fill with

4 With other steps involved. See Pritchett 1974.
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monuments over time and so easily become arenas of interaction. Theban commemoration of the
battle of Leuktra, due to the simple fact that the victory occurred after the battle of Marathon,
took place in loaded spaces that already had an Athenian presence. The Macedonians appear to
have neglected the practice of raising commemorative monuments for Chaironeia in sanctuaries
during the Classical period, and all connections to the victory belong to the final two stages.’

I begin with Athenian commemorations of the battle of Marathon, before proceeding to
Theban activity for their victory at Leuktra, and then finally grappling with the lack of

Macedonian commemoration of Philip’s victory at Chaironeia.

Marathon

According to ancient sources, the Athenians commemorated the battle of Marathon in the
Attic sanctuary of Rhamnous, and at the interstate sanctuaries at Olympia and Delphi. There is
literary and archaeological evidence for this practice at these three sites, some of which can be
connected to the commemoration of the battle. Beyond these sanctuaries, there were
commemorative activities at sacred places in Athens, through one-time or iterative dedications.
Commemoration in Athens was focused on the Acropolis, Agora, and Kerameikos, basically in
public spaces that frequently received dedications throughout Athenian history.

Pausanias provides literary evidence that the battle of Marathon was commemorated at
the sanctuary of Nemesis at Rhamnous, through the seizure of a stone block brought by the

Persians to create a trophy, from which the Athenians ultimately created the cult statue.

5 In contrast, literary sources (Plutarch Alexander 16.7-8; Arrian Anabasis 1.16.4) indicate that Alexander
commissioned a set of statues for the Macedonians who fell in the battle of the Granicus River in 334 BCE, which
he set up at the sanctuary in Dion. The dedication is not mentioned by Pausanias (9.30). A stone monument with
sculpted shields at Dion is a candidate for Alexander’s dedication after Granicus. See Marker 1988; Markle 1999.

¢ See Chapter 6.
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Archaeologically, the temple at Rhamnous dates to the third quarter of the fifth century BCE, ca.
430-420.7 There is also evidence of the statue at Rhamnous, which should date stylistically to the
end of the fifth century, perhaps as late as the 420s.® If the dating is secure, then the statue was
constructed several decades after the battle of Marathon in 490 BCE.

The chronology does not preclude the statue from being a commemoration of the battle of
Marathon, as it is not uncommon for dedications to post-date the event they commemorate by
some time. Although it is not possible to be certain, an association of Marathon with the mid-
fifth century temple and image of Nemesis would fit well into the model of memory of the battle
being evoked for reasons other than gratitude. In this case, the construction and dedication would
fall in the Peloponnesian War, perhaps using the memory of the victory at Marathon to satisfy
the needs of an Athenian population that was strained by conflict and the recent devastations of
the plague.’

It is also possible that the association was not established until much later, at some time
before the first century BCE. Literary sources do not help to bridge the gap between the battle
and the dedication. According to Pausanias, Pheidias carved the image of Nemesis from the very
stone that the Persians had brought to Marathon and had intended to use as a trophy.!° The same
basic story, sometimes without the reference to the artist Pheidias can be found in several

epigrams, one from the anthology known as The Garland of Philip and attributed to the first

7 Miles 1989, 227. For more on Rhamnous, see excavation reports by Petrakos (1975, 1976, 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980,
1981, 1983a) and guide (Petrakos 1983b).

8 Richter 1950, 240-242 and 562, figures 633-634. Despinis 1970.
° Miles 1989, 227-235.

10 Pausanias 1.33. A similar phenemonon occurred with the cult of Apollo Epikourios at Bassai, whom the
Athenians named for averting a plague during the Peloponnesian War (Pausanias 8.41.7-8).
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century BCE poet Parmenion,!! as well as one by Theaitetos,!? and one by an anonymous poet.!?
Instead of Pheidias, it may have been carved by his student Agorakritos, from a single piece of
Parian marble.'* Several ancient authors echo this sentiment, casting doubt on whether Pheidias
was involved at all.!

Regardless, there is no extant connection between the statue of Nemesis and the battle of
Marathon until the first century BCE. If this was the case, then the association with the battle
may simply depend on proximity between Marathon and Rhamnous, the rhetorical exercises of
Hellenistic epigrammists, and the fame of the sculpture itself. Nevertheless, the statue of
Nemesis at Rhamnous can be associated with the battle of Marathon, if tentatively.'®

The commemoration of the battle of Marathon at Olympia is more secure, and it took the
form of two inscribed helmets. These helmets are associated with the battle of Marathon due to
the content of their inscriptions and the fact that they were deposited in fills associated with the
construction of the mid-fifth century stadium at the site, which provides a terminus ante quem for
their use-lives as dedications (Map 5.1).!” The first helmet is a bronze Corinthian helmet (B

2600) with an inscription naming Miltiades as the dedicator to Zeus on the bottom edge of the

1 Miles 1989, 137; The Greek Anthology 16.
12 The Greek Anthology 16, 290-291.

13 The Greek Anthology 16, 316-317.

14 Miles 1989, 138; Despinis 1971.

15 Given that the reference is in Pausanias’ account, perhaps the link to Pheidias depends on the sculptor’s
association with the Marathon sculpture at Delphi (see below; Pausanias 10.11).

16 See Smith 2011, 17; Backe-Hansen 2016. The goddess Nemesis, and the associated concept of righteous
indignation, was fitting as commemorations of all conflicts of the Persian War. While worship of the goddess
predates the fifth century BCE, the Athenian investment in the temple and cult statue in the century indicates
particular attention to the goddess.

17 There is some debate over how the phases of the stadium should be dated. Kunze (1956) thought mid-fourth
century BCE, but recently Scott (2010) argues for the reconstruction of the stadium by the middle of the fifth
century.
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left cheek piece (Figure 5.1).!8 It was found in the fill of the southern bank of the fifth-century
BCE stadium. The second is a gilded-bronze conical Assyrian helmet (B 5100) the inscription on
which, made with punched letters on the bottom rim, names the Athenians as dedicators (Figure
5.2).!” The Assyrian helmet was found in the fill of the northern retaining wall of the same
stadium.

There were two main catalysts for the dedication of these helmets at Olympia. The first
incentive stemmed from the dedicators, respectively Miltiades and the Athenians. We see this
pressure in the differences between the objects, in the varying degrees that the helmets either
mimicked or stood out from each other and from other examples. The second, more local
pressure came from the administration that presided over Olympia, at various times based in Pisa
or from Elis. This pressure was manifest in the particular type of commemoration, namely the
dedication of helmets around the stadium. For some reason, the Athenians opted not to build a
treasury or to make a more lasting dedication. Instead, the helmets were lumped among others in
a large field of similar dedications.

The differences between these helmets begins with their physical type, and the contrast
only deepens with the treatment of the bronze and the respective inscriptions (Figure 5.3). In
terms of form, one helmet is Corinthian and the other Assyrian. The Corinthian helmet (B 2600)
is one of many examples, as there are over 600 that were excavated at Olympia.2° The Corinthian
type is not only very common, but also found in the sanctuary from the end of the eighth century

BCE to the mid-fifth century BCE, during the entire span of helmet dedications at Olympia.

18 Olympia, B 2600; Frielinghaus 2011, 383, plate 114 (D478).
19 Olympia, B 5100; /G I° 1467; Frielinghaus 2011, 448 (K1).

20 Frielinghaus 2011, 14-52; 258-416.
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There are even several examples of the Corinthian helmet in miniature (Figure 5.4),2! further
highlighting the prevalence of the form at Olympia. Even in terms of the variations in features of
other Corinthian helmets, our example (B 2600) can be further categorized as one of the 24
examples of the Hermione Group and variants.?? By any metric, the Corinthian helmet (B 2600)
would only be one example among hundreds of other similar looking helmets.??

In contrast, the Assyrian helmet at Olympia (B 5100) is the only example of the type
found at Olympia.?* It is called Assyrian on the basis of other artifacts found in northwest Iran,
the Caucasus region, and in northern Syria, as well as sculpted representations in Assyrian reliefs
of the eighth century.?” While the type is known from other Greek contexts, the Assyrian helmet
(B 5100) would stand out from the crowd at Olympia. In terms of rarity, the Corinthian (B 2600)
and Assyrian (B 5100) helmets stand as polar opposites, the former associated with typical Greek
dedication at the site, the latter openly proclaiming a non-Greek origin.

The surface treatments of the two helmets further accentuates the contrast. While both are
bronze, the Assyrian helmet (B 5100) has a gilded finish that gives the object the appearance of
gold. The helmet already stood out due to its singular form, but when compared to the ungilded
bronze of the Corinthian helmet (B 2600), the Assyrian helmet stands out in an even more visible

way. The golden appearance of the Assyrian may have given the helmet a further association

2 Two examples: B 4542 and B 2207.

22 Frielinghaus 2011, 383- 391.

23 See De Vivo 2013, 65.

24 Frielinghaus 2011, 69-70; 448.

%5 Frielinghaus 2011. For example, an iron Assyrian helmet from Nimrud, dating to the eighth century BCE, now in

the British Museum (Mus. No. 22496), and a carved wall panel relief from Nimrud, dating to the third quarter of
the eighth century BCE, now in the British Museum (Mus. No. 115634).
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with the east, as ancient sources hint that wealth and gold was readily associated with the east.?®

The importance of the golden appearance may be reflected in the unusually careful execution of
the inscription, as the gilding may have been intentionally preserved through the inscription by
punching the letters through the metal, rather than having them scratched and incised.?” The
Corinthian helmet (B 2600) was less marked, in its original use it was just one element of the
standard hoplite panoply, and thus was an easily legible and identifiable aspect of the late
Archaic and early Classical Greek soldier.

The contents of the inscriptions on the helmets are also points of difference besides their
respective execution. The Corinthian helmet (B 2600) is inscribed on the bottom edge of the left
cheek piece: Midtiddec gvé[flexev [ t]oi A1.2® The inscription is incised and the message clear:
“Miltiades dedicated [this] to Zeus”. In the brevity of the statement the vanquished remain
unnamed, leaving room for speculation in the interpretation of the dedication. Perhaps this is
evidence of the prestige that the battle had granted Miltiades, such that his name stood for the
whole battle. The occasion for the dedication is left unsaid, betraying an assumption that the
fame of Miltiades would fill in the gaps while also allowing the helmet to become a more general
declaration of victory and prominence for the Athenian general.

The text of the dedication on (B 2600) gives prominence to Miltiades and Zeus as the
only named beings, but the physical inscription on the helmet places emphasis on celebrating the
former. Not only is the name Miltiades physically underlined and bordered by the left cheek

plate, but also the rest of the inscription essentially disappears around the side and back of the

26 See Kurke 1999.

27 Although punctured inscriptions are also found on non-gilded dedications, such as the shield from Sphakteria
from the Athenian Agora (Agora Inv. B 262).

BIG P 1472.
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helmet. The verb is squeezed into the area of the helmet behind the back limit of the cheek plate,
in an area with little room for emphasis. The dedication to Zeus, moreover, would have been
almost completely obscured from view by the way that the helmet was displayed (Figure 5.5), as
the name sits directly below the hole that was punched for the attachment into a wooden post or
board. The placing of the name Miltiades was deliberate, as other examples of inscribed
Corinthian helmets from Olympia do not follow this pattern.’ This leaves the name of Miltiades
as the primary means of conveying, and identifying the occasion for, the commemoration as the
helmet stood in the sanctuary at Olympia.

But was Miltiades or some other party responsible for the dedication? It is safe to assume
that the Miltiades of the inscription is the same Miltiades who led the Athenians at Marathon.
The inscription itself has Miltiades as the subject, indicating that the dedication could be from his
aristeia prize for excellence in the battle, which was soon after dedicated at Olympia.*® This
would place the time of the dedication in a brief window between the victory at Marathon and
Miltiades’ campaigns in the next year 489 BCE, during which he was likely securing support
both at home and abroad. An inscribed helmet at Olympia visibly promoting Miltiades’ name
would be a fitting tool to drum up support.

It could also be the case that the time between the victory at Marathon and Miltiades’
subsequent campaigns was too short, and literary sources indicate that Miltiades would have had

little chance to celebrate his victory outside of this window. The general fell from Athenian favor

2 For example, multiple bronze helmets dedicated by Hieron of Syracuse after the battle of Kyme in 474 BCE, one
at Olympia (M 9) and one now at the British Museum (Mus. No. 1823,0610.1), are inscribed on the body of the
helmet, rather than on the rim. The inscription on a mid-fifth century BCE bronze helmet dedication from the
Argives now at the British Museum (Mus. No. 1824,0407.32) begins in the same place as the Corinthian helmet
(B 2600), but the name of the dedicator does not dominate the space of the cheek plate in the same way.

30 Keesling 2010, 115-116.
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after a failed expedition against Paros and eventually died in disgrace in Athens in 489 BCE.*! In
this scenario, it is unlikely that the helmet (B 2600) was dedicated by Miltiades, despite the
inscription. Instead, the helmet could have been dedicated by Kimon, the son of Miltiades. The
literary sources indicate that Miltiades was later singled out for his role in the battle, particularly
in the decades of the ascendancy in Athenian politics of Kimon.?? The helmet (B 2600) and
accompanying inscription would also fit well into a tradition of Kimon honoring his father’s
famous deed after Miltiades’ death.3® The dedication could then have been made at a later date,
perhaps well after the Persian wars. The emphasis on the name Miltiades and the omission of an
explicit connection to Marathon would be especially marked in this case, as the famous Athenian
victory and the greatest victory of Miltiades could be effectively merged into a commemoration
of all of the Persian wars.>*

The Corinthian helmet (B 2600) was a dedication of spoils from a significant event in
Athenian history. The dedication was made by, on the behalf of, or to celebrate Miltiades, a
member of a prominent Athenian family. These factors influenced the type of helmet that was

dedicated, as well as the content, placement, and emphasis of the inscription. The Corinthian

31 Herodotus 6.132.

32 Miltiades appears in several monuments of the Kimonian era, such as the sculpture group of Eponymous Heroes
at Delphi (see below), as well as in the painting of the Stoa Poikile in Athens (see Chapter 6, p. 347).

33 There are several episodes following the Persian wars that indicate a growing reluctance to celebrate an individual
rather than the collective. For example, the serpent column at Delphi, a dedication made after the battle of Plataia,
was first inscribed as a dedication from the Spartan general Pausanias but was later re-inscribed to include all of
the states that took part in the battle. There are monuments that name individuals, but these may have been
exceptions. For example, the Kallimachos monument on the Athenian Acropolis (see chapter 6, pp. 312-317) was
a monument to Marathon but dedicated after the death of Kallimachos. See Shefton 1950.

3% Other Kimonian commemorations of historical events interact across multiple events, including myth-historical.
The paintings of the Stoa Poikile (see Chapter 6) visually place Marathon on a par with the Trojan war. Also, the
inscriptions that accompanied the herms that were granted to Kimon after his victory at Eion in 476 BCE
connected the historical event with the Trojan war through the name of the general Menestheus. For the battle at
Eion, see Herodotus 7.107; Thucydides 1.97. For the herm dedication, see Aeschines Against Ktesiphon 3.183-
185. For more on the Eion herms after the fifth century BCE, see Zaccarini 2017.
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type was common and well known at Olympia, such that it would be easily understood in the
terms of contemporary display. Moreover, the inscription marked out the helmet as a particular
event that had specific resonance for the dedicator, even if it had less importance to the average
visitor to the sanctuary.

The inscription on the Assyrian helmet (B 5100) conveyed a different message than its
Corinthian counterpart. It was punched into the lower rim of the helmet: A1 A0¢svaior Médov
Aapovieg.® The dedication is also clear: “The Athenians [dedicate this] to Zeus, having taken [it]
from the Medes.” There are obvious differences between the two inscriptions. The inscription on
the Assyrian helmet (B 5100) proclaims all of the Athenians as the subject and the dedicators,
rather than only Miltiades. It mentions the Medes as the enemy, as well as the circumstance that
the helmet was captured and saved for dedication. The inscription indicates the Assyrian helmet
(B 5100) was dedicated by the polis of Athens, thus focusing the prestige on the group rather
than an individual. The participial phrase Médov Aafovreg, “having taken [it] from the Medes”,
gives further context for the reason for dedication. Taken all together, the entire inscription
connects the dedication to the battle of Marathon, even if the battle is not named. The victorious
Athenians as the sole subject fits well into the rhetorical strategy of fifth-century Athens to claim
that they fought at Marathon alone.’® At the same time, the absence of the named battle in the
inscription allows for the helmet to do multiple duty and celebrate, simultaneously, all Athenian
victories over the Persians.

The materiality of the inscription on the Assyrian helmet (B 5100) emphasizes the

conflict between the Athenians and Medes, as both of the names meet in the center of the object

3 IG T 1467.

36 E.g., Walters 1981.
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and stand in juxtaposition to each other. The inscription begins with the dedication to Zeus,
which was punched into the helmet below the set of two holes for the attachment of a chain that
would have secured the helmet under the chin during its use as defensive armor, and it ends with
the participle Aafiovreg beneath the corresponding set of holes on the opposite side of the helmet.
The inscription along the rim from one chain attachment to the other is the only evidence for the
display of the object, given that there are no obvious attachment holes such as that for the
Corinthian helmet (B 2600). This oriented the inscription so that the names 48svaior Médov, “the
Athenians” and “the Medes”, stand next to each other on the front-facing surface of the helmet,
emphasizing the comparison.

The confrontation within the inscription plays out in the context of the helmet. The gilded
appearance of the object, the unique shape, and the obvious claim that it was taken from the
Medes emphasized physically, as well as verbally, the exotic and rich booty, not to mention the
influence and prestige that the Athenians had gained at Marathon. As a displayed dedication, this
was quite an Athenian statement.

It is difficult to identify the exact motivations behind the respective dedications, but we
can speculate on three scenarios. It is possible that the Corinthian helmet was a dedication from a
powerful individual that apportioned too much credit to Miltiades for the outcome of Marathon,
which led to a subsequent Athenian dedication in similar terms. *” At the same time, the exact
opposite is possible, that the Athenian dedication of the Assyrian helmet obscured the role of the

Miltiades, which Kimon sought to right with the dedication in his father’s honor.*® Finally, the

37 A similar scenario played out a decade after Marathon over the inscription and subsequent re-inscription on the
Serpent Column, commemorating the victory of many Greek states over the Persians at Plataia, at Delphi.

38 Such as what may have occurred with the Kallimachos monument on the Athenian Acropolis.
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helmet dedications probably lent to and drew significance from each other simultaneously, as
well as from their surroundings.

Despite the differences, there are some key similarities between both helmets. Both are
bronze helmets that were found in fills of the stadium, dedicated before the middle of the fifth
century BCE.* The helmet dedication followed long-established precedents at Olympia, and the
site was a fitting arena for this type of dedication after the eighth century BCE, when the
appearance of weapon dedications at Delphi and Olympia coincides with the disappearance of
weapons as grave goods in burials.*’ Dedication of bronze helmets and armor are also common
from the sixth-century phase of the stadium and after, with more than 1,000 weapons and armor
excavated at Olympia, a number much higher than any of the other well-known sanctuaries. At
least 100 of these have inscriptions, 55 of which refer to battles.*! They both follow the pattern
of declaring the dedication to Zeus in the dative by the named dedicator in the nominative, also
following the trends of the sanctuary.

The helmets were emphasized as objects of display. The inscriptions were placed on the
lower rim of the helmets to use the physical object to frame the text, indicating special care taken

for the display of the dedications. The helmets themselves give further evidence of display, with

3% There is some debate over how the phases of the stadium should be dated. See above, n. 13.

40 Snodgrass 1980; Morgan 1990, 19. This may reflect changes in Archaic society, as sanctuaries became more
fitting arenas for conspicuous display.

4! Frielinghaus 2011, 546-553. For another example, see n. 20 above. The helmet (M 9) from Hieron and the
Syracusans for a victory at Cumae in 474 BCE is inscribed:

mapo™v 0 Agwvouéveog

Kol Tol Zupakdciot

ot Al Tvp(p)av’ amo Kopac.
Hieron the son of Deinomenes

and the Syracusans [dedicate this]
to Zeus, [taken from] the Tyrrhenians at Kyme.

For more on Hieron and the victory at Kyme, see Hansen 1990; Cummins 2010.
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the hole that was punched into the back of the Corinthian helmet and the missing top point of the
Assyrian helmet, as well as the emphasis on the frontality of the inscriptions on both.

Their find spots and context within the stadium indicate that both were
contemporaneously displayed in the same area.*? Indeed, the excavators have interpreted
postholes* along the south bank of the stadium as evidence that the helmets stood on poles in the
stadium and along the banks amid the seating area.** If this is true, these helmet dedications
would be part of ephemeral monuments that mimicked the battlefield trophy. The dedication and
display of the helmets were inexorably linked to the subsequent experience of visitors to
Olympia. These facsimiles would be among and visible to the spectators at the stadium, perhaps
coercing visitors to contemplate the military victories (and defeats) as they watched the athletic
winners (and losers).

The administration of space within the sanctuary appears to have limited the construction
of celebratory buildings like treasuries or stoas. The treasuries at Olympia were restricted to a
terrace on the southern flank of the Hill of Kronos. On the one hand, the treasuries were highly
visible in this position on the terrace, from which spectators would have a superb view of the
athletic events taking place below, especially in the Archaic period. On the other hand, the
position effectively marginalized the buildings from the rest of the sanctuary within the Altis,

especially as the sanctuary and stadium spaces developed over time. Moreover, only Doric cities

42 For more on the findspot, see Frielinghaus 2011, 142-144.

43 1t is interesting that there are also post-holes that have been excavated in the Athenian Agora, but that these are
commonly referred to as evidence for ikria, or wooden bleachers, mentioned by several ancient authors (see
Wycherley 1957, 162-163 (524, 525, 528) and 221). The archaeological evidence are cuttings discovered along
the Panathenaic Way in the northeastern part of the Agora, excavated in Trench BI" (see Thompson 1960, 332;
Thompson and Wycherley 1972, 126-129. Perhaps the postholes at Olympia are also ikria, especially given the
context near the stadium.

4 For the dedications on the banks of the stadium, see Scott 2010, 171, especially n. 108.
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and colonies built treasuries here,*> whether because these states had the funds or for other
reasons. In this environment, Athens may have been limited in its ability to construct a treasury
in the sacred space of Olympia. Instead, the Athenians placed their helmet dedications in a space
allowed to them, along with the other massed dedications of similar objects near the banks of the
stadium. While the helmets undoubtedly were visually striking, because they were placed among
more than a thousand similar objects, the celebration was muted and synchronized, perhaps in a
way that did not satisfy a jubilant and confident Athens who had to turn to other sacred spaces
like the Sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi.

To supplement their activity at Olympia, where they were limited to the near-formulaic
dedications of inscribed helmets in the tightly managed space of the sanctuary, at Delphi the
Athenians celebrated their victory at Marathon with more ostentation (Map 5.2). In contrast to
the dedications at Olympia, the commemorations at Delphi were monumental and lasting, and
thus had a longer impact on the space of the sanctuary. As more permanent objects in space, they
were simultaneously inspired by past dedications while also influencing the direction of future
commemoration at the site.

At Delphi, Athens dedicated a marble treasury*® and a set of statues with an inscribed
base,*’ referred to as the Athenian Treasury (Figure 5.6) and the Marathon Base (Figure 5.7)

respectively. These two monuments are largely extant and were reconstructed in the early 20™

45 At Olympia there are treasuries from the Dorian cities of mainland Greece Megara and Sicyon, as well as the
colonies Byzantion, Kyrene, Epidamnos, Gela, Metapontion, Selinous, Sybaris, and Syracuse. See Pausanias 6.19.

46 Amandry 1998; also, GdD 223; Pausanias 10.11.

47 Amandry 1998; also, GdD 225.
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century,*® and they are mentioned in ancient sources.*’ They are intricately linked not only by
their proximity, but also in ancient sources and modern scholarship. Thus, following a brief
description and outline of the connections to the battle of Marathon for both, I analyze the
commemorative impacts of the pair in different scenarios.

The first commemorative monument of the battle of Marathon was the marble treasury,
called the Athenian Treasury.*° It was constructed in a prominent location on a terrace to the
south of the temple of Apollo, facing the so-called 4ire and perhaps the central agora of the
sanctuary.’! The identification of the treasury as an Athenian monument comes from ancient
sources, inscriptional evidence,’? and analysis of the sculptural program that combines the feats
of Herakles with those of Theseus (Figure 5.8).°* The connection between the treasury and
Marathon comes from a reference by Pausanias, who says that it was built from the spoils of the
battle,>* as well as its relationship to the Marathon statue base.

The designation of the treasury as an offering following the battle, however, is more
tenuous than it first appears. Xenophon, the only other ancient author who mentions the treasury,
does not relate a relationship to the battle of Marathon.>> Although it is not necessary that every

testimonium on the monument describe its raison d'étre, Xenophon’s silence does not

8 The treasury was not only reconstructed at Delphi, but also a replica was built in front of the Marathon dam in the
1920s, see Chapter 2, pp. 97-98, Figure 2.26; Kaika 2005, 128-129.

4 In particular, Pausanias 10.11; but also, Xenophon Anabasis 5.3.5.

50 GdD 223; Audiat 1933.

5! Martin 1951, 239-240; Roux 1979, 70; Jacquemin and Laroche 2014, 744.
52 Audiat 1933, 2.

33 Neer 2004; Von den Hoff 2009; Athanassaki 2016; Gensheimer 2017.

54 Pausanias 10.11.

55 Xenophon Anabasis 5.3.5.
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corroborate Pausanias, leaving the second century CE as the earliest literary connection between
the building and the battle. Added to this, several features of the building point to a date as early
as the last decade of the sixth century BCE.*¢ Given the range in possible dates for the treasury
and the fact that the earliest literary connection to the battle is more than 700 years after the
battle, the connection to Marathon is less than certain to modern eyes.

Why did the dedication take this form? The building history of Delphi itself influenced
the Athenian choice of a treasury dedication, not only in terms of the building type, but also in
terms of the used space. The Athenian Treasury was not the first of this building type at Delphi,
but rather the form was common at the sanctuary. Much as at Olympia, there was a long history
of treasuries at Delphi, dating as far back as the seventh century BCE with a dedication by
Corinth.>” Thus the decision to dedicate a treasury is not surprising. Nor was the Athenian
Treasury the first one dedicated by Athenians at Delphi. In fact, the earlier building was most
likely a major factor in the placement of the later building. The first treasury is identified by
foundations that lie under the standing treasury and is thus connected to Athens for this reason.®

As an Athenian building of the sixth century BCE, then, the earlier treasury can be linked to the

56 Based on architecture and sculptural style the building has been dated anywhere from the 510-450 BCE. For the
most part, scholars have tended to advocate a date in the fifth century since excavations in 1989 explored the
architectural relationship between the treasury and a set of statues that stand on the same terrace (see Amandry
1998). Nevertheless, some still argue that the treasury could date to the late sixth century BCE.

Scholars advocating a pre-490 date: Agard 1923; Dinsmoor 1946 and 1973; Harrison 1965; West 1966; Richter
1970; Ridgway 1970 and 1993; Robertson 1975; Maass 1993; Partida 2000.

Scholars dating the building to after 490 BCE: Colin 1909-1913; Poulsen 1924; Audiat 1933; Daux 1932-1943,
1936; La Coste-Messelicre 1936, 1957; Gauer 1968; Zagdoun 1977; Themelis 1983; Amandry 1988, 1998;
Bousquet 1988; Hoffelner 1988; Cooper 1990; Stewart 1990; Boardman 1991; Bommelaer and Laroche 1991;
Bommelaer, Pentazos, and Picard 1992; Radet 1992; Biising 1994; Rolley 1994; S. Morris 1992; Jacquemin 1999;
Ridgway 1999; Neer 2001, 2004 (although not forcefully); Jenkins 2006; Marconi 2007; and Stewart 2008a,
2008b, and 2008c; Scott 2010; Duffy 2016.

37 Scott 2010, 41; Bommelaer 1991, 154 and 653.

8 Audiat 1933; Amandry 1998.
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prominent Alkmaionidai family, which Herodotus says was largely responsible for the
construction and decoration of the Temple of Apollo on the above terrace.’® The subsequent
Athenian Treasury only reinforced this connection, as the Athenian influence on the space was
maintained, perhaps with a dulled connection to the Alkmaionidai family.

The other dedication at Delphi was a set of bronze statues atop a limestone base, often
called the Marathon Base, now located on the triangular terrace below the Athenian Treasury.°
As it is today, the base consists of two courses of blocks that run more than 11 meters along the
southern edge of the treasury and project out 0.76 meters. Along the top course there is an
inscription that explicitly names the battle, leaving no question that the statue group was in

commemoration of Marathon. The inscription on the statue base reads (Figure 5.9):

AGENAIOI T[O]I ATTOAAON[I AIT MEA]JON AKPOG®INIA TEX MAPAG®[O]INI M[AXEZX]
The Athenians [dedicate] to Apollo [from the Med]es the akrothinia from the battle of Marathon.
-IG I’ 1463B.

The date of the inscription strengthens the association with the battle of Marathon because the
letter forms are sufficiently Archaic to fit the early-fifth century BCE.®! Given the content of the
inscription and its execution on the stone, the monument is securely a commemorative
monument to the battle of Marathon.

How soon after the battle in 490 BCE was the dedication of the Marathon Base made?
Looking only at the content of the inscription, one scenario is that the group was assembled in
Delphi soon after the battle as a dedication of a tithe from the spoils. The surviving inscription

supports this view, with the clear messaging of the Athenians as the subject and dedicators to

9 Herodotus 5.62-63; Pindar Pythian 7.
0 Amandry 1998; GdD 225.

81 GdD 225, 136-137; Amandry 1998. The prominent inscription is a later re-carving in larger lettering as the
commemoration of Marathon at Delphi was reinvigorated. The early-fifth century inscription was the same text
but in smaller letters.
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Apollo in the dative, and the battle of Marathon as a genitive phrase that ends the inscription and
gives reason to the dedication.®? The important word in the inscription is akrothinia, the direct
object of the dedication. It can be taken in the literal sense to mean spoils from the battle itself,
but the term can also refer to other offerings that would have been of equal value to the spoils
and perhaps funded through the sales of booty.%* The distinction was blurred already in the
literature of the fifth century, when Herodotus names the dedications of triremes part of
akrothinia,’* while Thucydides also calls the Serpent Column at Delphi an akrothinion.®> The
Marathon Base at Delphi surely belongs to the latter category. Not only do the cuttings on the top
surface of the blocks of the base indicate statues rather than trophies or other installations to
display spoils,® but also the inscription lacks either a deictic or a definite article emphasizing
“these here” akrothinia. Thus, following the inscription alone, it is not possible to attribute the
dedication securely to the period of initial commemorations following the battle.

Despite the temporal distance, the immediacy of the battlefield can be read in the content
of the inscription. Not only is the battle of Marathon named, the spoils taken from the enemy are
evoked by the decision to include the dynamic word akrothinia, rather than a more generic
choice such as agalma or mnema.®’ The battle is even more present in the inscription if the

clause A1’ MEAON, from the Medes, is restored in the lacuna between Apollo and akrothinia, as

62 A further explanative phrase 417 MEAON “from the Medes” may also be read in the inscription, depending on the
interpretation of the lacuna between A7I0OAAON and AKPOG®INIA. See Amandry 1998.

3 Amandry 1998, 123. According to the LSJ entry for dxpofiviov, the meanings are the first fruits of the field or
dedications funded from spoils taken in war.

%4 Herodotus 8.121.
85 Thucydides 1.132.

% There are cuttings that would fit a trophy, but these are of a later date. Amandry 1998, 84; La Coste-Messeliére
1942.

7 For example, the Knidian treasury inscription (Dinsmoor 1912; FdD I11.i 289) mentions agalmata.
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those who have studied the inscription suggest.®® Nevertheless, the dedication was further
removed from the battle than the helmets at Olympia, as the Athenians enacted a different, more
planned and permanent commemorative program at Delphi.

Besides the inscription, the question of the date of the dedication can also be approached
through the statues. It has been difficult to establish what the Athenians dedicated with any
certainty, however, since none of the sculpture survives. There has been much scholarly debate
on the topic since the discovery of the base in 1893,% particularly over how the archaeological
record compares to the written account of Pausanias. Pausanias’ description of Delphi tells us
that there was a set of statues of the Eponymous Heroes of Athens dedicated in the sanctuary.”

For several reasons, however, the surviving blocks below the treasury are rarely equated
with the set from Pausanias’ account.”! He viewed the statues of the Eponymous Heroes near the
southeast gate to the sanctuary,’?> and he made no mention of similar statues near the treasury.”
Indeed, foundations of a sufficient size for the statue base have been found near the entrance to
the sanctuary, tantalizingly close to where Pausanias reported them, thus fueling debate over the
placement of the base and the identity of the statues.”* The debate quieted after the late-1980s,

when Pierre Amandry re-examined the architectural connections between the sculpture bases and

8 See Amandry 1998.

% E.g., Homolle 1893, 1896; Pomtow 1898; Dinsmoor 1912, 1946; La Coste-Messeliére 1953; West 1966;
Amandry 1998; Partida 2000; Neer 2004; Duffy 2006; Gensheimer 2017.

70 Pausanias 10.10.

"L For recent discussion, see Davison 2009. Bousquet 1988 argued for a set of under life-size statues and Vatin 1991
believed some Classical blocks that had been re-used in an early Christian wall could be Pausanias’ base.

72 Pausanias 10.10.
73 Pausanias 10.11.

* GdD 110.
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the adjacent Athenian Treasury.’”> He concluded that the dedications were integral to each other,
with a 0.30 meter projection from the substructure of the treasury that supported the statue base,
and thus that the statue base was always part of the intended display.

Nevertheless, doubts as to Amandry’s interpretations persist, and they are not universally
accepted. For the sake of completeness, I approach the monuments from the two possible
scenarios. First, that there were two sets of statues dedicated by the Athenians, one at the
southeast entrance and one on the terrace south of the Athenian Treasury. Second, the possibility
that there was only one statue set, and that this set was moved to the terrace below the Athenian
Treasury at some point after Pausanias’ visit in the second century CE.

In the first scenario, and at some point after the battle, the Athenian Treasury and the
extant Marathon statue base were dedicated and connected via the 0.30 m extension of the
substructure of the Athenian Treasury. The coupling of the monuments reinforced their
commemorative purpose, and the set of sculptures and accompanying inscription incorporated
the treasury and its decorative program into a celebration of the victory at Marathon. The
program of the treasury, with the goal of celebrating Athens by equating the mythological heroes
Theseus and Herakles in a public and visible context, was physically underlined by the Marathon
Base, which acted as sort of footnote that proved the validity of the former claim of the former.

In this scenario, we do not know for certain whom the statues on the Marathon Base
portrayed, though it is widely accepted that the base supported a set of Athenian Eponymous
Heroes, based on the cuttings on the blocks and the fact that a series of heroes would be a fitting

dedication from Athens.’® If this was the case, an additional layer can be added to the

5 Amandry 1998. See below for Athenian Treasury.

76 Amandry 1998; Scott 2010; GdD 225.
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mythological arguments of the sculptural program of the ensemble. In addition to Theseus and
Herakles on the treasury, the set of ten Eponymous Heroes would make the area around the
treasury a poignantly Athenian space, overtly celebrating the victory at Marathon, while subtly
incorporating the Hellenic hero Herakles in a program of Athenian mythology.

Whatever they were, the sculpture group of the Marathon Base was labeled the akrothinia
from the Medes at Marathon by the accompanying inscription. Perhaps the sculpture was
removed before Pausanias’ visit, causing him to read the inscription as a reference to the treasury
and explaining the omission of the statues from his account. The removal may have occurred in
the 3™ century BCE, when the inscription was recut and enlarged, while still containing the same
information.”” Be that as it may, at some point before the 2™ century CE the statues, base, and
treasury were conflated into the treasury as the singular statement of Athenian power. The
connection to Marathon only survived to bolster the immediate message of the treasury, as it
served as a stand-in for Athenian political interests in the sanctuary.”

These two monuments to Marathon created a place of specific meaning within the larger
religious space of the sanctuary. On this stage, the Athenians advertised their own glories to
themselves as well as to other visitors to the site, increasing the force of their message through
spatial relationships with previous monuments, and especially with the temple of Apollo on the
terrace above. The space also expanded over time, as a triangular area in front of the door was
eventually enclosed with the addition of a series of short inscribed “cippi” (Figure 5.10).”° As

permanent monuments, they attracted subsequent commemorative activities to the surrounding

77 Amandry 1998.
8 Neer 2004,

7 Jacquemin and Laroche 2012, 83-94.
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space. The continuity of the Athenian character in the immediate vicinity of the treasury is
confirmed by inscriptional evidence on the building itself, which shows that the space was
frequented by Athenians in the centuries after the dedication.®°

Returning to the other scenario, it is possible that the Marathon Base was moved to its
location below the Athenian Treasury at some point after Pausanias’ visit to the sanctuary. In this
scenario, the base is likely the same as the base of Eponymous Heroes that Pausanias describes
near the southeast entrance to the sanctuary. Indeed, excavations at Delphi have revealed
foundations on which the Marathon Base would fit, perhaps giving more weight to the
possibility.’! If this is so, then in Pausanias’ account we have an ancient description of the
statuary on top of the Marathon Base. Joining Athena, Apollo, and Miltiades are the heroes
Erechtheus, Cecrops, Pandion, Leos, Antiochus, Aegeus, Acamas, Kodros, Theseus, and Neleus,
as well as the Hellenistic kings Antigonus, Demetrius, and Ptolemy.?

The ten Athenian heroes were grouped with two gods, three Hellenistic kings, and the
general Miltiades. The kings were later additions that conformed to political realities and
changing opinions of Hellenistic kingdoms, and similar changes have been noted in Athens.®* Of
the ten heroes named by Pausanias, only seven are among the canonical Eponymous Heroes of
Athens, an interesting discrepancy given that the Eponymous Heroes were selected via

consultation with the oracle at Delphi.®* For some reason the judgement of the oracle was

80 There are more than 150 inscriptions on the walls of the treasury, including lists of particpants in the games at
Delphi, a hymn with musical notation, and manumission inscriptions. See Colin 1909-1913; Bommelaer and
Laroche 2015,160-161.

81 GdD 110.

82 Pausanias 10.10.

83 See Pausanias 1.5; Kron 1976; for the Monument of the Eponymous Heroes in the Athenian Agora, see Shear
1970.
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overruled in the inclusion of Kodros, Theseus, and Neleus in this monument, in the places of
Hippothoon, Ajax, and Oineus. Moreover, the addition of Miltiades among the heroes is also
curious because he is the only historical person among the crowd of gods, heroes, and later
kings.

When taken together, perhaps the discrepancy and the inclusion of Miltiades should be
considered in the light of Athenian family politics. Herodotus tells us that the reorganization of
Athens into the ten tribes was spurred by reforms of Kleisthenes in the late-sixth century BCE.%
Kleisthenes was a member of the Alkmaionidai family, the same family that was largely
responsible (or given credit for) for the temple of Apollo at Delphi.®® The reputation of the
Alkmaionidai was not beyond reproach, however. Herodotus, in his retelling of the events of
Marathon, hints at a prevalent fifth-century rumor that the Alkmaionidai were on the side of the
Persians during the conflict, and that they signaled the invading army to take the city.®” While
Herodotus himself doubts this story, it was credible enough that the historian felt he must do
away with the myth.

Given this background, what can we make of the substitutions of Kodros, Theseus, and
Neleus for Hippothoon, Ajax, and Oineus? Without venturing too far into mythology, I think it is
possible to note a simple pattern. First, the swap of Theseus for Ajax is the easiest to understand.

While both were heroes that were important in Athenian mythology, Ajax was more closely

8 For the selection of the Eponymous Heroes, see Herodotus 5.66-69; Aristotle Athenian Constitution 21; Pausanias
1.5; Kron 1976, 29-31. For the statues of the Eponymous Heroes in Athens, see Pausanias 1.5; Shear 1970; Kron
1976. For the heroes at Delphi, see Pausanias 10.10.

8 Herodotus. 5.66.

8 Herodotus 2.180; Pindar Pythian 7.

87 Herodotus 6.115.
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associated with the island of Salamis than he was to Athens proper,®® while the Athenian
connection of Theseus was clearer as well as the subject of the sculptural program of the
Athenian Treasury. The exclusions of Hippothoon and Oineus fit into the same pattern as the
exclusion of Ajax, since the former is associated with Eleusis and the latter with two other demes
of Attika, and whom Pausanias called a bastard son of Pandion.®® Conversely, the decision to
include Kodros and Neleus appears more fraught. While the former was a mythological king of
Athens, he was also a descendent of Neleus, who was himself a mythological king of Pylos.*
While we shall never know the reasons, the original Eponymous Heroes were no longer
included on the monument in the time of Pausanias, and there was a clear break from the set that
had been established by Kleisthenes. Heroes that were loosely connected to Athens were
replaced by mythological kings and ancestors, who were probably themselves included in the
original list of possible Eponymous Heroes, although they were not ultimately chosen by the
oracle. Miltiades was opportunistically inserted into this mix, intermingling not only with
Athenian heroes, but also the gods Athena and Apollo. A suitable time for the dedication of the
monument would be during the ascendancy of Kimon, the son of Miltiades, during the same
period in the 460s BCE when the bronze helmet was possibly dedicated at Olympia. Regardless,
the Marathon Base with the amended set of Eponymous Heroes was a dedication that celebrated
Athens indirectly by directly praising the general Miltiades for his role at Marathon, while
simultaneously mythologically confronting the power of the Alkmaionidai family in Athenian

history and politics.

88 Herodotus 8.64, 8.121.
8 Pausanias 1.5.

%0 For Kodros, see Lykourgos Against Leokrates; Aristotle Constitution of Athens 3. For Neleus, see Frame 2009.
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Spatially, the Marathon Base stood prominently at the southeast entrance to the sanctuary
from its dedication in the 460s BCE to Pausanias’ visit in the second century CE, before
eventually being moved to its location below the Athenian Treasury. As a lasting monument in a
prominent place, it attracted other dedications that sought to benefit from its attention-garnering,
while also diluting its spatial impact.

Among other examples,’! this is the case for the later dedication made by the Spartans
after their victory at Aegospotami in 405 BCE that effectively ended the Peloponnesian War by
the following year. This dedication was made by the naval commander Lysander, and so is
sometimes called the Lysander Monument. It was seen by Pausanias®® and has been associated
with foundations excavated at Delphi.”® It was a monument that held at least 28 statues, based on
those listed in Pausanias’ account, although the archaeological evidence indicates that at least 29
can be reconstructed.”* Cuttings for the statues survive, and nearly half (13 or 14) are
accompanied with identifying inscriptions, indicating that all were probably labelled in antiquity.

The statues of the Lysander Monument were not only highly visible and legible, they
were also well positioned to confront the Marathon Base. In addition to dwarfing the total
number of Athenian statues by a ratio of nearly 3:1,” the Lysander Monument replaced the

Marathon Base as the first to be seen in the sanctuary when approaching from the east.”®

o1 Pausanias (10.9) tells us that there were offerings of the Tegeans from spoils of the Spartans, as well as offerings
from Phayllos of Kroton and a bronze bull of Korkyra.

92 Pausanias 10.9.
9 GdD 109.

% GdD 109, 133.
% GdD 109, 133.

% Jacquemin 1999, 259; Scott 2010, 107; Yates 2020, 129.
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Moreover, with its placement in the extreme southeast corner of the sanctuary, the statues of the
monument also minimized the visual impact of the Marathon monument when viewed from the
south, as the line of statues of the former could be easily connected to the statues of the latter
monument. The Lysander Monument blurred the Marathon Base to visitors approaching the
sanctuary, even if it was unable to obscure the Athenian dedication from visitors within the
sanctuary itself.”?

In contrast to the Lysander Monument that obscured the commemorations of Marathon,
the Athenians used the same Marathon monuments to give meaning to their dedication of the so-
called Stoa of the Athenians (Figure 5.11).”® Like the treasury and Marathon Base, the Stoa drew
on the spatial significance of the temple of Apollo. Visually, it appears to support the temple and
the temple terrace, and structurally it incorporates the terrace as the rear wall of its own
structure.”” Visible together with the Marathon monuments and the temple of Apollo that was
funded by the Alkmaionidai family, the Stoa solidified the Athenian presence in the area around
the temple and the terrace below.

Other than spatial reference, the Stoa also alluded to the Marathon Base through its
inscription:

AG®ENAIOI ANE®EXAN TEN ZTOAN KAI TA OITAA KAI TAKPOTEPIA HEAONTEZ TON
IMOAEMIQN
The Athenians dedicate the stoa and the arms and the akroteria having seized them from the enemy.

- SIG 29'%°

7 Yates (2020, 129-130) asserts that the intent was to outdo the Athenian dedication, but I think it actually tries to
anonymize it.

%% GdD 313; Amandry 1953.
% Bommelaer and Laroche 2015, fig. 57.

100 See Amandry 1953; Meiggs and Lewis 1969, 53-54; Amandry 1998.
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Like the inscription on the Marathon Base, the Stoa inscription identified the Athenians as
dedicators with the first word of the text, but the material similarities end there. After the
identifier, the Stoa inscription places different emphasis on the components of the text. The
dedicated objects are clearly listed after the verb, complete with definite articles that
simultaneously identify them as listed items while underscoring their actual presence in the
sanctuary. The inscription ends with the participial phrase “having taken [them] from the
enemy”’, neatly closing the ring with the participle in the nominative referring to the Athenians as
the subject of the statement.

The two inscriptions also differed in their respective content. The Marathon inscription
claims that the akrothinia were dedicated from the Medes at the battle at Marathon, but the Stoa
inscription merely states that the stoa itself, the arms and armor, and the akroteria were
dedicated after they were taken from “the enemy”. Where the former is explicit as to the
opponent, the latter only presents generalized enemies as the source of the dedicated wealth. This
difference is reminiscent of the contrasting inscriptions on the helmet dedications at Olympia,
and it probably was to serve the same purpose. While the Marathon Base dedication was made
explicitly for the battle and the victory over a single enemy, the Stoa dedication was made to
celebrate Athenian victory over any and all of their enemies.

Scholars have debated the victory that the Stoa of the Athenians inscription
commemorates,'®!' centered on whether the “enemies” are the Persians or the Peloponnesians.
Perhaps the correlation to a single enemy or event is not important. Rather, the dedication could

stand for many Athenian victories, from the battle of Mykale in 479 BCE to the victories of

101 persian Wars: Amandry 1953. Peloponnesian War: Walsh 1986; Pausanias 10.11.6. Athenian victory in general:
Hansen 1989.
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Phormio in the Peloponnesian War in 429 BCE.!?2 Recent reconstructions of the building support
this view, as it is possible that sets of arms and armor stood in the form of ephemeral trophies

within the building.!%3

The inscription would thus literally refer to actual dedications of arms
used against the Athenians, which had been seized following the several Athenian victories and

dedicated in a markedly Athenian space of the sanctuary.

Leuktra

The Theban commemoration of the victory at Leuktra in 371 BCE was different than the
Athenian activities following the battle of Marathon, although the former took cues from the
latter. Theban commemoration of the battle in sacred spaces can be found at the sanctuaries of
Apollo at Delphi and of Trophonios at Livadia. Besides the activities in large sanctuaries,
Theban dedications from the battle of Leuktra were also made in the sanctuary of Demeter in
Thebes, which are reported by Pausanias.'%*

One of the most glaring differences between Athenian and Theban commemorations of
their respective victories is in the arenas where commemoration of Leuktra was permitted, more
specifically that there was apparently no commemoration of the battle of Leuktra at Olympia.
There are examples of Theban and Boiotian dedications of arms and armor at the sanctuary that
are roughly contemporary with Athenian dedications and in the same area near the stadium, such

as the Theban dedication following a victory over Hyettos in the sixth century.!%> Whether or not

102 GdD 313, following Pausanias 10.11.
103 Jacquemin and Laroche 2014, 740-741.
104 Pausanias 9.16. See Chapter 6, pp. 365-366.

105 Scott 2010, 169. Frielinghaus 2011.
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the sources indicate absence, their silence speaks volumes, especially given Peloponnesian
connections and conflicts.

The time period helps to explain the difference between the commemoration of Marathon
and Leuktra at Olympia. The Marathon dedications occurred in a period when Athens was
unable to undertake major building projects such as a treasury, but at a time when dedications of
arms and armors were in vogue. In contrast, the battle of Leuktra was fought when military
dedications took a markedly different form. At the same time, the battle of Leuktra coincided
with major upheavals and contestations that occurred at Olympia, as multiple parties vied for
control of the sanctuary.!’ Moreover, after Leuktra, Thebes was heavily invested in the
Peloponnesian cities of Megalopolis and Messene, which may have made activity at Olympia
redundant or unnecessary.!?’ In any case, there was no suitable avenue for the commemoration of
Leuktra at Olympia.

There is only later literary evidence from Pausanias of Theban commemoration of
Leuktra at the sanctuary of Trophonios at Livadia with the shield of Aristomenes. According to
ancient sources, Aristomenes was a myth-historical king of Messene who was connected with the
second Messenian War of the early eighth century BCE, when the Messenians attempted to gain

their freedom from Sparta.'% In addition to the Early Archaic war, Aristomenes was also

106 Tn his description of Olympia in Books 5 and 6, Pausanias mentions some conflicts between Elis and other cities
in the Peloponnese: Elis fought against Pisa and the Arkadians for control of the sanctuary (Pausanias 5.4.7), but
had gained control in the second quarter of the fifth century BCE after defeating Pisa (Pausanias 5.10). After,
Elis was victorious in a fight with the Lakedaimonians c. 400 BCE (Pausanias 5.20.4; 6.2.3), but lost control
during one Olympiad to the Arkadians around 364 BCE (Pausanias 6.4.2; 6.22.3).

107 Although the Messenians flourished in Olympic competition. See Pausanias 6.2.10-11.

18 Diodorus 15.66; Pausanias 4.6, 4.14-32, 5.21, 6.7, 8.52, 9.39. For more on Aristomenes, see Ogden 2004.
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associated with the re-foundation of Messene in the fourth century BCE, when his bones were
returned to the city from his grave on the island of Rhodes.!%

The account of the shield dedication is strange, as it was an eighth-century dedication that
was de-consecrated and moved to the battlefield in 371 BCE, and subsequently re-dedicated at
the same sanctuary.!!? The shield on the battlefield was meant to scare the Spartans and lead the
Thebans to victory. Moreover, the story fits into the pattern of the special power of the shield of
Aristomenes, since during the Second Messenian war he attached his shield to the temple of
Athena in Sparta with an inscription saying that “Aristomenes gives [this shield] from the
Spartans to the Goddess.”!!! It also fits with other patterns in the literary sources regarding the
victory at Leuktra, that the Thebans and Epameinondas employed many tricks to gain the
advantage over the Spartans, including consulting the oracle of Trophonios at Livadia and giving
misleading interpretations.!!?

But this legend appears many centuries after the battle of Leuktra, and surely belongs to a
later stage of commemoration during the Roman period of Greece, when Greek victories of the
previous centuries were collated together. Through the hero Aristomenes, Pausanias’ story
collapses the battle of Leuktra into the same category as the myth-historical Second Messenian
War. The historian Plutarch takes the connection even further by mentioning both Themistocles
and Leonidas,!!? thus equating the victory of Leuktra to the famous battles against the Persians at

the hands of Athenians and Spartans, respectively.

109 Pausanias 4.32. For the construction of the Messenian identity, see Alcock 2002, 132-133.
110 Pausanias 4.16, 4.32, 9.39.

111 paysanias 4.15.5.

12 For examples, see Diodorus 15.53 and Plutarch Pelopidas 21.

13 Plutarch Pelopidas 21; The motif is also in Pausanias 7.6.
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Although there is no archaeological evidence for the dedication at Livadia, the story
spatially links the sanctuary of Trophonios to the battlefield itself, while also bridging the
temporal divide between the original, pre-Leuktra monument and its re-dedication after the
battle. Due to its location, the sanctuary of Trophonios at Livadia was a place of more regional
importance to Thebes and Boiotia than either Delphi or Olympia, and so the location-specific
stories are unsurprising. Theban dedications in other sanctuaries did not follow this pattern,
however, and instead were influenced by the sanctuaries themselves.

In some ways the dedications at Delphi mimicked what the Athenians had done for
Marathon, as the Thebans constructed the monumental Theban Treasury that visually referenced
its Athenian counterpart. In other ways, the Thebans made smaller dedications that played off the
surrounding monuments, such as a statue of Epameinondas, the general credited for the victory,
and the dedication of the bronze shield of Asopichos. Whatever the dedication, the Theban
commemorations of Leuktra drew special meanings by spatially confronting other monuments,
particularly the Athenian commemorations of Marathon, but also Spartan monuments.

At Delphi, Leuktra was commemorated in several ways. With a number of dedications at
the sanctuary aimed at different antagonists, Thebes and its allies trumpeted its newly won
influence in the Greek world after defeating the Spartans at Leuktra. This gamesmanship played
out in the form of several dedications offered by Thebes and her allies: the limestone treasury
building dedicated by Thebes,!'* a statue of Pelopidas the general dedicated by the

Thessalians,'"> and a statue on a column dedicated by the Spartan turncoat Leandrias.!!® This
Y p

14 GdD 124.
15 Pausanias 10.10. Also inscribed.

116 Diodorus 15.54.
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anti-Spartan trend inspired further confidence in those wishing to kick Sparta while it was down,
as the Arkadians did with a statue group dedication after 369 BCE, a group which also included
the Theban general Epameinondas.

In addition to statements against the Lakedaimonians, Thebes took several shots at
Athens in the decades after Leuktra, with its treasury and with the dedication of the shield of
Asopichos. The Theban Treasury announced the Theban presence at Delphi in a very visible
format, with the prominent placement in the southwest corner of the sanctuary (Figure 5.12).!!
In this location, it mirrored the Spartan Lysander monument at the southeast entrance, which
itself had confronted the Athenian Marathon Base.!!® The effect of the placement was
strengthened by the Arkadian dedication mentioned above, which was near the Lysander
monument and included a statue of Epameinondas. With these two dedications, the Theban
presence at Delphi extended from both of the southern entrances to the sanctuary, greeting most
visitors to the sanctuary.

In many ways, the Theban Treasury mimicked the Athenian Treasury. While the Theban
Treasury was conspicuously placed and situated at a major point of access to the sacred precinct,
the placement in this corner also had deeper roots that were significant to Boiotian and Theban
identity, likely in an area that had housed a similar building before the fourth century.!!® Like the
Athenian building, the Theban Treasury was built in an area of historical significance to the city,

which they were able to reinforce and reinvigorate with the fourth-century construction.

17 GdD 124.
118 See above.

19 Scott 2016; GdD 226.
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The Theban Treasury surpassed its Athenian counterpart in some ways. It was more
visually prominent and, due to its placement on the lower slopes of Parnassos, visitors to the
sanctuary would have seen this building before the Athenian Treasury.'?° This placement would
have lent an air of prominence to the treasury, especially because it has been confirmed that the
entrance faces the gate to the sanctuary in the west, rather than to the interior in the east.!?!
Moreover, the visual prominence was enhanced by the foundations of the treasury incorporating
the southern temenos wall, so that the building was actually supported by the limits of the
sanctuary itself. With its placement, orientation, and incorporation of sanctuary architecture, the
Theban Treasury visually supplanted the Athenian Treasury as the most striking building on the
approach to the sanctuary.

The program of prominence continued, according to closer inspection and comparison of
the buildings. The Theban Treasury, with a base measuring 12.33 meters by 7.22 meters and a
height of at least 5.17 meters, was larger than the Athenian Treasury, which had a base of 9.56
meters by 6.57 meters and height 5.47 meters. In fact, the Theban Treasury was bigger than all
the treasuries in the sanctuary.'?? Furthermore, the construction material and means of decoration
were so different that it was probably intentional. Whereas the Athenian Treasury was built of
Parian marble that was brought from abroad, the Thebans elected to use the more locally

”123 a5 well as a

quarried Sant-Elie limestone, which “gave the material a variety of luminescence,
stark contrast to the Athenian Treasury. Moreover, instead of the highly decorated metopes in

shining marble that characterize the Athenian Treasury, the Theban version did not have

120 Scott 2016.
121 GdD 124, 155; Jacquemin and Laroche 2010; Scott 2016.
122.GdD 124, 156.

123 Scott 2016, 109.
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sculpture, but relied on its size, material, and the plain proportions of the Doric order for
decoration.!?*

Despite the differences, however, the Thebans elected to construct a treasury at Delphi in
the middle of the fourth century. On the surface, this appears to be a strange decision, as the
treasury dedication does not seem very popular after the fifth century. Michael Scott emphasizes
that the contemporary fourth-century trend would be the dedication of sets of statues, and that the
Athenian Treasury was the most recent, securely attributed treasury to be dedicated before the
Theban Treasury.'? The anachronism of the dedication of the Theban Treasury, in combination
with the visual impact and spatial rivalry with the Athenian Treasury, indicates the Theban effort
to tie their dedication into the commemorative network of Delphi and, particularly, the Athenian
monuments.

But the association between the Theban Treasury and the battle of Leuktra is only
communicated by Pausanias in the second century CE.!?° The account of Diodorus Siculus in the
first century BCE is the other literary reference to the treasury that provides a different reason for
its dedication, and he writes that the treasury was constructed from spoils from the Phokians.!?’
Given the temporal distance, not only between the two authors, but also between the authors and
the battle of Leuktra in 371 BCE, it is not possible to attribute securely the construction of the
treasury as a commemoration for the battle of Leuktra. It is equally likely that the building stood

in the corner of the sanctuary at Delphi merely as a lasting statement of Theban power in the

124 GdD 124, 155.
125 Scott 2016, 107.
126 Pausanias 10.11.

127 Diodorus 17.10.
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fourth century BCE, with only indirect reference to their most famous victory at Leuktra. In this
case, a celebration for the victory at Leuktra could easily be combined with other Theban
triumphs.

Nevertheless, the connection to the battle itself was established at some point before
Pausanias’ visit to the site. In the eyes of Pausanias, the commemoration was not only connected
to the Theban victory at Leuktra, but also to the Athenian victory at Marathon, and he writes
about both in the same lines. If the association is so late, then the Theban Treasury as a
monument to Leuktra belongs in the later stages of commemoration, as the memory of the battle
of Leuktra was updated and somewhat elided with the battle of Marathon during the Roman
period.

Besides extant and lasting monuments, there was a commemoration of Leuktra at Delphi
in a monument only found in literary sources, through the anecdote of the shield of Asopichos.!?8
We see the shield in Athenaios’ Deipnosophists, where we learn that the decorative device is a

representation of the trophy on the battlefield itself:

OcdmopTog 08 €V T@ Mepl TV cLANOEVTOV £k AeApdv Xpnudtmv Acodniyov enot Tov Exopuivoviov
EPOUEVOV TO AEVKTPIKOV TPOTALOV EVIETVTOUEVOV EYEV €L THiG AoTid0G ... dvakeiobai te TV domida
a0tV &v Aghoig &v i] otod.

Theopompos, in [the text] regarding the Wealth Pillaged from Delphi, says that Asopichos, who was a
lover of Epameinondas, had the Leuktra trophy engraved on his shield... and this shield is dedicated at
Delphi in the stoa.

- Athenaios Deipnosophists 13.38.

While Athenaios is an author of the second and third centuries CE, his source for this story is the
historian Theopompos from the fourth century BCE, lending at least a bit of credibility from a

contemporary of the battle of Leuktra in 371 BCE.

128 Athenaios Deipnosophists 13.83, citing Theopompos’ On the Wealth Pillaged from Delphi.
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According to Theopompos, Asopichos’ shield had a representation of the Leuktra trophy
as its shield device. As a literary device, the secure identity of the trophy is unimportant. It is
unclear in the text which trophy was depicted, whether it was any of the trophies that had been
erected on the field before the battle, the ephemeral trophy that was raised in the immediate
aftermath, or if was the later monumental trophy that was later dedicated on the field.!?° In the
end it did not matter, and the shield was valuable because of its connection to the battlefield of
Leuktra and the general Epameinondas.

The shield connected the spaces of Delphi and the battlefield of Leuktra through the
representation of the trophy and the conspicuous placement in the stoa at Delphi. Through the
shield, the trophy at Leuktra managed to be displayed simultaneously in the field and at the
sanctuary. Not quite an initial commemoration of the battle, the shield itself belongs to the stage
of official memory when “the Leuktra trophy” would have had a definite meaning. Moreover, its
later dedication in the sanctuary at Delphi pushes the shield into the subsequent stage, where
commemoration of the battle of Leuktra was maintained and openly displayed in the sanctuary.

By itself, the shield is a direct reminder of Leuktra and the battlefield, tied by the physical
structure of the trophy. Its placement in the sanctuary is significant, in that it was not included in
the newly refurbished Theban Treasury, but rather into an unnamed stoa. Depending on which
stoa is meant, there can be different symbolic resonances. One possibility is a stoa near the
southeast entrance to the sanctuary.!3° This stoa was directly behind the dedication of the

Arkadians that featured Epameinondas.!®! The dedication in this space would have special

129 See Chapter 3.
130 GdD 108.

B GdD 105, 128.
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significance in the apparent Theban monumental program at Delphi in the fourth century BCE,
as it would have further embedded their presence in the southern portion of the sanctuary.

The final treatment of this shield as reported by Athenaios could reinforce this view. The
destruction is tied into the larger conflict at Delphi, and it was eventually melted down by the
Phokians during the Third Sacred War.!3? Combined with the reference by Diodorus Siculus that
the Theban Treasury in the southwest of the sanctuary was built from the spoils of the conflicts
against Phokis, the treasury could also stand in a spatially significant place that balances the
violence represented by the destruction of the shield at the hands of the Phokians.

Another attractive stoa would be the above-mentioned Stoa of the Athenians, which was
built against the terrace wall for the temple of Apollo. If so, the shield dedication in the Athenian
space appears to be a direct challenge, as the object is literally housed in a structure that stood for
Athenian victory over all of its enemies.

Such a placement within the Stoa of the Athenians would also resonate with the

133 jtself a

circumstances surrounding the construction of the mid-fourth century BCE temple,
replacement for the Alkmaionidai-funded temple of the sixth century that had been destroyed by
earthquake. Epigraphically, we know many things about the re-construction of this temple
because it was very publicly documented through inscriptions. These documents not only declare
those that had a hand in the new temple, but also those who did not, and Athens falls into the
latter category. Given the outsized role that the Athenians, through the actions of the

Alkmaionidai family, had played in the sixth-century temple and their dominance of the space

below the terrace through the fifth and the beginning of the fourth century, their absence in the

132 Athenaios Deipnosophists 13.83.

133 GdD 422. See Roux 1979; Croissant 2003; Amandry and Hansen 2010.
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lists is striking. Clearly the Athenians were in no position, whether politically or financially, to
have a hand in the reconstruction of the temple. A Theban dedication in the Stoa of the
Athenians is all the more striking in this context, further trumpeting the diminished role of
Athens in the sanctuary.

The Theban engagement with Athenian monuments did not go unnoticed in Athens, and
the Athenians appear to have replied in a similar language. There is literary and inscriptional
evidence that at some point after the reconstruction of the temple of Apollo in the fourth century,
the Athenians hung, or rehung, shields that had (allegedly) been part of the booty seized from the
Persians. These shields were seized either from the battle of Marathon or from the battle of
Plataia, and they were accompanied by an inscription.!**

Ancient sources differ as to what the shield dedication was commemorating. Aeschines’
testament is chronologically closer to the Persian wars than Pausanias’, but he is not explicit with
attributions in the description. Instead, the orator gives clues as to which event the shields
commemorate, using the dedication largely as a rhetorical tool. According to Aeschines, the

dedication was accompanied by the inscription:

Abnvaiot 4o Mndwv kai Onpainv, 6te tavavtia toig "EAAnoy Eudyovro.
The Athenians [dedicate these] from the Medes and Thebans, when they fought against the Greeks.

- Aeschines Against Ktesiphon 116.

The principal actors and their roles are named, with the Athenians as the victors in some conflict
against a joint force of Medes and Thebans.

The structure of the reported inscription grants differential emphases. The Athenians as
dedicators are promptly and openly named with the first word in the line, in an order that follows

the example of the Assyrian helmet at Olympia, the inscription on the Marathon Base, as well as

13% GdD 422, 207; Scott 2010, 77 (82 and 98), n. 11. Inscription: Courby 1927, 84; Bourguet 1929, 190; Amandry
and Hansen 2010. Shields: Pausanias 10.19; Aeschines Against Ktesiphon 116.
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the inscription on the Stoa of the Athenians. They are the subject of the main clause, and the verb
of dedicating must be supplied and is assumed by the reader. In contrast, the Athenians are
balanced by the verb udyovro that finishes the inscription. It is in a dependent temporal clause
and the subject is not the Athenians, but rather the Medes and the Thebans. Both the Medes and
the Thebans appear in the same case and number, and are identified not only as the vanquished
parties that were the source of the dedicated arms, but also as the enemies of the Greeks whom
Athens defeated.

Notably, the inscription does not name from which battle the arms were seized.
According to Pausanias, however, the shields commemorated the battle of Marathon.!3> They
were not the shields that were used in the battle, but instead were golden facsimiles of shields
that were dedications funded by the spoils. In this scenario, the Athenians employed the
commemoration of their most famous victory in order to reprimand the Thebans in a public and
visible way. Based on the information provided by Aeschines, however, it seems that the
inscription could be referring to the battle of Plataia, when the Thebans had actually fought on
the side of the Persians.!3® Whatever the case, the ancient disagreement over the battle
commemorated by the shields shows that the years of fighting with and against Persia were
blurred, and a period of more than 10 years, could be boiled into a single, generalized, and

referable conflict.

135 Pausanias 10.19.

136 Herodotus 9.
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Chaironeia

In contrast to the battles at Marathon and Leuktra, there is little evidence of
commemoration of the battle of Chaironeia in the large sanctuaries. Instead, ancient sources and
the archaeological record have led scholars to think that the Macedonian victory granted Philip
the right to be even more active in these spaces. Indeed, Philip’s influence over Delphi after 338
BCE is evidenced most clearly by the increase in non-Theban Boiotian dedications at the site, '3’
as much as a change in the commemorative practice at the sanctuary itself.!3® While this may be
true, Philip was already a major player in the Amphictyony after the end of the Third Sacred War
in 346 BCE, and it is possible that his involvement in the Amphictyony ultimately pushed the
league into another sacred war, which eventually culminated in the battle at Chaironeia in 338
BCE.

Because of his major involvement in the contemporary politics and fortunes of Delphi,
there are several dedications that were inspired by Philip.!*® Despite the involvement and his
penchant for self-representation, there are not many dedications at Delphi which are connected to
his victory at Chaironeia, and none were dedicated by Philip himself. Instead, there is a statue of
Philip that was dedicated by the city of Amphissa. The connection between this statue and the
battle of Chaironeia stems from Amphissa as the dedicator, because it was an accusation that
Amphissa was ploughing sacred land around Delphi which had led to the sacred war and the
battle on the field of Chaironeia. Second, the statue of Philip is the only dedication made by the

city at Delphi, and it is a portrait of the victor of the battle. These two strands of evidence, taken

137 Scott 2016, 99.
138 Bommelaer and Laroche 2015, 34-35.

139 B.g., a sculpture of Philip atop a column, dedicated sometime before his death in 336 BCE. Scott 2010, 132
(253); Jacquemin 1999, 39.
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together, makes it plausible that the dedication was a maneuver to appease Amphissa’s
transgression and to flatter Philip.'4°

The second dedication with loose associations to Chaironeia was made by a tetrarch of
Thessaly and a hieromnemon at Delphi Daochos, who dedicated an enclosure and a statue group
of Philip’s family on a terrace to the northeast of the temple and to the north of the altar.'*! While
this is probably not a monument that actually commemorated Philip’s victory at Chaironeia, the
placement would be significant, as it was also highly visible and in a recently revamped area of
the sanctuary near an entrance in the eastern peribolos wall. Nevertheless, neither the statue by
the Amphissans nor the dedication of Daochos can be securely connected to the commemoration
of the battle of Chaironeia at any time in antiquity.

The Philippeion at Olympia (Figure 5.13) is the only sanctuary dedication that has any
link to the battle of Chaironeia in literary evidence. Even this building, however, is unlikely to be
related to the battle itself, but rather the opportunity to construct the monument was presented
after the victory in 338 BCE. Pausanias mentions the building in his account of the sanctuary,
stating that it was built after Chaironeia.'*> Even his words, however, do not actually place the
impetus for the construction on the victory itself, but suggest rather that it was built
chronologically later (uera) than the battle. Instead, the monument appears to be more a
celebration of Philip’s family, with the inclusion of chryselephantine statues of Philip,

Alexander, Amyntas, Olympias, and Eurydike, rather than a commemoration of the battle at

140°Scott 2010, 133.
1 GdD 511. Scott 2010, 133 (259).

192 Pausanias 5.20.
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Chaironeia.!* The Philippeion, the only monument that has a literary connection to the battle,

could also serve as a monument to Alexander.

Conclusion

In sum, there was a clear difference in how the Athenians commemorated their victory in
the battle of Marathon at Olympia and Delphi. In the sanctuary at Olympia, Athenian dedications
were restricted to the same type of commemorations that were common in the space, namely the
dedication and display of inscribed helmets. The Athenians were unable to erect more permanent
monuments at Olympia, and so the commemoration of Marathon there faded when the helmets
were ultimately put out of use and deposited in the fill of the stadium. The dedications at
Olympia were ephemeral, much like a battlefield trophy, and thus spurred no later monumental
activity at the site.

In contrast, at Delphi the Athenians were able to make lasting dedications that were
inspired by their victory at Marathon. In addition to the highly decorated Athenian Treasury in a
very conspicuous area of the sanctuary, the Athenians also dedicated an inscribed base and statue
group of Eponymous Heroes that added the general Miltiades to the ten heroes, next to the gods.
These were large, stable dedications that stood for much longer than their helmet counterparts
did at Olympia, and consequently they inspired monumental responses at Delphi. These latter
dedications were the Lysander Monument and the Stoa of the Athenians, which took forms that
either dulled the Athenian monuments or else solidified the presentation of Athenian influence in

the sanctuary, respectively.

143 For statues, see Lapatin 2001. For the composition of the set and the placement within the structure, see Schultz
20009.

294



The Theban commemorations of their victory at Leuktra were designed to take advantage
of the surrounding space. With the Theban Treasury, the Thebans were able to reinforce their
prominent location near the southwest entrance to the sanctuary, while also spatially mirroring
the Spartan dedication of the Lysander monument near the southeast entrance. The Theban
Treasury was also in direct competition with the Athenian Treasury, not only in its conspicuous
placement, but also in its decoration and size.

In the case of the alleged dedication of the shield of Asopichos, the Thebans tied the
sanctuary space of Delphi to the battlefield of Leuktra. They also continued their strategy of
spatial politics, either by reinforcing the mirroring between the Theban Treasury and the
monuments in the southeastern corner, or else by bringing the Stoa of the Athenians into direct
conflict with the dedication. Whatever the case, the Theban commemorative program for the
battle of Leuktra caught the attention of the Athenians, who escalated the conflict with a re-
dedication of spoils and the inscription that incriminated the Thebans for their medizing during
the Persian wars.

The Athenians and Thebans also made dedications at their local sanctuaries for their
respective victories. The connections to the battles are only known from later sources, however.
The Athenian commemoration of Marathon at Rhamnous with the statue of Nemesis is an idea
attested no earlier than the first century BCE. The same story of the statue is in Pausanias’ text,
this time attributed to the sculptor Pheidias, who also was credited with the statues of the
Marathon Base. The Theban dedication at Livadia was entirely different, as many separate
chronologies intersected in the shield of Aristomenes. Nevertheless, both the Attic and Boiotian
sanctuaries received dedications for the respective battles, and each was influenced by the local

environment.
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The commemoration of the battle of Chaironeia did not follow any of these patterns.
While it is clear that Philip’s influence in sanctuary spaces increased following his victory, no
monuments can be securely attributed to the battle through either the archaeological record or
ancient sources. Moreover, there is no evidence of commemoration in Macedonian sanctuaries.

There are several possible reasons for the absence of commemorations of Chaironeia, all
of which may be interrelated. It may have been a conscious decision not to celebrate the victory,
perhaps in order to prevent animosity between the Macedonians and the rest of the Greeks.
Indeed, it appears that Philip was interested in forcefully maintaining peace when he acted as the
conqueror, as he established several garrisons in cities following various victories.'#*

Perhaps Philip’s death in 336 BCE soon after the battle and Alexander’s subsequent
ascension to the throne shifted emphasis away from Philip’s triumph. In such a context,
preparations for, as well as the undertaking of, the invasion of Persia may have further sapped
away the will to celebrate Philip’s victory at Chaironeia with sanctuary dedications.

A final possibility is that the monuments that commemorated Chaironeia were simply
forgotten in the centuries after the battle. As we have seen above, there is little archaeological
evidence that connects a monument to an event, especially if there is no accompanying
inscription. Instead, monuments gain and lose commemorative functions through time,
depending on when and by whom they are experienced. The silence in the literary sources could

simply be accidental, and references to monuments may have been lost. Perhaps this is why there

144 As we know from literary sources: €.g., in Thebes (Pausanias 9.1.8), Corinth (Diodorus 17.48.6; Pausanias 7.8.1;
Polybios 38.3.3), Chalkis (Pausanias 7.7.6: Philip II inspired V to garrison several cities), Ambrakia (Diodorus
17.3.3), Torone (Diodorus 16.53), Pherai (Demosthenes 7.32), Methone (Demosthenes First Olynthiac 12), un-
specified cities in Thessaly (Demosthenes 19.260) and the Hellespont (Plutarch Phokion 14.5).
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are disagreements over how the Macedonians celebrate victories, or whether they do so through
monuments at all.'#>

In addition to the commemoration of Chaironeia, we should keep the final scenario in
mind when considering the commemorations of Marathon and Leuktra. While the monuments

have an initial event that they commemorate, their meanings fluctuate through the life stages of

their respective biographies.

145 See Chapter 4, pp. 217-220. Diodorus (16.86) says that the Macedonians raise trophies, but Pausanias (9.40) says
that they do not.
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Map 5.2: Apollo Sanctuary at Delphi. Bommelaer 1991, plate 5.
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Figures

Figure 5.2: Assyrian Helmet (B 5100). Deutches Archdologisches Institut Athen.
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Figure 5.3: Helmets on Display in Archaeological Museum of Olympia. Photo: Author.

et o pubbirson. © el

Figure 5.4: Miniature Votive Helmets at Olympia (B 4542 and B 2207). Deutches Archdologisches Institut
Athen.

300



301



hﬂ ]vv "y
— gen =4

q—r’—{ -

)

f

|

| |

!

| ‘ |

| t |

1 | L

1!

[

| S | I |

e e o -y — ayge—
{ Trésor des Athénlens l | D'() ‘
| eeerieie et ey ey —— , —— OO
...... | A
l'r - - - 1 .. .J 4
B v P R PE I e e
\ ™ ET’t\T
¥ FINAI
3
7| -
A .
| ’
|
ENE W R I S 111 ETAl
Les e J PR o 7 18 ' ' 1 D'ORIGINY

Figure 5.7: Athenian Treasury and Marathon Base, Bommelaer 1991, 134.
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Figure 5.9: Inscription on Marathon Base. Amandry 1998, 78.
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Figure 5.10: Plan of Athenian Treasury, Marathon Base, and Triangular Terrace. Jacquemin and Laroche 2012,

figure 2.
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Figure 5.11: Reconstruction of Stoa of the Athenians and Temple of Apollo. Amandry 1953, fig. 7.

Figure 5.12: Reconstruction of Theban Treasury and Southwest Entrance. Jacquemin and Laroche 2010, 3.

305



Figure 5.13: Philippeion at Olympia. Photo: Author.
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Chapter Six: The Commemoration of Classical Battles in City Spaces

The commemoration of Classical battles in city spaces were varied and complex (Map
1.4). The home cities of the respective participants of each battle are examined, as are other cities
that have commemorative connections to the battles. Cities are places with physical
commemorations attested in either archaeological material or in literary sources. Changes within
the spaces of the victorious cities of Athens (Marathon) and Thebes (Leuktra) are analyzed.
Conversely, these cities were defeated at Chaironeia, and so have commemorations related to
their defeat.

Unsurprisingly, the Athenian victory at Marathon inspired mnemonic activities in Athens
that would coincide with the initial and official stages of commemoration. In turn, these activities
led to the stage of curated and contested memory, and in time to a stage of commemorative
lapse. The sequence is best followed through literary sources, which can sometimes be applied to
extant archaeological material.

In a similar vein, the Theban victory at Leuktra spurred mnemonic activities in Thebes. In
contrast to the case of Athens and the battle of Marathon, the evidence for Theban
commemoration primarily stems from literary sources from the stage of curated and contested
memory, although these allude to activities that would have occurred in the prior stages. Only
one extant archaeological artifact from Thebes commemorates the battle of Leuktra.

The commemoration of the battle of Chaironeia in city spaces differed from the previous
two. There appears to have been very little intentional commemoration in the city spaces of the
victorious Macedonians, at least as far as we know in the usual form of monuments are other
practices. Instead, this battle resulted in consequences for the various cities around Greece that

challenged the Macedonians, with several receiving garrisons which followed a general
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Macedonian practice after victory. Athens, however, one of the losers of the battle, followed its
own commemorative patterns after the battle.

We know of the mnemonic practices in city spaces through archaeological and literary
evidence. I consider both but rely first on the physical evidence and only supplement it with
literary evidence when possible. Nevertheless, the majority of the data comes from literary
sources, even when they describe extant monuments. Literary sources sometimes supplement the
archaeological material but are often the only extant evidence for commemorations within city
spaces.

The chapter is organized by battle commemorated, from the battle of Marathon, to
Leuktra, and finally to Chaironeia. For each of these battles, I proceed chronologically through
the commemorative stages to discuss the diachronic composition of the spaces. Each section
ends with a discussion on spatial matters regarding the surviving monuments and literary

records.

Commemorative Stages and City Spaces

As was the case in sanctuary spaces, the commemoration of Classical battles in city
spaces occurred in, or reflected, the different stages in the commemorative biography of a
battlefield. For the stage of initial commemoration, arms, armor, and other spoils that were
displayed in cities connected the space to the battlefield itself. Not only did they reflect the
immediate practice of stripping the goods from the dead, but also the subsequent act of
dedicating the objects in a somewhat official capacity. Other types of commemoration belong to
this stage, including receiving the news of the battle and the subsequent reactions, or other

citywide preparations that ensued. The stage of official commemoration is better represented by
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monuments and other structures that were commissioned following the sale of objects as booty.
Other actions may also belong to this period, such as the installation of a garrison or other overt
acts of control. These actions indicate where the power stands at the time of the commemoration.
The next stage of curated commemoration deals with how the various actions of the previous two
stages were subsequently treated, whether practices were maintained or allowed to wane.
Naturally, the frequent contestations led to the stage of lapse, then to the final stage of recovery

in modern contexts.

MARATHON

Commemorations of the battle of Marathon marked several city spaces in antiquity, not
least of all Athens. In Athens, the battle was commemorated in different areas, such as the Agora
and Acropolis of the city, among others. The commemorations were situated within existing
networks of commemoration in each place, and so were influenced by their respective settings.
Not only is this reflected in the types of mnemonic activities that occurred, but also at which
stage and place.

Other than Athens, there were commemorations of the battle in the city of Plataia in
Boiotia and the city of Gela on the island of Sicily. The actions within these two cities, however,
are more temporally removed than their counterparts in the city of Athens, at least as far as the
evidence shows. Only limited physical evidence indicates the commemoration in these cities, and
instead we must rely on literary sources.

Many of the mnemonic practices that are typically assigned to the battle of Marathon are

by application of literary sources, which are snapshots of the situation at any given time. That
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being said, I progress chronologically with the physical evidence that can be connected to the
battle, then supplement with the literary evidence that accrues to these and other monuments.
West counted twelve monuments of Marathon in city spaces, one of which was in Plataia
and the rest in Athens.! Xavier Duffy described eight monuments to Marathon in city spaces,
seven of which were in Athens and one in Plataia.? He is only confident in the attribution and
location of three of these, tentative in four, and doubtful of one, and he completely ignores three
coins and a sanctuary of Theseus that William Custis West had included in his earlier study. In
addition to these, I include several others and their attachment to the biographical stages of the

commemoration of Marathon.

Stages One and Two: Initial Reactions and Official Commemorations

Simply because of temporal and spatial distance, any act of commemoration outside of
the battlefield was not immediate. There are no surviving mnemonic practices that occurred in
Athens or other city spaces that belong to the initial stage of commemoration. Possible
exceptions would include actions that connected the battlefield and the city immediately, such as
dispatches or other announcements, as well as laments or orations. It is likely that these occurred,
but these ephemeral activities left no material traces and are only evidenced by later literary
sources. Thus, commemoration of Marathon in Athens begins in the second stage. As was the
case on the battlefield, these can be categorized as “official” messages, as constructed by the

Athenians and the leading citizens of the city.

"' West 1966, 6-73.

2 Duffy 2016, 379.
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Chronologically, this period stretches roughly through the first quarter of the fifth century
BCE. Although there are no exact limits, several major events occurred in the period, from the
battles of Xerxes’ invasion of Greece and the sack of Athens in 480 BCE, through to the

development of the Athenian empire before the Peloponnesian war.

Physical Evidence

There are three relevant mnemonic and votive practices that date to the first decades after
490 BCE. Two of them predate the Persian destruction of Athens in 480 BCE: the first is an
inscribed bronze helmet, which has loose associations with the battle, found on the Acropolis;
and the second is an inscription on a marble column, associated with Kallimachos the Athenian
Polemarch who was slain at Marathon, also found on the Acropolis. Both of these stood on the
Acropolis for a time in the decade between 490 and 480 but were likely destroyed and eventually
deposited. The third is a set of marble blocks that were inscribed with the so-called Marathon
Epigrams, four fragments of which were found in the Agora and the Kerameikos.?

The first possible commemoration for the battle of Marathon in Athens was the
dedication of a bronze helmet on the Athenian Acropolis (Figure 6.1).* The helmet is of a

Chalkidian type, and is inscribed:

[ABevoior — — —]ov AaPovrec,
“[The Athenians (dedicate this)] having taken it from...”.
-IG 517

In most reconstructions of the inscription, there is no mention of the battle of Marathon, but both

the form of the helmet dedication, as well as the content of the inscription, resonate with the

3 Oliver 1935.

4 Baitinger 1999. Inscription 46 in Bather 1893, plate V1.
311



Assyrian helmet that was dedicated at Olympia,’ even if the exact helmet types differed. Some
have restored “from the Medes” in the lacuna,® but that reconstruction is conjecture and not
rooted in the artifact itself. Like the helmet, there is an inscribed bronze spearhead that has been
suggested as a dedication from Marathon (Figure 6.2).” The connection is questionable,
however, as it is based on reconstructions from a single letter (/).

After the helmet and spearhead, the earliest secure connection to the battle of Marathon
in Athens is an inscription on a marble column that was also dedicated on the Athenian
Acropolis, often called the Kallimachos Monument (Figure 6.3 and Figure 6.4).° The column
was a votive object itself with a very complex object biography, not just regarding its own
dedication, but also the carving of the accompanying inscription.!? In recognition of the
ambiguity between the column and the inscription, I will refer to the physical monument
separately from the inscription, and refer to the latter as the Kallimachos inscription and the
former as the Kallimachos Inscription Monument.

Beginning with the physical monument, the choice of column was fitting as a dedication,

as there are numerous other examples of dedicatory columns from the Archaic Athenian

5 Olympia B 5100; /G I® 1467. See Chapter 5, pp. 257-266, Figure 5.2.

6 Schroder 2020 (52 n. 207) restores “from the Medes”, following Baitinger 1999 based on comparison with
Olympia /G I® 1467.

7 Bather 1893, 128, inscription 53 on plate VIL.

8 There are other small finds that are occasionally connected to the battle of Marathon, but with little evidence. For
example, a fragment of a bronze caduceus has been considered a commemoration of the battle through the
connection with the god Pan. See Hampe 1939; Mastrapas 2013, 115

® Acropolis Museum inventory number 690.

19 The modern research on the monument is ever changing. See Segal (2008, 130-132; 204-205) and Duffy (2016,
408-410; 2018, 76-77) for recent summary; Shefton 1950 for initial reconstructions of the inscription; Keesling
2010 for more recent analysis of the inscription and dedication.
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Acropolis.!! Although there are many interpretations, based on findspot and style, this column
was erected on the Acropolis late in the sixth century or early in the fifth century BCE. In its pre-
inscribed form, the monument was an unfluted Ionic column nearly 12 feet tall (about 3.66
meters) that was capped by a statue, likely a Nike as reconstructed by Antony Raubitschek.!? The
surface of the stone was stippled in an “architectural style”, giving it a rough texture similar to
other contemporary Athenian monuments. '3

The stippled surface treatment of the shaft echoes other Athenian monuments, most
notably the marble column on the field of Marathon.!* In addition to this significant resonance,
the surface perhaps fits into a broader Athenian style of the fifth century, what Catherine
Keesling calls the “architectural style”, symbolically evoking the unfinished architectural
remains of the Old Parthenon that was destroyed in 480.!° This connection is problematic,
however, as the column that bore the Kallimachos inscription was destroyed in the same attack.

It is unclear exactly when the column and statue were put up, by whom, or for what
reason. There are two possible scenarios to entertain. On the one hand, there is some reason to
believe that the column was already standing at the time of the battle of Marathon in 490 BCE,

based on the view that the inscription that was a later addition to the monument.!® On the other

! For examples of Attic columns, see McGowan 1997. For funerary columns, McGowan 1995.

12 Raubitschek 1940. The statue and column are cataloged in the Acropolis museum as Acropolis 690. See Brouskari
1974; For brief history of scholarship on the sculpture, see Segal 2008, 130-132.

13 Keesling 2010, 126-127.

14 Keesling 2010, 126.

15 Keesling 2010, 127. Keesling provides examples from Athens in the base for the Tyrannicides group in the Agora,
the base for the Athena Promachos on the Acropolis, the Marathon cenotaph in the Kerameikos, and others; and

from Delphi the Athenian Stoa.

16 Jacoby 1945, 158 n. §; Harrison 1971, 1972. For summary of scholarly opinions, see Keesling 2010, 106-108 and
107 n. 8.
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hand, it is also possible that the monument itself was intended to be inscribed, perhaps in
combination with an inscribed base, and that the column, statue, and inscription where part of a
unified program of dedication.!”

In either case, the content of the inscription indicates that the ensemble had become a
commemoration of Marathon after the battle in 490. In addition to this terminus post quem, there
is also a terminus ante quem for the (re)dedication, since the monument was found in the so-
called Perserschutt, or debris following the Persian sack of Athens in 480 BCE, on the
Acropolis. Thus, there is a 10-year window between 490 and 480 BCE, during which the column
monument would have stood as a commemoration of Marathon.

Turning to the inscription, at some point two flutes were carved into the shaft of the
column. The flutes were specially made to carry the inscribed lines of hexameter, as there is no
other evidence of fluting or inscriptions elsewhere in the stone, and no obvious reason for two
isolated flutes on an otherwise unfluted column. This is in contrast to other inscribed lonic
columns on the Acropolis, which are entirely fluted in addition to the flutes that carry
inscription.!8

Despite the rest of the column remaining unfluted, the new flutes largely followed the
normal architectural pattern for Ionic columns. They stretched the entire height of the shaft,
beginning from the lonic capital and terminating at the bottom. In addition, the flutes are divided
by a fillet, a diagnostic feature of Ionic columns. This means that although the entire column did

not receive the fluting, at least these conventions of lonic architecture were recognized.

17 Shefton 1950, 143; Keesling 2010, 108.

18 E.g., Acropolis Museum inventory number 124 is inscribed with /G I3 618.
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Apparently, the column was not accompanied by a base, as should be expected in canonical Ionic
order architecture.!”
Onto the shaft of this largely architecturally-consistent ensemble, five lines of hexameter

were carved into two flutes:

[KaAAipoyog p av]ébnkev Apidvaio[c] t° ABevaion : / Gv[yerov aB]avatwv ol O[Advria ddhpata] Exovoty.
/ vacat

[KaAAipoyog moré]papyog Abevaiov tov dyova : / tov Ma[pabovi npo] ‘EAMjvev, o[— —c. 11— — ]/
natostv ABevaiov py[np— —= —vv —<].

Kallimachos of Aphidna dedicated me to Athena
Messenger of the immortals who dwell in Olympian homes.
Kallimachos, polemarch of the Athenians, the contest,

The one at Marathon on behalf of the Greeks, [?]

[for? by?] the sons of the Athenians a memorial [].

- IG 13764. Text, translation, and annotation adapted from Keesling’s “ideal text” (2010, 109).

It appears that an effort was made for the sake of visibility and legibility. The deliberate fluting
called attention to the inscription, further highlighted by the absence of further treatment of the
shaft surface.

The separation of poetry was meant to be observable, as the extant tripuncts®® indicate
deliberate separation between the hexameters. Moreover, the inscriptions did not take up the
entire space of the flutes, and a great deal of available surface within the smoothed space was left
uninscribed. This prevents the inscription from being hastily crammed into the space, preventing
a need for creative means of fitting the poetry into the available space.

The identification of the dedicator (or on whose behalf the inscription was made) is also
explicit, as the name Kallimachos begins the inscription of each flute as the first word of the first

and third lines of hexameter.?! At the same time, we can question how visible the inscription

19 As far as I can tell, this has not been commented on. There are other examples of Ionic votive columns without
bases, however, such as an example from Naxos (Naxos 8), see McGowan 1997, pl. 59c.

20 Or three-dot interpunct, after Keesling 2010, 101.

2l Based on most reconstructions. See Keesling 2010, 101-106.
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would have been. The hexameters begin at the top of the flutes and run down from the capital.
While the prominent position of the name may have lent some weight, the relative distance from
the potential readers would have also diminished the effect. The column, including the sculpture,
would only have been about three and a half meters tall, with the inscription taking up just under
two meters.??

At a roughly human height, the inscription was fairly accessible to the viewer. The name
of Kallimachos would have begun just above eye level, with structural and physical emphasis.
Conversely, the bulk of the inscription would have run down the length of the column, perhaps
deemphasizing the lowest words of the poetry. Likewise, this may have been noticeable in terms
of the physical experience of the monument, where the viewer’s relative comfort in reading the
text was less important than the ease of reading Kallimachos’ name; as well as structural reasons,
in that the lowest levels could be prone to day-to-day damage.??

Turning to the content of the inscription, the extant poetry identifies the monument as a
commemoration of the battle of Marathon; although there are some doubters, most scholars agree
with the reconstructed “Marathon”, as a phrase in apposition to “the contest”, in the fourth
hexameter of the epigram, in the second inscribed flute.?* Based on the interpretation of the
column that dates it before 490 BCE, it appears that the inscription was amended on the
monument in order to tie it to Marathon. That could explain a discrepancy between what the
inscription calls itself and what the statue represents: the inscription refers to the column

dedication as the “messenger of the immortals” (év[yelov df]avarwv) in the second hexameter

22 Shefton 1950, 160.

23 Interestingly, this concern seems to have been well-founded, since the largest missing parts of the column are
from the lower third, in contrast to the inscribed upper portions.

24 Shefton 1950. See Keesling 2010.
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line, which would seem to refer to the god Hermes, rather than a Nike. The explanation is that
the inscription was added to a previously private monument, updating and transforming the
column and statue into a public commemoration of Marathon. While a compelling explanation, it
is difficult to prove and there are many possible alternative explanations.

Even before the association with the column and Kallimachos inscription in the first half
of the 20th century, the Nike statue had been considered a commemoration for the battle of
Marathon.?’ This is not necessarily the case, however, as the identification was based simply on
stylistic dating and the findspot within the fill layers of the Acropolis.?® It is just as likely that the
column and statue were dedications for some other reason, prior to being subsumed as a
commemoration of Marathon by the addition of the inscription. Nevertheless, the entire
ensemble became a commemoration of Marathon with the inscription, whether it was added later
or was an integral part of the design.

The third commemoration of Marathon in the city of Athens is a stone monument that
was inscribed with the so-called Marathon Epigrams (Figure 6.5a, b, ¢, d). There is only so
much that can be learned based on the extant physical remains, and a few assumptions that can
be deduced. First, I describe the remains of the physical monument and how it is reconstructed,
including a description of the inscription; secondly, I analyze the content of the inscription as a
text, including how it works to commemorate the battle of Marathon; and lastly, I combine the
physical and textual aspects to analyze the commemoration as a whole.

There are four fragments of the monument, coming from three joining blocks.?” The

fragments all preserve parts of the same face of the monument, which featured a smoothed band

25 Raubitschek 1940, 53.

26 Raubitschek 1940, 55.
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that bordered a rough-picked interior, perhaps imitating anathyrosis without actually being true
anathyrosis.?® The first block in the series, so-called “Stone A1”,%° also preserves a portion of the
left face of the monument, indicating that the same pseudo-anathyrosis was featured on the other
displayed faces of the monument.*® Moreover, it appears that even the individual blocks
exhibited the same styling, as Matthaiou identified what is likely the third block (“Stone C”)
from fragments that preserve both edges of the original stone, which shows a smoothed band
along the left and right edges of the block.!

The fragments indicate that four lines of inscribed text were cut into two bands that
stretched along a single face of the monument, likely the front. The first two lines of inscription
were cut into the smoothed border band along the top of the stones, and the next two lines were
cut into the rough-picked portion of the stoneface along a smoothed band that mimicked the
border of the monument’s face. These bands and lines of inscription match across the stones,
which indicates that they were all part of a single monument.*?

As reconstructed, this monument is comprised of a base of at least four blocks that are
inscribed with four epigrams along the front. It also probably supported a series of at least three

stelai,®* as evidenced by deictic elements of the inscribed text, as well as comparison with similar

27 Matthaiou 1988; Duffy 2016, 411.
28 Oliver 1933, 484.

2 Following the nomenclature of Duffy 2016, 411. This is a translation of lapis, the terminology preferred by
epigraphists. See Oliver 1933, 480; Matthaiou 2003; Petrovic 2013, 49.

30 Oliver 1933, 484.
31 Matthaiou 1988, 2003.
32 Matthaiou 2003; Petrovic 2013, 49.

33 Stelai such as the “New Marathon Stele”, see Chapter 2, pp. 66-67.
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monuments.*>* Unfortunately, the reconstruction of the stelai remain hypothetical, due to the lack
of secure evidence.

Turning now to the inscriptions, first I will provide a physical description before a closer
look at the text. There are segments of four epigrams that are cut into the face of the three extant
stones.?> As conventionally studied, the first two epigrams, Epigram a and P, are inscribed into
Stone A; Epigram 7y is on Stone B mostly, with the final two syllables (BA4ON) continued onto
Stone C (Figure 6.5d); and Epigram 6 on Stone C, although perhaps the final syllables would
have continued on the next stone.*®

Epigram o is contained in the top band of Stone A entirely.>” This inscription is written
stoichedon, meaning that each letter is carved into a square in a grid, such that the letters in the
bottom line are directly beneath corresponding letters in the top line.*® Of the four surviving
fragments, this is the only on the border of its respective stone and the only to be written
stoichedon.

The remaining four epigrams are cut into the smoothed lower band within the rough-
picked interior field of the block face. This band cuts through the stones, even into the bordering
bands as seen in the right and left sides of Stone C. Moreover, the letters appear to ignore the

border bands, as the B of Epigram y and the final E of Epigram 8 on Stone C are cut into the left

3 Oliver 1935 and 1936 defended the interpretation of the stelai, contra Wilhelm 1934; Matthaiou 1988; 2003, 195.

35 Petrovic (2013, 49 n. 21) is careful to maintain that the exact inscription, let alone the entire length of the
monument, is unknown.

36 Petrovic 2007, 160-162; 2013, 48.
37 There are two parts of Stone A, see Oliver 1935 fig 1.

38 For stoichedon style, see Austin 1938; Butz 2010.
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and right margins, respectively. Unlike Epigram o, none of the remaining inscriptions are written
stoichedon.

Recent epigraphers maintain that the letter forms of the inscription are consistent with a
date in the 470s BCE,*® although some argue for an earlier date.*® Across the stones, at least
three different hands have been recognized, although the letter forms appear to remain in the
same date range.*!

Before turning to the content of the inscriptions, it is worth noting how the physical
characteristics of the monument made the epigrams legible. No other pieces of the monument
and its lower courses have been identified, so it is not possible to determine the original
placement and height of the inscription, and how legible it would have been relative to a passing
viewer. Beginning at the top of the stone in the smoothed border, as we saw for Epigram A, the
inscription on the monument is clear. Similarly, the smoothed band through the rough-picked
interior field of the blocks probably shows intent to keep the inscribed text visible, as the
smoothed area and carved letters would stand out from the largely rough-picked monument face.

Now turning to the text itself, the fragmentary nature makes it difficult to determine the

subject of the inscriptions. The text is as follows:

39 Petrovic 2013, 49.

40 Jacoby 1945, 164. The earlier date is due to comparison with /G I* 4, the so-called “Hekatompedon Inscription,”
dated to 485 BCE. See Butz 2010.

41 Petrovic 2013, 49.
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o) [The glory] of these men’s excellence [shines] always . . . For, both on foot [and] . . ., they held . . . , so
that all Greece might not [see a day] of slavery

B) Then, theirs was a [heart stronger than] adamant, when they set their spear before the gates [against the]
.. .by the sea, to burn . . . the town, when by force the Persians were turned back . . .

y) ...bothonfootand...... on the island . . . having thrown . . .

8) For awall in front of . . . of Pallas . . .but they occupy the most fertile cape of the calf-nourishing
mainland, to whom all-flourishing happiness comes.*?

In addition to being associated with the battle of Marathon, the monument has been interpreted
as a commemoration of the battles of Salamis or Plataia, or for the Persian wars in general.**
Depending on how the lacuna are reconstructed, it is even possible to connect the monument to
events in contemporary South Italy.*

Since the initial publications, two words have connected the inscription to the battles of
the Persian wars and to the battle of Marathon, respectively “Persians” (/lepooVv) in the final line

of Epigram P and the reference to fighting on foot (ze{of) in the second line of Epigram a, as

well as in the first line of Epigram y.%>

42 Greek text from Petrovic 2013, 48.
43 Hiller von Gaertringen 1934. For a discussion of the modern interpretations, see Petrovic 2013, 50.
4 Bowie 2010.

4 See Oliver 1933, 485.
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The connection to Marathon is easiest to interpret from Epigram f. In particular, Oliver
pointed to the final lines of the epigram, noting that no other battle of the Persian wars would
match the description of preventing the burning of the city, other than the battle of Marathon.*®
From this point, Oliver argues that it would be unlikely that this sentiment would follow an
Epigram o that referred to other battles, since that would essentially imply, ““They let the
Persians burn Athens first and then they defeated them’.”*” Although some have tried to
reconcile the possibility of conflicting commemorations by suggesting a gap between the
inscriptions, Jacoby argued that this was an absurd assumption.*®

More recently, Angelos Matthaiou has argued that all of the epigrams refer to the battle
of Marathon, connecting topographic references (hépxovg yop mpomaporBey) in the first line of
Epigram 6 to a Hellenistic ephebic inscription, as well as other topographic references from
within the text.*’ The interpretation is strengthened by the several deictics within the inscription,
which have been taken as references to casualty lists of the fallen.’® While it is possible that the
epigrams—and thus the stelai to which they refer and the monument on which they were
inscribed—were not commemorations of Marathon, nevertheless that is the most compelling
interpretation.

Accepting the date in the 470s BCE, the allusion that the Athenians saved Greece from

enslavement in Epigram a helps situate the monument into the period of official

46 Oliver 1933, 486.

47 Oliver 1933, 486.

48 Jacoby (1945, 166) argues that because Epigram P is undoubtedly for Marathon, “there is no reasonable
explanation for the rather absurd suggestion that some time after Plataia someone added to an epigram on Salamis
and Plataia another one praising the men of Marathon”.

49 Matthaiou 2003, 199-200.

30 Petrovic 2013, 50.
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commemoration.’! The epigram emphasizes the Athenian role and elevates the battle as one of
Panhellenic importance, in line with other Athenian designs of the period. Furthermore, if the
monument was a cenotaph complete with stelai that name the fallen in battle, then they directly
connected to the battlefield of Marathon and the burial of the Athenians there, in addition to the
funerary stelai that likely stood on the field.>? The Marathon Epigram Monument was part of a

large commemorative program.

Literary sources

As was the case with the battlefield of Marathon, there are few literary sources that deal
with the official commemoration of the battle within the city-space of Athens. One of these
sources is Aeschylus’ Persians, which could be considered a mnemonic practice itself, since it
was staged in the city of Athens and relied on the memory of Marathon to further its plot. Other
than the Persians, another category of literary references do not date to the period, but instead
refer to practices that are alleged to have begun in the years immediately following the victory.
In particular, Herodotus describes two commemorative practices that are plausibly from the early
fifth century. After Herodotus, other authors attribute practices or monuments to
commemorations of the battle, but I am skeptical of these connections as later developments.

Chronologically, the closest relevant literary source is Aeschylus’ Persians, dating to the

470s. In this play, however, there is only a brief reference to the battlefield. In this line, we see

5! Petrovic (2013, 49-50) refers to the chronological period as “the very period in which the Greeks started
populating their cities and public spaces with commemorative texts and had begun shaping their view of the
Persian Wars as a completed whole”.

52 Matthaiou 2003, 199-200. See Chapter 2, pp. 66-67.
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the beginnings of later messaging about the importance of Marathon in the context of the rest of
the Persian wars, somewhat inflating the Athenian role against the invaders.

The reference to the 490 battle is fleeting, and only made once.’® A distressed Atossa,
mother of king Xerxes and widow of king Darius, laments her son’s defeat in Greece. In so
doing, she recalls a similar outcome at Marathon, when more Persians had been lost. According
to the queen, it was the Persian quest for retribution (dvzizoiva) for Marathon that launched the
invasion and led to the kingdom’s present calamity. The messaging of the play pushes towards
official commemoration, or at least reflects some prevailing opinions of the period. Marathon
begins to be subsumed by the commemoration of the rest of the Persian wars and is utilized to
single out Athens’ achievements.

Although Herodotus was a source from the next generation writing in the 430s or 420s
BCE, his account of the commemoration of the battle indicates a few practices that could be
considered in their official capacity. For one, Herodotus says that the sanctuary of Pan, along
with annual games and sacrifices, was established after the Athenian victory at Marathon.’* The
story of Pan is linked to the immediate commemorations after the battle of Marathon, as the
long-distance Athenian runner Pheidippides, who had been sent to Sparta to give the news of the
battle, later recounted to his fellow Athenians an encounter with the god on the journey. In
response, Herodotus says, the Athenians founded a sanctuary beneath the Acropolis to the god,

and institute recurring sacrifices and a torch race.>

53 Aeschylus Persians, line 475.

54 Herodotus 6.105. Other than the celebrations for Pan, an annual sacrifice to the goddess Artemis Agrotera is
another religious ceremony to be mentioned briefly here. While the practice of the sacrifices has been connected
to commemoration for Marathon, the earliest source for this is Xenophon’s Anabasis 3.2.12 from more than a
century after the battle. Thus, the sacrifices to Artemis will be discussed in the context of a later stage.

33 Herodotus 6.105.
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There are some problems with the argument that the sanctuary of Pan was established in
honor of Marathon. Written in the middle of the fifth century, the account already pushes the
start of the commemoration into the recent past. Moreover, by his own words, Herodotus tells us
that the foundation was delayed until the time that the Athenians had recovered and become
prosperous after the war (katactdviwy ogi €6 76y t@v mpyyudrwv). While it is unclear when the
so-called period of prosperity occurred, a fifth-century BCE foundation for the sanctuary of Pan
is corroborated by the material record.’® One of a series of caves on the North Slope of the
Acropolis has been identified as the sanctuary, evidenced by inscriptions, votive plaques, and
terracotta statuettes.’’ None of these have any particular meaning in relation to the
commemoration of the battle of Marathon, but there is continuity of finds from the fifth century
BCE to the Roman period that shows that the cult persisted for several centuries after its
foundation. There is no contemporary evidence that connects this sanctuary of Pan, or its
establishment, to the battle of Marathon.

Herodotus also provides our first evidence of dispatches from the field to the city
following the victory, both those to announce the victory to the citizens, as well as the conspiracy
to take the city by subterfuge after the battle.”® Herodotus indicates that the Alkmaionidai family
had been accused of betraying Athens by signaling the Persians, by flashing a shield, to attack at
a certain time. Given the stories that had sprung up around this by the time of his writing, and
that Herodotus himself was skeptical and spent time to express the unlikeliness of the accusation,

it is probably best to consider the details he provides as part of a later stage. Nevertheless, the

56 Travlos 1971, 417 claims that all sanctuaries of Pan in Attika date to this period. See Edwards 1985.
57 Edwards 1985, 23-27; Camp 2001, 50, 119, 121.

38 Herodotus 6.115 and 121-124.
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histories provide the first evidence of messages from the battlefield, which would be expected to
be likely, even if there was no evidence.

This concludes the physical and literary evidence of official commemoration of the battle
in Athens. Of the former, a helmet and similar objects dedicated on the Acropolis, the
Kallimachos Inscription Monument on the Acropolis, and the Marathon Epigram Monument
from the Kerameikos or Agora can be considered as official efforts to commemorate the battle in
some capacity. The same can be said of the practices indicated in the literary sources, such as
how Aeschylus portrayed the battle in the Persians, or the sanctuary of Pan and other actions in

Athens described by Herodotus.

Stage Three: Commemoration Maintenance

By means of the commemorations described above, the memory of the battle of Marathon
had already gained a particular resonance for an Athenian audience through the first third of the
fifth century BCE. These versions of the past, as they were experienced in the city, were shaped
and curated in the subsequent centuries. Some of the commemorations that had been established
in the decades after 490 BCE persisted, while others were lost. Of the three physical
commemorations mentioned above, only the Marathon Epigram Monument probably stood for
some time, but both the inscribed metal objects and the Kallimachos Inscription Monument were
buried within the fills of the Acropolis. Other than these, new commemorations either
supplemented or supplanted them, such as the painting of the battle of Marathon in the Stoa
Poikile.

It is also this stage that sees commemoration of the battle in the city of Plataia, which had

been rebuilt in the Hellenistic period after having been destroyed during the Peloponnesian
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War.> Although twice destroyed, the city of Plataia still displayed monuments of the Persian
Wars, especially the battle of Plataia®® and the battle of Marathon,®! which Pausanias was able to

S€e.

Physical evidence

The Kallimachos Inscription Monument and the inscribed helmet and spearhead were
deposited in the fills of the Acropolis during the fifth century. It is generally accepted that both
were deposited following the clean-up of the 480 destruction of Athens at the hands of the
Persians, further supported by evidence of fire damage on bits of the Kallimachos Inscription
Monument.®?

The Kallimachos Inscription Monument was found in a deposit near the north wall of the
Acropolis. The deposit was stratified and sealed by a layer of clay and stones, and the material
within it indicate that the burial occurred sometime in the early 470s BCE.** The monument
may have been intentionally destroyed by the Persians during their sack of the Acropolis, as an
example of what has been described as intentional mutilation of statues or iconoclasm.®* While

tantalizing, it is also possible that the monument was simply damaged during the general

destruction of the city and received no special attention from the attackers. Likewise, the helmet

59 Plataia was destroyed during the Peloponnesian War (by the Thebans: Thucydides 3.68; by the Lakedaimonians:
Pausanias 9.1.4), briefly restored before being sacked again in 373 BCE (Pausanias 9.1.4-8), before being restored
by Philip after 338 BCE (Pausanias 9.1.8).

60 Pausanias 9.2.

6l Pausanias 9.4.

62 Lindenlauf 1997, 70-74. Hurwit 2004, 52-53; Stewart 2008b, 381-383; Keesling 2010, 101.

63 Stewart 2008b, 382-385.

64 Kousser 2009, 265-266.
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and spearhead were found in the fills on the Acropolis. Whether they were damaged in the sack
intentionally or not, their burial reflects a choice not to re-erect these monuments and
dedications, even when others were later restored.®

In contrast to these fragments from the Acropolis, the Marathon Epigram Monument
likely stood for some time after the Persian sack in 480 BCE. Based on some reconstructions of
the object biography of the monument, it is possible that some of the inscribed epigrams were
added at this date, perhaps to replace monuments that had been badly damaged. This is unlikely,
however, and instead I think that all of the inscriptions on the monument were carved at around
the same time.

An ephebic inscription dated to 177/6 BCE refers to the race from the burial on the
battlefield to the cenotaph in Athens.%® Assuming that it references the Marathon Epigram
Monument, then the inscription indicates that there was at least one event in the second century
BCE organized around it. It is likely that an iterative event had begun in the past and continued
to occur later, although how much earlier or later we cannot know for sure.5’

It is possible that this later ephebic inscription stood in the Agora, based on the findspots
of two fragments there.%® It is also possible that the inscription had stood next to the Marathon
Epigram Monument in the Kerameikos, but had subsequently been moved to the Agora in a later
stage.

Looking at the ephebic inscription, we see the commemoration for Marathon lumped in

with several other events. In addition to the race for Marathon, the ephebes participated in other

%5 Herodotus 5.77.3.
% JG I3 1 1313; Agora I 7529. See Matthaiou 2003, n. 26 and n. 27.
67 See below for literary evidence of runs from Marathon.

8 Agora I 4250 and 1 7529. See Woodhead 1997, 280.
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events, such as the mysteries, the Proerosia, or sailing to Salamis to honor Ajax, Asklepios and
Hermes.® As such, by the second century BCE the commemorations of Marathon were part of
an entire series of such events for the education of the ephebes. While this reinforced the
collective memory of the battle as a point of Athenian pride, the incorporation in a series of

events also diminished the particular importance of the Marathon commemorations.

Literary sources

After the commemorations that had been previously established, there is little physical
evidence of other commemorations. There are literary references to other monuments and
practices, which can sometimes be tied to extant archaeological evidence. In the absence of more
secure evidence from the physical remains, however, it is difficult to determine if the
connections to the battle of Marathon would have been universally recognized or if they
functioned simply as part of the authors’ rhetoric or narrative.

This is the case for the sanctuaries of Pan and Artemis Agrotera, which were
accompanied by games and sacrifices respectively. Similarly, monuments on the Acropolis such
as the bronze Athena Promachos,’® as well as the Parthenon and its predecessor,”! were
monuments that would be contemporary to the period, but are only associated with Marathon by
later sources. Similarly, it has been argued that the set of shields sent to Athens by Alexander

after the battle of Granicus was meant to evoke Marathon, although this is not clear in the ancient

8 IG 1P 1313, lines 9-10, 20-23.

70 Pausanias (1.28) connects the statue to the battle, but Demosthenes (19.272) says that it was a memorial of all the
Persian Wars. Duffy (2016, 431; 2018, 92) only tentatively connects the statue to Marathon.

! Pre-Parthenon: Dinsmoor 1935, but Duffy (2016, 432; 2018, 93) points out that Dinsmoor’s argument hinges on
his dating of the construction to just after 490 BCE. Parthenon: Demosthenes (22.76-77, 24.184) considers it a
monument of all the wars, as does Duffy (2016, 539; 2018, 170).
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sources.”> While it is likely that all of these had some sort of connection to the battle, there is no
physical evidence, or even allusions to physical evidence, that would indicate that they
functioned primarily to the commemoration of Marathon. Thus, these are likely examples of
curated or manipulated memory, probably appended to practices that were not originally
designed to evoke the memory of Marathon.

The Stoa Poikile is one exception to this categorization. Although there is no extant
archaeological evidence of the paintings, ancient sources indicate that one of its four paintings
depicted the battle of Marathon. Similarly, a sculptured scene of the battle, dedicated on the
Acropolis by Attalos I, is a secure commemoration of the battle.”?

According to Herodotus, the Athenians established a sanctuary of Pan on the slopes of
the Acropolis at some point after the battle of Marathon.” This comes as part of the story about

the runner Pheidippides, who ran to Sparta to request aid before the fighting at Marathon began.

¢ antdc te Edeye Dedunniong kai AOnvaioiot anryyehde, nepi 10 [apBéviov dpog 10 vmep Teyéng o Tlav
nepunintel: Pocovta 6¢ 10 otvopo tod Pedimnidew tov [Tava AOnvaioiot keledoon dmoyyeilat, 61" & Tt
£0VT0D 0vdepiay Empeleiny moledvrar £6vtog 0voov ABnvaiolot Kol TOAAAYT YEVOUEVOL GOL oM
XPNGINOL, Té 8 ET1 Kol Ecopévov. kol TodTa pev ABnveiol, KATUGTAVTIOV 6L £V 101 TV TpNYRaTOY,
moTELGAVTEG £tval 6AN0a iSpocavTo Vd T dkpordit TTovdg ipdv, kai adTov dmd Tovtng Thg dryyehing
Bucinot éneteioot Kol Aapmadt idokovTal.

As Pheidippides himself said and reported to the Athenians, when near the Parthenion mountain above
Tegea Pan confronted [him]: that after calling out the name of Pheidippides, Pan commanded to report to
the Athenians, why they give him no attention although he is well-inclined to the Athenians and often been
useful to them already, and still will be in the future. And so the Athenians, when things were well-
arranged for them already, because they believed [the story] to be true they established a sanctuary of
Pan under the Acropolis, and since that report they appease [Pan] with annual sacrifices and a torch race.

- Herodotus 6.105

Looking at the narration and the text closely, however, it appears that Herodotus does not

explicitly connect the foundation of the sanctuary to the outcome and Marathon. Instead, the

72 Plutarch Alexander 16.17; Arrian Anabasis 1.16.7. See Monti 2009. Yates (2020, 218 n. 83) also mentions this,
but he is skeptical of the connection to Marathon.

73 Pausanias 1.25.2. See below.

74 Herodotus 6.105-106.
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historian presents the foundation as a later outcome that was undertaken when Athens had
become prosperous, ostensibly later in the fifth century after the end of the Persian wars.

Indeed, despite other supernatural events,’> Pan is conspicuously absent from Herodotus’
narration of the events that occurred at Marathon. Divine participation in worldly events is
common in Herodotus’ account, especially regarding battle. Just to give a few examples from the
preparation and fighting at Salamis, the night makes the fighting strength of both sides equal
before the battle,’® Apollo protects the goods within Delphi from the Persians,”” Athena indicates
that the Athenians should abandon Athens,”® and some gods fought on the side of the Greeks.”
Pan does not feature in any of these other stories.

As we see in Herodotus’ history, Pan’s connection to the battle of Marathon was not
clearly established in the fifth century. Before Herodotus, Aeschylus associated the god with the
battle of Salamis in the Persians.®® That’s not to say that there were not also connections
between Pan and Marathon elsewhere, such as in the epigram attributed to Simonides from the

fifth century BCE:

Simvidov:

ToV Tparyomovv EuE Iava, tov Apkada, Tov katd MNdwv,
Tov pet’ ABnvaiov otiooto MiATidong.

By Simonides:

I, the goat-footed Pan, the Arcadian, enemy of the Medes,
Ally of the Athenians, was set up by Miltiades.

75 Hippias® tooth falls out as an omen, Herodotus 6.107; The apparition of a ghost reported by the Athenian
Epizelos, 6.117.

76 The Persians have casualties prior to reaching Salamis, as “night” drove the Persian ships to wreck off the coast of
Euboia, Herodotus 8.13.

77 Herodotus 8.36-38.
78 Herodotus 8.41.
79 Herodotus 8.64.

80 Aeschylus Persians, lines 447-448.
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- Simonides V (4. Planudes 232), text and translation Campbell 1991, 524-525.

The epigram was included in the anthology of Planudes, a collection from the 14™ century CE,
and the attribution is problematic. It is clear that the reference is to the battle of Marathon, given
the mention of Miltiades and the Medes. If we accept the author as Simonides, then the epigram
is evidence of Pan’s association with the battle in the fifth century BCE.

The relationship between Pan and Athens was complex in the fifth century BCE.3! While
there was some evidence that the god was associated with the battle of Marathon, there is also
evidence that his worship was attributed to other battles, or completely unrelated to any battle.
The development of the mythical relationship might have followed political developments of the
century as well, as the Athenians fostered relationships that could potentially hinder Sparta.®?

The chronological depth of the sanctuary of Pan was pushed into the realm of mythology
in Euripides’ Jon, probably staged around 415 BCE. The tragedy is set in mythistorical time, and
the plot concerned with the mythical founders of the city of Athens. At one point, we learn that
Creusa, the daughter of Erechtheus the king of Athens, consummated an affair with the god
Apollo near the shrine to Pan near the caves north of the Acropolis.®* Evidently, Euripides saw
fit to push the foundation of the sanctuary of Pan into the mythical past, contrary to Herodotus’
assertion that the cult had only been brought to Athens in the years after the battle of Marathon.

This is not to say that the connection between Pan and Marathon was lost by the end of
the fifth century BCE. In Lysistrata, Aristophanes refers to the sanctuary of Pan in several

instances, indicating that it was a well-known locale to Athenians in the last decade of the

81 For the introduction of Pan in Athens, see Mastrapas 2013.
82 Mastrapas 2013, 118-122.

8 Euripides lon, lines 935-941.
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century.?* In one scene, Aristophanes may allude to Pan’s role at the battle of Marathon: a herald
from Sparta reveals that the Lakedaimonians were experiencing problems at home, when the
Athenian magistrate asks if the problem comes from Pan.®* In the many martial jokes of the
scene, the vaunted Spartan army is brought to its knees by the Lakedaimonian women who tempt
the men but refuse sex, leading all to call for peace with all of Greece. The joke blames the
disorder on the god Pan, who had also been credited with creating disorder on the invading
Persian army that attacked Marathon in 490 BCE.

The torch race associated with Pan is an aspect that is best known from Herodotus,®® but
it is not attested in other contemporary sources. In contrast to the foundation of the sanctuary
itself, Herodotus indicates that the torch race and sacrifices had been instituted since
Pheidippides’ original message to the Athenians, implying that the practice had been in place
since 490. If that is the case, then the sacrifices and race might have occurred annually for a
generation or so until Herodotus’ time, as a means to maintain a connection to Marathon and the
start of Athenian involvement in the Persian wars. Similarly, it is also possible that the area of
the sanctuary was beautified in the 460s, if the connection to the Klepsydra indicates special
attention to the landscape.?’ If so, then perhaps the association to Marathon with encouraged and
reinforced by Kimon, as an indirect means of celebrating his father Miltiades’ contribution.

In addition to Pan, the goddess Artemis Agrotera received dedications after the victory at

Marathon. According to Walter Burkert, it was a common Greek practice to sacrifice to the

8 Aristophanes Lysistrata, lines 721, 913, 997.
85 Aristophanes Lysistrata, lines 980-1013.
86 Davies 1967, 40. See Sterrett 1901, 402 for more evidence of Pan race.

87 Mastrapas 2013, 116.
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goddess Artemis Agrotera before battle.®® In the case of the battle of Marathon, the Athenians
had promised to sacrifice a goat for every slain enemy. After the battle, however, they were
unable to find sufficient goats because of the sheer number of Persian dead, and thus resolved to
offer annual sacrifices of 500 goats.®* While this may have begun in the fifth century, literary
evidence of the dedications begins from the fourth century BCE. The explicit connection to
Marathon was forged by the start of the fourth century, when Xenophon recalls the
commemoration in the Anabasis.”® An earlier reference in Aristophanes’ Knights indicates that
the theme of a mass dedication to Artemis was in place at the end of the fifth century.”!
Aristophanes does not explicitly refer to the battle of Marathon, however, so it is not necessary to
assume an exclusive connection to the battle in the end of the fifth century BCE.

Plutarch gives us later evidence that the practice continued into the first and second
centuries CE, at least in the literary imagination.”? There is later inscriptional evidence of the
practice, from the Hellenistic and Roman periods.”* It appears that the iterative practices
associated with Artemis Agrotera persisted for some time, in contrast to the practices connected
to the sanctuary of Pan, which fade sooner.

Archaeologically, there are architectural remains that have been associated with the

temple of Artemis Agrotera, now found in the modern neighborhood of Mets in Athens, in an

88 Burkert 1985, 60, 151-152.

% Xenophon Anabasis 3.2.11-12.

%0 Xenophon Anabasis 3.2.11-12.

°! Aristophanes Knights, lines 658-662. For Marathon in Aristophanes, see Papadodima 2013.
92 Plutarch On the Malice of Herodotus 26.

93 For example: /G II/III%2 1006, 1008, 1011, 1028, 1029, 1030, 1040.
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area that was called Agrai in antiquity.®* Despite the remains, there are no obvious connections
to the battle of Marathon. The dedications to Artemis show the breadth of commemorative
activities that could occur, as the deity does not necessarily connect to Athens or Athenian
mythology, nor warfare or anything of the sort.” Likewise, the lack of chronological depth of her
worship in the space, beginning only in the fifth century, could show that the legitimacy of the
space was bolstered by its connection to Athens’ famous victory. Moreover, her inclusion in the
ceremonies in remembrance of Marathon are like those that centered around Pan, incorporating a
wider range of gods and goddesses in the story, perhaps inflating the importance of Marathon to
a wider Greek world. This would be in contrast to the Athenian dedications that followed
established commemorative practices abroad, such as their actions at Delphi and Olympia, with
connections to the likes of Athena or Theseus.

Lastly, by the fourth century BCE, if not in the fifth century, the battle of Marathon was
commemorated in the Stoa Poikile, or Painted Stoa, so-called because of the paintings that it
housed, or also known as the Peisianakteion after its founder.”® According to ancient sources,
among the paintings in this stoa was a representation of the battle of Marathon.”” I only focus on
the representation of Marathon, but in addition to that there were scenes of Athenians fighting

Amazons, the sack of Troy, and a battle at Oinoe.”®

%4 Drawings by Stewart and Revett 1762. Excavations: Skias 1897. See Travlos 1971, 112-120, 156-163; Miles
1980; Childs 1985; Lygouri-Tolia 1994.

%5 Although Gartziou-Tatti (2013, 93) notes a “martial aspect” in the cult practice at Agrai, since Hellenistic
inscriptions indicate that Athenian ephebes begin their military service there.

% Wycherley 1957, 31.
97 Wycherley 1957, 31.

% Wycherley 1957, 31.
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The location of the building has been established archaeologically and in consultation
with ancient sources, but there is no evidence of the paintings inside. The physical record
indicates that the building had been constructed sometime in the first half of the fifth century
BCE, perhaps in the 460s.”® While the dating of the building is known, literary references to the
paintings begin at the end of the century, with the earliest reference by Aristophanes in
Lysistrata, from about 411 BCE,!% although even this is debated and only confirmed by a later
scholiast of Aristophanes.!?!

Concerning the painting of Marathon, the earliest references to the depiction of the battle
come from Demosthenes’ Against Neaira and Aeschines’ Against Ktesiphon, both from the
fourth century BCE. Demosthenes’ speech is probably the earlier of the two, composed
sometime between 373 and 339 BCE,!%? while Aeschines delivered his speech after 330 BCE.!%
Both texts indicate the status of the Stoa in relation to the commemoration of the battle of
Marathon in the fourth century BCE. These are the earliest evidence for a painting of Marathon
in the Stoa, but the painting could have been in place sooner.

As mentioned above, there are passing references to paintings within the Stoa by the end
of the fifth century. While the painting of Marathon is not included, that could simply be an
accident of preservation, or omission in antiquity. The reference in Aristophanes’ Lysistrata is to

a painting of Amazons fighting on horseback, attributed to the painter Mikon.!%* In the context of

% The primary publication for the Stoa Poikile is Meritt 1970. For recent excavations, see n. 122.
100 Wycherley 1957, 45.

101 Wycherley 1957, 33-34.

102 Murray 1939, 349.

103 Adams 1919, 306; Wycherley (1957, 32) also dates it to 330 BCE.

104 Aristophanes Lysistrata, lines 677-679.
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the play, there is no reason why Marathon would be remembered, as it is only the power of the
women that is being discussed. Other Greek contests against the Persians are relevant in the play,
such as the reference to Artemisia in the previous lines, but it is her gender that is relevant in the
play.!% In fact, the only reference to Marathon in the comedy is actually a juxtaposition of
manliness in war, when the overrun chorus of men lament that they are not worthy of the
victory.!% The name of the field is omitted, referenced only by its status as “the tetrapolis”,
indicating a certain esoteric or askance reference to the famous victory; perhaps Aristophanes
was further removing Marathon from the focus of the female sphere in the play.

Likewise, even the fourth-century references are mostly incidental. The reference in
Against Neaira is minor, as the speaker remembers the Plataian role at the battle of Marathon in
his arguments concerning Athenian citizenship. He highlights the Plataians in the painting in the
Stoa, known by their Boiotian caps. This is an interesting act of memory for the fourth century,
as the battle of Marathon had become largely associated with a distinctly Athenian victory.!97 It
is in relation to Athens’ famous victory that the Boiotians, and therefore the speaker, is
prominent.

Conversely, Aeschines refers to the painting in the context of Athenian affairs.!% In the
speech, Aeschines strives to contrast Ktesiphon with the general Miltiades, who had been
responsible for the Athenian victory at Marathon. As part of the rhetoric, Aeschines references

the painting of Marathon in Athens, specifically that Miltiades is depicted in it but is

105 Aristophanes Lysistrata, line 675.
106 Aristophanes Lysistrata, lines 281-285.
197 For example, see Walters 1981 on funeral orations.

108 Aeschines Against Ktesiphon, 186.
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conspicuously un-labelled. Aeschines argues that Miltiades, along with other famous Athenians
such as Themistokles, were not granted the honor of having their names inscribed on dedications
in order that the people be celebrated, rather than individuals. Although Miltiades asked for the
honor, according to Aeschines, it was not granted.!?’

The painting of Marathon in the Stoa Poikile was not the focus of either speech. As such,
there is only indirect evidence that we can ascertain from these fourth-century sources. By the
330s and Aeschines’ Against Ktesiphon, it appears that there was a viable story that Miltiades
had asked for his name to be included in the painting of the battle in the Stoa. At the same time,
this might be a rhetorical creation of the orator, given that Miltiades had died in 489 BCE and the
Stoa was constructed before the middle of the fifth century.!!?

The Stoa Poikile and the painting of Marathon within it offer an interesting case because
there are so many conflicted accounts and different descriptions in the literary sources. While
these differing sources are examples of the development of the commemorative practice over
time, they are also emblematic of how the meaning slowly faded and ultimately lapsed. As such,
they will be discussed below.

A final example of commemoration in Athens shows how the memory of Marathon could
be employed by non-Athenians. Pausanias says that Attalus I, king of the Hellenistic Kingdom of
Pergamon in the middle of the third century BCE, dedicated a sculpted scene of the battle on the
Acropolis.!!! The Athenian victory of 490 BCE is juxtaposed with two mythological battles—a

Gigantomachy and an Amazonomachy featuring the Athenians—as well as with the historical

109 The honors granted to Miltiades where more muted in Athens than they were at Delphi, where there was a statue
of him among gods and heroes of Athens. See Chapter 5, p. 274.

110 See Meritt 1970.

11 Paysanias 1.25.2.
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victory of the Attalids over the Gauls around 237 BCE.!!'? With this selection, Attalus celebrated
his own victory over the Gauls by comparing it with the quintessential Athenian victory at
Marathon, as well as two mythological events with Athenian ties, thus elevating the status of the
Attalid victory in the eyes of an Athenian audience.!!?

Literary sources indicate that Marathon was commemorated in city spaces other than
Athens. This was the case with the inscription on Aeschylus’ grave in the city of Gela on Sicily.
According to Pausanias in the second century CE, the inscription merely included Aeschylus’
name, his father’s name, the name of Athens, and that he had fought at Marathon.!'* In the next
century, Athenaios reproduces a version of the epitaph, asserting that Aeschylus had composed it

for his tomb:

aAxnv & €0dokIpov Mapabmviov dhcog Gv glmot
kai Babvyaitoi kev Mijdol émotdapevor.

The glorious Marathon grove, and the long-haired Medes
would speak of his courage because they know it well.

- Athenaios Deipnosophists 14.23.

Most of the components that Pausanias mentioned are not reproduced in Athenaios’ version,
except for the reference to the battle of Marathon.

Neither Pausanias nor Athenaios indicate where Aeschylus was buried. From the third
century BCE Parian marble, we know that Aeschylus died in Gela.!!'> Therefore, his tomb and
inscription would be in Gela. The picture is complicated by a reference from Plutarch in the

century before Pausanias. In his biography on Kimon, Plutarch reports that Aeschylus died in

112 Pausanias 1.4.5. Stewart 2004.

13 Yates (2020, 253) argues that Attalus’ program was based on that of Alexander celebrating Granicus, as well as
inspired by the paintings within the Stoa Poikile.

114 pausanias 1.14.5. For more on Aeschylus and his afterlife, see Hanink and Uhlig 2016; Bakola 2018; Brown
2020.

15 Parian Marble A59.
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Gela.!' Moreover, in one of his moral treatises, Plutarch reproduces another epitaph for

Aeschylus’ tomb, which includes the reference to the city:

Aioyvrov Evpopiwvoc ABnvaiov t6de kevbet
pvijuo katoebipevov mopoedpoto I'élag.

This here (t6d¢) monument covers Aeschylus, son of Euphorion, the Athenian
who perished in wheat-bearing Gela.

- Plutarch On Exile 13.

This version begins as Pausanias claimed it should, listing Aeschylus’ name, his father’s name,

and the city of Athens, but does not contain any reference to Marathon. Instead, it substitutes an
explanation for the final resting place of the poet, which makes sense in Plutarch’s passage that

emphasizes famous people who die away from their homes.

The divergence in the sources shows that the epitaph and its contents were liable to
reinterpretation in order to meet the needs of whatever author used it. Already in the first century
CE, Plutarch employed the epitaph to highlight famous men who died in exile, emphasizing the
place of death as the last word of the elegiac couplet. Then, Pausanias emended the tradition to
emphasize Aeschylus’ role at Marathon. Athenaios continued the latter tradition but eschewed
the convention of the epitaph format that named the dead, his father, and his city, focusing the
entire message on the famous battle of Marathon.

Literary sources refer to possible commemorations of the battle of Marathon in the city of
Plataia, although there is disagreement regarding which battles are being celebrated. Pausanias
refers to a temple of Athena Areia which still stood in his day, and he claims that its construction
was funded by the spoils from Marathon.!!” He further ties the temple to the battle in Athenian

territory by comparing its cult statue of Athena Areia to the Athena Promachos on the Athenian

116 Plutarch Kimon 8.

117 Pausanias 9.4.1.
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Acropolis, which itself had become connected to Marathon by the second century CE. In
addition to the temple and statue, Pausanias says there was also a painting of the Plataian
Arimnestos, commander of the city’s contingent at Marathon and Plataia.

Pausanias’ account is not consistent with Plutarch’s description of the temple, however,
which has the battle of Plataia as the reason for all of these dedications.!!® The discrepancy has
been discussed in modern scholarship, and most agree with Plutarch, as the earlier source and a
native of Boiotia.!!” As with other disagreements among ancient sources,'?° this shows how the
precise commemorative function of the temple and associated monuments in Plataia waned

through time, especially as they were periodically referenced by ancient authors.

Stage Four: Commemoration Lapses

As different versions of the past were at times promoted or challenged, lapses in
commemoration became more likely. This is most evident in the literary sources, although the
fragmentation of the previously mentioned physical evidence and deposition in the
archaeological record is also evidence. As was the case with the battlefields, the literary record
was the most fertile ground for contesting memory. As an inevitable outcome, the stories blurred

over time, as various versions of the past competed for prominence.

18 pPlutarch Aristides 20.1-3.
119 Most recently, see Yates 2020, 172-173. For additional bibliography, see Yates 2020, 172 n. 24 and 173 n. 25.

120 For example, Demosthenes and Pausanias do not agree whether the Athena Promachos is a commemoration of
Marathon.
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Physical evidence

Archaeologically, we can see the lapse in how the extant monuments were fragmented
and dispersed to various findspots. The stone fragments of the Marathon Epigram Monument
were found in several places: Stone Al in the Agora,'?! Stone A2 in the courtyard of a modern
house near the Agora,!'?? Stone B reused as a threshold in the library of Hadrian,'?* and Stone C
in a retaining wall along the road from the Kerameikos.!?* The distribution indicates that the
structural integrity of the monument did not last forever, and that it eventually became available
as building material or otherwise became scrap.!?

To a lesser extent, development in the area around the northern edge of the Agora, as
uncovered archaeologically, as well as discussed in the accounts of Pausanias and other sources,
clarifies what occurred around the Stoa Poikile over time. Ongoing excavation in the Agora
show how the space developed, ultimately becoming an industrial area and featuring a hydraulic
feature that was abandoned in the third century CE.!2¢

There is some evidence that the torch races for Pan had waned, perhaps soon after they
had begun. In fact, it is possible that the activities around the sanctuary of Pan did not last much
longer after their first occurrence and were perhaps already out of practice by the end of the

century. An inscription from about 420 BCE mentions several torch races, but does not

121 Oliver 1933, 480; Clairmont 1983, 106; Duffy 2016, 411.
122 Clairmont 1983, 106; Duffy 2016, 411.
123 Clairmont 1983, 102; Duffy 2016, 411.
124 Matthaiou 2003, 198; Duffy 2016, 411.

125 As had occurred on the battlefield of Marathon, when the “New Marathon Stele” eventually was re-located to at
Herodes Atticus’ estate in Eva Loukou. See Chapter 2.

126 For recent excavations in the area, see Camp 2015, 476-479; Camp and Martens 2020, 628-649. For hydraulic
feature, see Camp and Martens 2020, 633-636.

342



specifically name a race for Pan.!?” While the omission does not mean that the race was no
longer run, it would have been nice evidence of continuation of the rite through the end of the

century. Regardless, there is little evidence that the races continued.

Literary sources

The decline of Pan’s connection to Marathon, as might have been the case if the races
had stopped, is also evident in the omission of the Athenian encounter with the god prior to the
fighting. The story of the runner meeting Pan is not told in the first century BCE by Cornelius
Nepos, who otherwise describes Pheidippides’ run to Sparta to ask for support before the
fighting.!?® Pan’s connection to the battle of Marathon was even more tenuous later, if a statue of
Pan that was connected to the Persian wars was transported to Constantinople by Constantine,
but later sources attribute the dedication of the original statue to Pausanias of Sparta. Some
commemorations of Marathon may have had their connections to the battle lost over time.

Of the aforementioned commemorations, references to the Stoa Poikile and the paintings
of Marathon are the best literary examples of how continual change led to lapses in
commemoration. After Aeschines and Demosthenes, there are numerous literary references to
the painting of the battle in the Stoa. Among these there are various discrepancies regarding why
and by whom the building was commissioned, the painter responsible for the depiction of
Marathon, and the people represented in the painting.

Miltiades’ family’s attachment to the public building may have been current in the fifth

century, possible due to the statesman Kimon, his son and fellow member of the Philaid

271G P 80.

128 Cornelius Nepos Miltiades 4.
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family.!? It is interesting, however, that sources do not mention the family connection until
several centuries later. In the first century BCE, Plutarch indicates that the stoa was originally
called the Peisianakteios Stoa, after one of Kimon’s relatives.!3° This version persisted in several
other sources, as we see in a line from Diogenes Laertius,'! in the commentary of at least one
scholiast,!*? and even as late as Isidore from the late sixth and early seventh century CE!3* and
the entry to the Suda from the 10th century CE.'** Richard Wycherley suggests that the
“Peisianakteios” name may have been the original name that was never quite superseded by
“Poikile”.!3> While possible, evidence of the former appears centuries later than evidence of the
latter.

Depending on the ancient source, the painting of Marathon is attributed to various
painters: Polygnotos, Panainos, or Mikon.!3¢ There is not strong evidence of Polygnotos’ as the
painter of the Marathon scene. These sources seem to depend on the entire set being attributed to
Polygnotos, as we saw in Aelian, as well as in a fourth-century CE letter by Synesios, explaining
that the panels painted by Polygnotos had been removed.!?” The inclusion of his name is likely a

phenomenon of famous artists being attached because of their renown.!38

129 How 1919; Massaro 1978.

130 Plutarch Kimon 4.5-6. See Wycherley 1957, 41 (86).

13! Diogenes Laertius 7.1.

132 Schol. Demosthenes, 20.112. See Wycherley 1957, 35 (10).
133 Isidore Etymologiai 8.6.8. See Wycherley 1957, 37 (71).
134 See Wycherley 1957, 43 (92).

135 Wycherley 1957, 45 n. 1.

136 Wycherley 1957, 31 n. 4 and 45 n. 3.

137 Synesios Letter 135. See Wycherley 1957, 43-44 (94).

138 Wycherley 1957, 45 n. 3.
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There are no extent references to the painter of the Marathon scene until the first century
CE, when Pliny claims that the painting was by Panainos, the brother of the famous artist
Pheidias.!*® Even at that time, multiple artists were connected to the various paintings, as Pliny
says that Polygnotos worked in the Stoa as well.!*® There is no evidence that Polygnotos was
connected to the painting of Marathon at this time, as Pliny made clear, as did Plutarch a little
later.!*! In the next century, Pausanias repeats the claim.!+?

Also in the second century CE, however, Arrian writes that the painting was by the artist
Mikon.!*3 The attribution to Mikon follows the earlier assertion by Aristophanes in the fifth
century BCE, who made the earliest reference to a named painter but only in reference to the
painting of the Amazons.!* In the second or third century CE, Aelian indicates that there was
some debate over the painter, as he discusses whether Polygnotos painted the entire composition,
or if Mikon was responsible for a scene with a warrior and a dog.!* This version is found in the
fourth century CE, when Sopatros claims that Mikon had been brought to trial in Athens because
he had depicted the Greeks smaller than the barbarians.!#® In that same text, there are discussions
of Mikon attempting to fix the scale of the figures in the painting, or even that the painting was

replaced with one by another artist. Sopatros’ reference also resonates with an entry for “Mikon”

139 Pliny Natural History 35.57. See Wycherley 1957, 41 (84).

140 Pliny Natural History 35.59. See Wycherley 1957, 41 (85).

141 Plutarch Kimon 4.5-6. See Wycherley 1957, 41-42 (86).

142 Pausanias 5.11.6. See Wycherley 1957, 41 (82).

193 Arrian Anabasis 7.13.5. See Wycherley 1957, 35 (59).

144 Aristophanes Lysistrata, lines 677-679. See Wycherley 1957, 33-34 (55).
145 Aelian De Natura Animalium 7.38. See Wycherley 1957, 31 (47).

146 Sopatros Division of Questions 340. See Wycherley 1957, 42 (89).
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in the lexicon of Harpokration from the first or second century CE, which claims that Mikon was
fined for a painting, although without mentioning which painting was meant.!#’ A similar
reference by Pollux in the second century CE, that Mikon was reproached because of his
ignorance in depicting the eyelashes of a horse,'*® may indicate an ancient tradition of complaint
over Mikon’s work.

It is not clear which artist was truly responsible for the painting of Marathon.
Nevertheless, ancient sources indicate that any of the aforementioned were plausible candidates
at various points. There is a chance that all three could have painted some version of the battle,
based on the evidence that the paintings were produced on movable boards.!*’ This is especially
possible if the fourth-century reference by Sopatros is evidence of a broader tradition that has the
work of Mikon openly debated and the possibility of replacing his work explored. If this was not
the case, then the fact that the painting was attributed to multiple artists over the centuries
between the original paintings and their disappearance indicates a lack of a canonical
commemorative tradition, which was itself challenged in every iteration of curated memory.

There are discrepancies regarding who was actually depicted in the painting of Marathon.
Aeschines and Demosthenes are the earliest sources on the topic. Demosthenes does not mention

any particular individuals, and only says that the Plataians were also in the composition.!>°

147 Harpokration “MIKQN”. See Wycherley 1957, 36-37 (67).
148 Pollux 2.69. See Wycherley 1957, 42 (88).
149 Wycherley 1957, 44.

150 Demosthenes 59.94. See Wycherley 1957, 35 (62).
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Aeschines alludes to a depiction of Miltiades,'*! but even this is not expressed with unassailable
certainty, however, as the orator tells us that the painting is conspicuously unlabeled.!>?

The next extant reference is by Cornelius Nepos in the first century BCE, who agrees
with Aeschines’ description of Miltiades in the painting.!>* Nepos adds that Miltiades stands first
among the ten generals and is shown urging his men to battle. Thus, we can assume that
Miltiades’ inclusion was known up to that time, despite the lack of label.

A century later in the first century CE, numerous authors add further details of the
painting. Persius describes additions of the enemy Medes,'>* while Pliny reports depictions of
Miltiades, Kallimachos, and Kynegeiros of Athens, as well as Datis and Artaphrenes of the

Persians.'>> Each of these are known from Herodotus,>°

although none had been previously
described in the painting in the Stoa Poikile. Assuming that the painting was still unlabeled, at
least some knowledge of the depicted persons may have persisted.

Lucian and Pausanias give more details in the second century CE. Lucian refers to the

stoa and the depictions of Miltiades and Kynegeiros in it, as part of a joke related to the loss

orators would suffer if the depictions in the Stoa were not available to them.!>” He gives no

151 Aeschines Against Ktesiphon 186. See Wycherley 1957, 32 (49).

152 There is second century CE evidence of at least one labelled figure in the paintings in the stoa, but not
specifically relating to the picture of Marathon. Zenobios 4.28. See Wycherley 1957, 44 (96).

153 Cornelius Nepos Miltiades 6. See Wycherley 1957, 39 (79).
154 Persius 3.52-5. See Wycherley 1957, 41 (83).
155 Pliny Natural History 35.57. See Wycherley 1957, 42 (84).

156 Kynegeiros: Herodotus 6.114; Kallimachos: Herodotus 6.109-114; Datis: Herodotus 6.94-120; Artaphrenes:
Herodotus 6.1-120.

157 Lucian Jupiter Tragoedus 15.16.32. See Wycherley 1957, 38 (76).
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indication of the others that had been previously mentioned, but instead focuses on two well-
known Athenians.

Perhaps the most famous description of the painting of the battle of Marathon is by
Pausanias.!*® He says that groups of Plataians, Athenians and Persians are depicted evenly
balanced. He names the mortal combatants Kallimachos and Miltiades, as well as the divine or
heroic Marathon, Theseus, Echetlos, Athena, and Herakles. Among the mortals, although
Miltiades and Kallimachos are mentioned, Kynegeiros is absent, as are all mentions of the named
enemies. Pausanias gives the first evidence of non-mortal actors in the scene, all well-established
in Athenian mythology. Even the little-known hero Echetlos, who Pausanias says appeared on
the field and mowed down many enemies with a plough before disappearing,' is included in the
list highlighting the Athenian character of the collection.

The grouping is emended by Aelian in the second or third century CE. He relates a heart-
warming story of a warrior and his dog who were included in the depiction and honored in the
same way as Kynegeiros, Epizelos, and Kallimachos. Miltiades is not included in this list, nor
any of the gods or heroes. The mortal Epizelos was included, however, whom we know about
from Herodotus” account as well.!®* This may be evidence of slippage in the sure identifications
of the depicted as they became less known over time, perhaps due to the lack of labels.

While some discrepancies may be explained by the choice of the author and what they
hoped to express, others might indicate a lapse in the commemoration at the Stoa. A scholiast to

Aristeides relates that Miltiades is depicted with his arm outstretched, urging his men to

158 Pausanias 1.15-16. See Wycherley 1957, 40 (80).
159 Pausanias 1.32.5.

160 Herodotus 6.117.
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attack.'®! This repeats the interpretation from the first century by Cornelius Nepos.!%? While this
could be the same figure identified as Miltiades first mentioned by Aeschines, the description
could also be fitting to Kynegeiros, who was well known to have lost his hand in the battle and
was apparently depicted with his arms outstretched in the moment before being losing his
hand.!®3

As previously argued, the process of contesting and updating commemoration inevitably
led to confusion. This can be seen in how ancient authors disagree with the origins of the stoa
and the paintings within it, assign responsibility for the depiction of Marathon to a shifting group
of artists, and in their inconsistencies over who was depicted in the painting. This could lead to
situations like an example from a scholiast to Gregory Nazianzenos, a philosopher of the fourth
century CE, who appears to have trouble deciding whether there was a painting that depicted
Marathon or Salamis in the Stoa.!6*

Monuments and buildings that had no prior association with the battle gained the
connection in some literary sources. In the second century CE, Pausanias linked the temple of
Eukleia in the Agora to Marathon, although in the previous century Plutarch had first tied it to
the battle of Plataia. Pausanias also connects the bronze statue of Athena Promachos on the
Acropolis to Marathon, although Demosthenes in the fourth century BCE had made the

connection to the wider Persian wars.!®> Pausanias also says that there is a Plataian statue of

161 Schol. Aristeides 46.174. See Wycherley 1957, 33 (54).

162 Cornelius Nepos Miltiades 6. See Wycherley 1957, 39 (79).

163 Herodotus 6.14.

164 Schol. Gregory of Nazianzos Contra Julianum 1. See Wycherley 36 (66).

165 Pausanias 1.28.1. Palagia 2013; Shear 2016; Foley and Stroud 2019, especially 143-144 and 144 n. 196.
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Athena at Plataia that was also funded by spoils from Marathon,!®¢ although there is no other
evidence of this.

Monuments that had some connection to Marathon began to shape their surroundings, as
we see in the second-century CE author Lucian, who quotes his mentor Demonax in quipping
that a one-handed bronze statue in front of the Stoa Poikile was a belated honoring of
Kynegeiros.'®” Kynegeiros is known from Herodotus as a famous Athenian who had his hand cut
off as he grabbed one of the Persian ships.!%® Other than this reference, there is no other evidence
of a statue of Kynegeiros. Rather than reporting a fact, it might be that Lucian merely reported a
joke that his teacher had once said, in reference to a statue that just happened to be one-handed
or broken at the rest.

The historicity of Aeschylus’ tomb and inscription had faded, perhaps as early as the time
of Pausanias. Although our earliest reference to Aeschylus’ death places him in Gela, and
Plutarch relates his inscription as naming the city, Pausanias either misrepresents the inscription
or provides unreliable information. At any rate, by the time of Athenaios’ text in the third
century CE, Aeschylus’ ties to Gela do not seem to matter much, as the tomb and epitaph belong
entirely to imaginary space.

At a certain point, the memory of Marathon was useful not so much as an example of
Athenian fame, but also simply for keeping time. The process had already started by the fifth

century BCE, when Thucydides uses the battle of Marathon to count the years between

166 Pausanias 9.4.1-2.
167 Lucian Demonax 53. See Wycherley 1957, 37 (72).

168 Herodotus 6.14. The story of Kynegeiros developed over time, e.g. Plutarch Parallela Minora 1. He was
reportedly the brother of the playwright Aeschylus.
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subsequent events.!¢® There are several other examples of this use of the memory of Marathon as
an historical milestone in literary sources.!”” We see this in the inclusion on the Parian marble is
physical evidence that the battle had become a counting point in some contexts by the third

century BCE.!"!

Spatial considerations: Athens and Marathon
Early Commemorations in Central Spaces

The three earliest physical commemorations of Marathon stood in prominent locations in
Athens. Two were dedicated on the Acropolis, the metaphorical center of the city.!”? The
inscribed helmet was dedicated here, likely during the complex period marked by changes in the
city at the start of the fifth century BCE. The dedication here would fit the pattern defined by
Janett Schroder’s reconstruction of the development of the dedications following victory, as she
argues that late Archaic and early Classical dedications of captured booty could be categorized as
relics rather than monuments,'”® but eventually developed as means of verifying historical events
by the inclusion of inscriptions.!” While the location of the dedication on the Acropolis would
be fitting, as would the type of dedication following victory in battle, there is still little firm

evidence to support the interpretation that the helmet was a dedication following the battle of

169 Thucydides 1.18.
10 B.g., Aristotle Athenian Constitution 22.
17! Parian marble A48. Rotstein 2016.

172 Hurwit (1999, 10) describes it as the “casily defensible, relatively water-rich rock that would dominate the
political, military, religious and cultural history of Athens—the hub of what the oracle of Delphi knew as ‘the

999

wheel-shaped city’”.
173 Schroder 2020, 28.

174 Schroder 2020, 43.
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Marathon. That being said, although the helmet’s connection to Marathon is not secure, its
presence on the Acropolis shows the potential of the dedicatory space. The martial dedication
need not be directly connected to the single victory.

The Kallimachos Inscription Monument was also dedicated on the Acropolis. More
precisely, based on preserved cuttings in the bedrock of the Acropolis, it appears that the
monument was located in a prominent place to the northwest of the predecessor to the
Parthenon.!”> Tt is possible that the monument was already standing in this location prior to the
addition of the inscription. In this case, it could be that the monument was chosen for the
conspicuous position. It is also possible that the monument was placed here after it had been
inscribed, although there is no way to determine this.

The prominence of the location may have been the reason for the inscription. Rather than
assuming that the monument was already connected to Kallimachos or those friendly to him after
the battle, it is just as likely that the monument was simply re-appropriated as a vehicle for a new
message after the victory at Marathon. The evidence of this type of manipulation of dedications
is limited, but there are well-known examples.!’® Nevertheless, it is likely that the act of
inscribing the column reflected contemporary Athenian politics in some way, whether the
inscription was a confirmation and continuation of a message or an appropriation of a separate
message.!”’

The Acropolis location gained greater prominence from the nearby predecessor to the

Parthenon, the structure that was destroyed in the Persian sacks of Athens in 480 BCE. This late-

175 Shefton 1950; Keesling 2010, 101.

176 B g., a pedestal on the Athenian Acropolis that was built to support a dedication from Eumenes and Attalos of
Pergamon was reused as a base of a statue of Agrippa (see Camp 2001, 172-173).

177 Shefton 1950, 160-163; Keesling 2010.
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Archaic to early-Classical building may have been inspired by the victory at Marathon itself, but
this connection is only confirmed in later sources and is probably an example of a monument
gaining additional meanings over time. Regardless, the pre-Parthenon was a symbol of Athenian
wealth at the start of the fifth century, which would have granted additional prestige to the
monuments in the vicinity.!”®

A decade after the victory at Marathon, the city of Athens was twice sacked by the
Persians during the rule of Xerxes. While this is well known from ancient sources, it is also
attested in the archaeological record, in a layer of destruction commonly referred to as the
Perserschutt, or Persian debris.!” On the Athenian Acropolis, much of the debris is associated
with the cleaning of the destruction after the invasion, up to the mid-century construction
projects associated with the politician Pericles. After this re-imagining of the space, the Athenian
Acropolis could be considered a “dissertation of victory” in general, rather than a space of
dedications for single battles.!3® The monuments on the Acropolis coincided with developments
in the area that had begun around the turn of the century.!8!

Both the helmet and Kallimachos Inscription Monument were ultimately buried in the
Acropolis fills from the clean-up of the Persian sack in 480 BCE. It is notable that they were not
restored and re-erected in the later fifth century, since there is literary evidence from Herodotus

that some pre-Persian dedications still existed and were displayed in his time.!'®> We can only

178 Tschira 1972; Drerup 1981; Korres 1994; Korres 1997; Keesling 2010, 101.
179 Perserschutt: see above 327 n. 60; Shefton 1950, 140; Stewart 2008b, 2008c.
130 Hurwit 1999, 153.

131 Paga 2017.

182 Herodotus 5.77.
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speculate as to why: were they damaged? did they not fit into the later designs regarding the
layout of the space?

In contrast with these dedications, the Marathon Epigram Monument was not dedicated
on the Acropolis. Parts of the monument have been found in the Athenian Agora and the
surrounding areas, as well as in the Roman Agora and the Kerameikos, indicating these as the
two most likely areas in which it stood. While both interpretations are hypothetical and it is not
possible to place the monument with the Marathon epigrams with any certainty, I think the
Kerameikos the most likely.

Each scenario would entail different spatial considerations. On the one hand, if the
Marathon Epigram Monument stood in the Agora after the 470s BCE, then the monument would
have stood in the civic heart of Athens that developed after the Persian wars. It would have stood
in a central part of the city, where later commemorations were placed, such as the paintings in
the Stoa Poikile. Some scholars have placed the monument near a monument of the
Tyrannicides.'®3 The monument would also stand in relation with the developing monuments of
the Acropolis, especially those on the north face.

On the other hand, the monument may have stood in the Kerameikos, The fact that some
fragments were found in the area has prompted some scholars to place the monument there,
based on the likelihood that objects from the Kerameikos would migrate into the Agora, rather
than the other way around.!8* Although outside the city proper, the Kerameikos was a potent

commemorative space for the city, where most war casualties were buried.!® In this context, the

183 Baltes 2020.
184 Matthaiou 2003, 195-196.

135 See Arrington 2014.
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monument was likely a cenotaph associated with the Demosion Sema.!8¢ As such, it would
associate the Marathon dead with the dead from other conflicts. At the same time, the monument
would highlight the absence of the actual dead, since they were famously buried on the
battlefield. This location would also place the monument in an area that visitors to the city would
traverse before entering the city itself, granting another sort of primacy to the commemoration.

Although there is a difference between these two spaces, the Marathon inscription
monument would have stood in a potent commemorative space within Athens. Whether a
cenotaph in the Kerameikos, or simply as a reminder in the Agora, the monument could be seen
as part of the official actions to commemorate the battle of Marathon.

The Acropolis dedications seem more similar to other initial commemorations following
the battle, such as the dedication at Olympia of the bronze helmet inscribed by Miltiades. Both
the helmet and the inscription on the column monument connect the battle of Marathon to
influential individuals rather than to the city of Athens at large. On the other hand, the Marathon
Epigram Monument celebrates a larger contingency of Athenians, lumping all Athenians
together in the glory of their defense of Greece.

The earliest literary reference has different spatial implications than the contemporary
physical evidence. Aeschylus shows how the battle had begun to be remembered by 472 BCE.
Setting aside the plot and content of the play for a moment, the setting must have been striking.
The on-the-ground reality of post-480 Athens saw a largely damaged city, including prominent
buildings, structures, and dedications that had stood on the Acropolis. Although nearly a decade
after the retreat of the Persians, the wounds of the sack were doubtless present in 472 BCE,

whether physical scars that marred the city space or those of the people within it, physical or

186 Matthaiou 2003.
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otherwise. If the staging occurred in the theater of Dionysos on the slopes of the Acropolis, as is
likely, then the remains of a semi-ruined Acropolis served as the backdrop to the entire
production, as the actors performed towards an audience that literally sat among ruins. Such a
setting would have underscored the dramatic message of the play, reconstructing and recasting
the recent martial antagonist into a dramatic protagonist. I wonder how this would have
resonated with the Athenian audience, especially in lines that claim that Athens remained un-
sacked because of the persistence of her population.'8’

Aeschylus, by referring to Marathon in a play from the perspective of the Persians
defeated at Salamis and Plataia, pushes the commemoration of the earlier battle beyond Athens
and Athenian spaces. Not only does Aeschylus see that the triumph should be cast alongside
other Greek victories, he also imagines that Marathon had become famous beyond Greece and a
topic of conversation even in the royal courts of Persia.!®?

By the time of Aeschylus’ play, the commemoration of the battle of Marathon had
already shifted to an increasingly official account, as credit and pride for the victory was granted
to a growing range of participants. It is similar to the dedications categorized as official
commemoration, such as the items on the Athenian Acropolis, the gilded bronze helmet
inscribed at Olympia, or the other Athenian citizen-centric dedications at Delphi. Just as was
apparent in sanctuary spaces, there was an inherent tension regarding the credit over the victory,
and what the victory meant. In all, the early dedications were structured and designed in
conceived space, as an official version of the meaning of Marathon to an Athenian audience

developed.

187 Aeschylus Persians, lines 337-348.

138 There is a possibility that the play was put on in Sicily as well, pushing the commemoration even further abroad.
See Smith 2018.
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The Developing Spaces of Curated, Contested, and Lapsed Commemoration

Upon establishment, the commemorations that evoked official versions of the meaning of
Marathon were immediately available to be confronted. The dedications on the Acropolis were
physically contested and then obscured, first destroyed or damaged and then buried in the fills as
the Acropolis developed. In contrast, the Marathon Epigram Monument, which was part of
events for ephebes in the second century BCE and probably earlier, was continually renewed
with iterative practices.

There may have been spatial reasons for the disparity, in addition to aesthetic, political,
or other reasons. On the one hand, depositing the dedications in the various fills of the Acropolis
shows that the available space was scarce. On the other, the Marathon Epigram Monument may
have stood relatively undisturbed in the Kerameikos, since the space continued to function as a
commemorative space for the war dead. Moreover, as a marker of a cenotaph, the monument
would have had a relatively small physical footprint.

There are also the commemorations that later developed associations with the battle, such
as the sanctuaries of Pan and Artemis Agrotera. The sanctuary of Pan was a well-known place on
the slopes of the Athenian Acropolis by the end of the fifth century BCE. The location of the
cave, itself unmovable because it is based on a geological feature, would have resonated with the
constructions on the Acropolis, such as the earlier monuments that stood before the 480 sack, as
well as the later developments of the fifth century, especially those on the north slopes that
highlighted the Persian destructions of the 480 sack of Athens.!%’

There is no physical evidence of a connection to Marathon, but even with the lack of

corroborating material, it is reasonable to expect that some association with the battle would

189 Ferrari 2002; Pakkanen 2006. Kousser 2009.
357



have been understood by many visitors given the frequency of references in literary sources. The
association might have been blurred by the Acropolis structures, as the space developed as a
space to celebrate Athenian victory in general. Later developments around the sanctuary, such as
the Klepsydra and the occasional races, indicates that there were some efforts to maintain the
vitality of the space. The inconsistency as to whether the sanctuary and attendant activities were
related to Marathon, however, probably indicates that there was not a centralized effort to
maintain that particular aspect.

There are similarities regarding the trajectory of Artemis Agrotera’s association with
Marathon. As with Pan, there is no physical evidence of Artemis Agrotera’s connection to the
battle, but only literary references. Also like the case of Pan, although the association may have
been strong at various points, it blurred as time progressed. This is despite a difference in the
spaces of the respective sanctuaries.

The sanctuary and rituals to Artemis Agrotera occurred in a city space slightly outside the
walls of Athens and away from the central areas of the city. In conjunction with the activities in
the Kerameikos and on the Acropolis, this shows the geographic distribution of the
commemoration of the battle in the city.

Finally, the painting of the battle of Marathon in the Stoa Poikile both influenced and was
influenced by its surroundings. It was included among a set of paintings of the famous events in
Athenian mythology and history, inviting juxtaposition and comparison with the likes of the sack
of Troy or an Amazonomachy. The building itself was set in the Agora, in one of the central

areas of the city, and literally defined the northern extreme of the space.!*

190 See Martin-McAuliffe and Papadopoulos 2012, 349-351.
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The painting also influenced its surroundings. It hung as part of a set which included a
depiction of a little-known battle at Oinoe, which was probably elevated by being in the
company of the more famous events.!! In addition, there was at least one occasion of the
painting of the battle inspiring an identification of a nearby statue, in the anecdote describing a
one-handed statue as a depiction of Kynegeiros.

There are several examples of the painting as a commemoration enacted in lived space.
An early example is Aeschines’ story about the depiction of Miltiades being known by
bystanders, when he imagines that an audience prompted with the question “Who was the
general?” (tig 00V #jv 6 otparnysc;) would all answer “Miltiades”, even though it is not written
there (Midtiaong: éxel o€ ovx émyéypamror). From Aeschines’ perspective, foreknowledge of the
victorious general led to a correct attribution of the depiction. In other words, it did not matter
what the painting looked like. Likewise, Lucian’s anecdote about his mentor Demonax, who
identifies a statue of Kynegeiros. In the narrative, the only identifying feature of the statue is that
it lacked a hand. Both of these identifications were prompted by a question and delivered based
on the knowledge of the person responding.

Regardless of the space in which they are dedicated, commemorations are liable to be

engaged with, discussed, or otherwise confronted as soon as they have been established.

LEUKTRA
Most extant evidence of commemoration of the battle of Leuktra in city spaces comes
from literary sources, mostly belonging to the stages of curated and lapsed memory. There is no

physical evidence of the initial or official stages of commemoration, and only one inscribed stele

191 See Francis and Vickers 1985; Taylor 1998; Stewart 2018, 305-306.
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from a later stage. This availability of material commemorating Leuktra contrasts with the
situation that we saw with the commemoration of Marathon, for which there is more evidence for

the decades immediately after the battle.!*?

Physical Evidence
As far as we can tell, the sole physical evidence of commemoration of the battle of
Leuktra in a city space comes from Thebes with the stele inscribed with the Xenokrates

inscription (Figure 6.6).!°° The inscription reads:

Zgvokpartng,

BOgomopmog,

Mvaciraog.

avika 10 Znaptog Skpdrel S6pv, TNVaKIC sihev
Zewvokpatng KAdpwt Znvi tpomaic eépety

0V tov an’ Evpdta deicog otolov o0de Adkovay
domida. "OnPaior kpeicoovec v ToOAEpWL"
KapHooel AeVKTPOLg vikapopa dovpl Tpomaia,
000’ 'Emapetv@voa 0g0Tepol £dpapopey.

Xenokrates

Theopompos

Mnasilaos

When the Spartan spear ruled, then Xenokrates

took by lot to bear the trophy to Zeus

not fearing the weapon from the Eurotas nor Lakainian
shield. “The Thebans are better in war”

the victory-by-spear-bearing trophy at Leuktra heralds,
nor did we run second to Epameinondas.

- IG VII 2462, text from Rhodes and Osborne 30, translation mine.

There has been disagreement about the monument since its discovery in the late 19" century,
centering on its function, dating, and interpretation of the inscription.!®* It has been interpreted as

a grave marker on account of the lack of evidence that it supported a statue or stele, as well as no

192 Tod 1948, 93; Rhodes and Osborne 2003, 151; Ferrario 2014, 270-272.
193 G VII 2462; see Chapter 3, p. 146.

194 See Papazarkadas 2016, 142-144.
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allusion in the text to itself as a dedication.!® This is a reasonable interpretation, although there
are scholars who believe the monument was dedicatory rather than funerary.'”® The findspot does
not help establish the primary function. The inscription was found in the lower city of Thebes,
although it is not possible to establish exactly where it stood in antiquity.

Although once securely believed to date to within a few years after the battle in 371
BCE," a recent analysis has pushed the dating later into the fourth century or into the early third
century BCE.!”® According to this reconstruction, the monument must postdate the refoundation
of Thebes in 315 BCE, making it more than 50 years later than the battle itself.

It is possible that the monument replaced one that had stood in the middle years of the
fourth century, but that had been destroyed or otherwise lost at some point, likely in Alexander’s
sack of Thebes in 335 BCE.!? Nikolaos Papazarkadas prefers this explanation because it
explains why the epigram only refers to a single man, when there are three names in the heading
of the inscription.??° If so, the monument would be evidence of the official commemoration of
the battle in Thebes. A second possibility is that the monument did not replace an original, but
rather was created in the fourth century BCE or later. Even so, the inscription may have stood as
a “replacement” for an imagined original monument. In both scenarios, the Xenokrates

inscription should belong in the third stage of commemoration. It was either a replacement that

195 Rhodes and Osborne 2003, 150-151.

19 Tuplin (1987, 94 n. 72) gives two examples of scholars who considered the monument to be dedicatory from the
late 19" century; the consensus appears to have landed on a funerary inscription. But Ferrario 2014, disagrees.

197 K oumanoudes 1877; Tod 1946; Rhodes and Osborne 2003.
198 Papazarkadas 2016, 142-146.
199 Papazarkadas 2016, 145.

200 papazarkadas 2016, 146 and 203 n. 98.
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re-instated a commemoration, or it was a new monument that functioned in a similar way. As
such, this monument was a later effort of the fourth century BCE to continue the commemoration
of Leuktra. If it replaced an actual monument, then the new inscription was a type of
perpetuation of the past that pushed a particular memory into later periods. If it was not a
replacement, then the monument and inscription represent a curation of a selected portion of the
past, possibly to the benefit of the named honorees or their families, or even for a wider
contingency of Thebans that we cannot know for certain.

Some have argued that the inscription was actually an attempt to correct history, thus
functioning as a means of curating a preferred version of the past.?’! In this interpretation, the
naming of these three Thebans, as opposed to the more famous Epameinondas or Pelopidas, both
aggrandized the dedicators while also limiting the influence of their more famous counterparts.

The form of the monument and the content of the inscription would be fitting. Physically,
the names of the dedicators stand out due to placement at the top of the stele and carved in much
larger letters. The names starkly contrast with the name of Epameinondas, which ends the
inscription and is written in much smaller lettering. The form of the text is also fitting in a
monumental setting, as the epigram is written in elegiac couplets.???

Looking closer at the body of the text itself, the names of Xenokrates and Epameinondas
indicate they are the most important features in the of the inscription. The omission of

Theopompos and Mnasilaos may only have been intended to fit the meter, however, as all three

are compared to Epameinondas in the final clause, because of the verb (first person plural).

201 Ferrario 2014, 271-272.

202 Ferrario 2014, 271-272.
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Literary evidence

In the case of Leuktra, the literary references to the battle that are roughly contemporary
come from non-Theban sources, namely the Athenians Isokrates and Xenophon. Isokrates’
speeches were likely delivered in the context of mid-fourth century BCE Athens. In this
particular, decidedly Athenian, context, the battle of Leuktra is often remembered in moralizing
terms: as the point where Spartan power was broken;?% a highpoint of Theban power which
ultimately led to imperial overreach and subsequent fall to Macedon;?** or as a means to explain
the power dynamics of the fourth century, as a stationary point in the narrative of the limitations
on Sparta, Thebes and Athens, combined with an ascendant Macedon.?%> A second near-
contemporary literary reference comes from Xenophon, who presented the Spartan reaction to
news of the battle.?? As was the case with Isokrates, Xenophon presents a perspective that is
largely Athenian and that ignores the Theban or Boiotian experience of the outcome.?” In both
cases, the city spaces of Thebes, Athens or Sparta do not matter for the commemoration of the
battle, although the speeches were delivered in Athens.

The evidence for the first commemorations of Leuktra in city spaces is literary.
According to Xenophon, there were dispatches from the field, sent to Athens, Sparta, and Jason

of Pherai.?’® The dispatches themselves should be categorized as initial or official outcomes of

203 Jsokrates 15.110.

204 Tgokrates 8.100.

205 Tsokrates 5.47.

206 Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.

207 This is true of most references to Thebes and the battle of Leuktra, as well as the focus of much of the
scholarship. See Shrimpton 1971, especially 317.

208 Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.
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the battle undertaken by the Thebans, Xenophon’s report should be considered differently. As a
later text, it is probable that the exact story of the reports from the field are in some way
dramatized for Xenophon’s narrative and audience. It must also be noted that Xenophon does not
view the events from a Theban perspective, but rather from a perspective of wider Greece at best,
but most likely as an Athenian, albeit one with favorable views of Sparta.?’® While he is probably
reporting events that actually happened, Xenophon’s narrative presents an updated version of
history for his own purposes.

According to Xenophon, each received the news differently. The Spartans reacted to
news of their defeat in a strange manner. The news arrived during the middle of a festival, and
although it caused distress, the Spartans did not stop the celebration. The women of the families
of the slain were prohibited from openly grieving, and instead the families were made to go out
in public with cheerful faces. In contrast, the families of the survivors, were either not seen or
had their faces downcast.?!? This contrasted with the reception at Athens and Pherali, cities which
were either current or potential allies. Athens chose to wait before committing to working with
Thebes, but Jason of Pherai sought to take control of the relationship.?!!

There is sporadic literary evidence of commemoration after the fourth century BCE. The
tone of the commemoration of Leuktra depends on the source and the intended audience. In
addition to the sources that describe how the battle was received in various places, there are
several later references that mock the Thebans for their pride after the battle. Plutarch accuses the

Thebans of strutting around like boys that had beaten their tutors,?!? and quips that a person who

209 For Xenophon’s generally positive attitude towards Sparta, see Powell and Richer 2020.
210 Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.16. Compare this to Thucydides 2.45, during Perikles’ funeral oration.
21 Athens: Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.19-20; Jason of Pherai: Xenophon Hellenika 6.4.20-25.

212 Plutarch Lykourgos 30.6.
364



talks too much about Leuktra was liable to be called “Epameinondas” mockingly.?!* Similarly,
Athenaios claims that the Boiotians feasted and partied so much after the victory that they lost
their alliance with Megara.?!#

Plutarch, in his biography of Agesilaos in the first or second century CE, repeats and
amends Xenophon’s description of the reception of the news of the battle in Sparta.?!®> Plutarch
adds that the survivors of the defeat were to be shamed and largely blocked from public life
following Spartan custom, but that Agesilaos granted them leniency.?!® Because he is only
focused on the famous Spartan lawgiver, Plutarch does not say anything about other messages
that had been sent after the Theban victory at Leuktra.

Pausanias described an actual dedication as a commemoration of Leuktra at Thebes. He
claimed that bronze shields, reportedly from Lakedaimonians that died at Leuktra, were hung in
Thebes.?!” Pausanias saw them in the sanctuary of Demeter Thesmophoros, a building which he
was told was once the house of the legendary first king of Thebes, Kadmos. Pausanias qualifies
both of these statements and twice emphasizes that these details were told to him (1éyovor and
paoiv), indicating word-of-mouth identification that he may not have been sure of. It is possible
that these were truly dedications that had been made after the battle and that had survived

Alexander’s sack of Thebes and a later six centuries, but even Pausanias seems skeptical.

213 Plutarch De Garrulitate 22.

214 Athenaios Deipnosophists 11.

215 Plutarch Agesilaos 29.

216 plutarch Agesilaos 30; Plutarch Apophthegmata Laconica 2.

217 Pausanias 9.16.5.
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There are also other allusions to commemorations of Leuktra, some of which were
imaginary, that were not mentioned in earlier sources. Authors after the first century BCE
discuss Epameinondas’ pride after Leuktra and his wishes for it to be included in the inscription
on his tomb. In the first century BCE, Cornelius Nepos tells a story that was set in
Epameinondas’ life, when the Theban general describes what he would like inscribed on his
tomb.2!8 In the story, Epameinondas, along with other Theban generals, is put on trial at Thebes
because he had delayed orders for the transfer of military power until after victory in campaigns
in the Peloponnese. In the trial he insists that the blame was entirely his own and does not try to

defend his actions. Instead, he only describes what he would like inscribed on his tomb:

Epaminondas a Thebanis morte multatus est, quod eos coegit apud Leuctra superare Lacedaemonios, quos
ante se imperatorem nemo Boeotorum ausus fuit aspicere in acie, quodque uno proelio non solum Thebas
ab interitu retraxit, sed etiam universam Graeciam in libertatem vindicavit eoque res utrorumque perduxit,
ut Thebani Spartam oppugnarent, Lacedaemonii satis haberent, si salvi esse possent, neque prius bellare
destitit quam, Messene restituta, urbem eorum obsidione clausit

Epameinondas was condemned to death by the Thebans because at Leuktra he compelled them to vanquish
the Lakedaimonians, whom before he took command no Boeotian had dared to face in battle, and because
in a single contest he not only saved Thebes from destruction, but also secured freedom for all Greece and
so changed the situation of the contending parties that the Thebans attacked the Lakedaimonians, while the
Lakedaimonians were satisfied with being able to save themselves; and he did not bring the war to an end
until by the restoration of Messene he placed Sparta in a state of siege.

-Cornelius Nepos Epameinondas 8.3-5, Loeb translation by Rolfe 1929.

According to Cornelius Nepos, Epameinondas used the memory of Leuktra to his benefit, while
imagining the inscription on his tomb.

The theme of the fictional monument is repeated by Appian in the second century CE,?!°
as well as by Plutarch.??° Plutarch does not mention the scene in detail, but only the setting. His

biography focusses on Pelopidas, however, which may explain the omission of the anecdote

218 Cornelius Nepos Epameinondas 8.
219 Appian Roman History 11.7.41.

220 Plutarch Pelopidas 25.
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about Epameinondas. Appian only alludes to the anecdote, as part of a comparison to the Roman

general Scipio. Appian reports Epameinondas’ desired inscription as:

o0tdg dotty 6 mepi AedkTpa vikioag kol Ty motpida, Todg x0podg oy Dropévovaay, ovd” &l Tig E&vog
Eyot AoKoVIKOV THAOV, &l ThHY ZndptnV adTiV Tpoayaydy. obToc Vitd Tiig matpidoc dvipnrar,
TOPOUVOUNGOG L CUUEEPOVTL THG TOTPIOOC.

Here is the man that was victorious at Leuktra and led his country up to Sparta itself, although [his country]
was not standing against these enemies, not even if some stranger wore a Lakonian cap. He was killed by
his country, because he broke the law for the benefit of the country.

-Appian Roman History 11.7.41

There are clear differences among these sources. The quote from Appian is much shorter and has
fewer details than that of Cornelius Nepos, and it focuses on Epameinondas’ victory at Leuktra
entirely. Perhaps Appian strove for simplicity in order to be chronologically consistent, as both
Appian and Plutarch imagine a time frame that was narrower than Cornelius Nepos. They both
set the scene before the campaigns of the 360s and the later victory at the battle of Mantineia,
where Epameinondas died in 362 BCE.

This was an anecdote of a monument that was imaginary in antiquity. It was meant to be
placed in Thebes, assuming that Epameinondas was put to death there, and it was meant to
highlight his accomplishment at Leuktra.??! Ultimately, there was no occasion for it to exist since
Epameinondas was acquitted, then went on to fight and die victorious at Mantineia. Pausanias
describes his tomb as he saw it on the battlefield at Mantineia.?*? According to the geographer,
the tomb was topped by a pillar, which was decorated with a shield and a carving of a serpent. It
was then covered by two stones which bore inscriptions, an older one with a Boiotian inscription
and a newer with an inscription from the emperor Hadrian. Because Pausanias does not report

the text, we do not know what the inscriptions read and if they were anything like Cornelius

221 Reminiscent of the inscription on Aeschylus’ tomb, mentioned above.

222 Pausanias 8.11.7.
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Nepos or Appian imagined Epameinondas wanted. There is some reason to think that it would
not have mentioned Leuktra, since in his visit to Thebes, Pausanias sees a statue of
Epameinondas whose inscription did not mention any battles.??* Instead, the inscription
celebrates Epameinondas’ role in defeating Sparta and founding the cities of Megalopolis and
Messene in the Peloponnese.

There is also an example of a painting in Thebes, described by Plutarch.??* This painting
was not intended to depict the battle of Leuktra, but rather an earlier and unrelated battle.
According to Plutarch, an orator named Menekleidas persuaded the Thebans to label this
painting with the name of the general Charon, hoping in vain to obscure the fame of
Epameinondas and Pelopidas, his political adversaries. While the battle of Leuktra is not
explicitly the source of their fame, it is the only named conflict and its fighting serves as a point
of reference between the time of the depicted battle and that of the anecdote. In a strange way,
Menekleidas’ attempt to downplay the fame of Leuktra backfired and only reinforced the
importance of the battle.

Finally, there is a third-century CE reference from Hermogenes of Tarsus, who claims
that after Alexander’s sack of the city in 335 BCE, 3000 Thebans were sold to the
Lakedaimonians to be sacrificed at the trophy on the battlefield.?*> In a way, this is a mnemonic
practice that curated the memory of the battle, as the Lakedaimonians sought to punish the city

of Thebes and its citizens in order to avenge their defeat at Leuktra.

223 Pausanias 9.15.6.
224 Plutarch Pelopidas 25.

225 Hermogenes On Issues 3.15.68.
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The commemoration of Leuktra in city spaces took a different form than that of
Marathon. This can be explained in several different ways. First, there are the changes that
happened over the time span between the two battles. Not only were there countless
developments, as well as many other battles commemorated in city spaces, in the nearly 120
years between the battle of Leuktra and Marathon, but there were also changes in the status of
the cities, for instance Athens was sacked twice by the Persians in 480 and later besieged by the
Peloponnesians during the Peloponnesian War. In addition to time, there is also a difference in
the participants. As the Athenians defeated the Persians at Marathon and the Thebans defeated
the Spartans at Leuktra, we should expect variations in how the respective battles are
remembered in the victorious and defeated spaces. Finally, the surviving evidence, both physical
and literary, must play a large role in modern analysis. Athens and Thebes, as well as some cities
of ancient Persia and Sparta, have been excavated, but Athens most extensively. Similarly,
literary sources favor Athenian perspectives, whether because those are the more abundant extant
texts from the fifth and fourth century, or because later authors seem to know more about Athens

than most other places.

Spatial Considerations: Leuktra at Thebes and Other Cities
Leuktra at Thebes

The lone extant physical monument, the Xenokrates inscription, does not provide much
information other than that it stood in Thebes, since there is little known about it and its place in
the city. The inscription itself refers to the trophy on the field of Leuktra, which speaks out in
praise of all Thebans. In this way, the monument connects the battlefield to the city space, as the

trophy seems to celebrate Thebans in Thebes itself.
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This is similar to the case of the shields of the Lakedaimonians, reported by Pausanias as
being displayed in the city. In a sense, as objects from the field the shields would have brought
the battlefield into the city. These were supposedly placed in a place of historic significance, in
the house of a mythical king of the city. These details were reported to Pausanias, as he himself

emphasizes.

Space, Time, and Points of View

The earliest Athenian source, Xenophon, reported dispatches sent from the battlefield to
the city spaces of Sparta, Athens, and Pherai. This emphasized the separation of Leuktra from
these places. The spatial distance also fits in with temporal distance, as the Spartans apparently
delayed reacting to the news and continued their festival, and the Athenians delayed their
reaction until they could determine how they should best proceed. This differs from Plutarch’s
version later, where neither temporal nor spatial distance matter. Instead, the Spartan defeat is

immediately felt and shamed, such that Lykourgos must intervene.

CHAIRONEIA

As was the case with sanctuary spaces, there is very little evidence of commemoration of
the battle of Chaironeia in city spaces. There is no physical evidence of commemorations in city
spaces either of the defeated Athens and Thebes, or the victorious Macedonians. Even literary
sources give information only about the spaces of the defeated, with very little interest in
Macedonian spaces.

The earliest commemorations of Chaironeia date to soon after the battle. The sources do

not stem from the perspective of the victorious Macedonians, however, but rather from one of
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the losing participants, the Athenians. There is no contemporary evidence from Thebes, the other
losing participant, although there are Athenian thoughts on the fate of Thebes. When the
Macedonian view is offered, sources do not exactly focus on how the battle was commemorated,
and instead indicate that the Macedonians were able to install several garrisons in Greek cities

after their victory at Chaironeia.

Stages One and Two: Initial Reactions and Official Commemorations

The initial repercussions of the battle are presented from the perspective of the defeated,
rather than the victor. In Athens, there is evidence of the funerary rites of the dead, including
burial and funeral speech, as well as preparations to fortify the city in the event of further attack.

The Athenian evidence begins less than a decade after the battle, with references in
speeches of Lykourgos, Aeschines, and Demosthenes. The speeches themselves are part of the
stage of curated memory, given that they rehash and argue by means of past events.
Nevertheless, they refer to both initial and official reactions following the battle. In general, the
memory of Chaironeia from a contemporary Athenian perspective is used either to highlight the
dire straits that the Athenians found themselves in after the defeat, or to shame those who could
be argued had somehow wronged the city. For example, Hyperides is very critical of those that
seek to flatter Philip after the victory, such as in his speech against Philippides.??¢

Lykourgos’ speech Against Leokrates has the earliest references to Athenian
commemoration of the battle. The speech accuses Leokrates of having fled the city after news of

Philip’s victory at Chaironeia,??” and whom Lykourgos charges with treason.??8 According to the

226 Hyperides 2, especially 2.2 and 2.9-10.

227 Lykourgos 1.1.
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orator, the initial responses of individual Athenians after hearing about the city’s defeat were not
uniform. There was also a difference in response based on the location of the individual, whether
they were in the city and surroundings, or if they were near the battlefield. On the one hand,
Lykourgos describes that most Athenians gathered in the city from the nearby countryside after
the defeat, and that the assembly voted that everyone be brought inside the walls and that the
generals should appoint any residents to defensive positions as they saw fit.??°

In contrast, Lykourgos claims that Leokrates, who was in Athens, ignored the summons
and fled the city late in the evening, heading for the island of Rhodes.?*° Lykourgos contrasts
Leokrates’ flight with the nobler behavior of surviving citizens on the battlefield, who collected
the dead and prepared the funeral rites.?*! In addition to the charges against Leokrates,
Lykourgos must have made similar cases against others, as fragments referring to a case against
Autolykos?*? may indicate that the prosecution was not unheard of in Athens.

A year or so after Lykourgos’ case against Leokrates, there are references to initial
responses in a set of dueling speeches of Aeschines and Demosthenes.?3? In his speech against
Ktesiphon, Aeschines rebukes Demosthenes for daring to eulogize the Athenian dead from the

battle.>** While not an initial commemoration itself, Aeschines’ speech indicates that the fallen
P

228 Lykourgos 1.36.
229 Lykourgos 1.16.

230 Lykourgos 1.17-19. Moreover, upon landing Leokrates spread lies as to the state of Athens, which prevented
Rhodian shipping to come to the city and further damaged Athens.

2! Lykourgos 1.45.
232 Lykourgos 9. According to the Suda entry for unidBoroc yapa.
233 See Chapter 4, pp. 194-196.

234 Aeschines 3.152.
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had been transported from the field to Athens, and that a eulogy had been performed for their
sake. These were two initial reactions to the battle, undertaken according to practices that had
been previously established.

Demosthenes responded to Aeschines’ accusations in a speech of his own.?*> In the
response, Demosthenes also makes reference to the observance of the Athenian custom for the
dead that Aeschines described.?*¢ In addition to the eulogy, while making no explicit reference to
the tomb itself, Demosthenes refers to an inscribed public monument that mentions the dead with
the demonstrative 0ide (“these men here™).2*” This would be an official monument because it was
inscribed by the state (6 dnuoadio mpoeiled’ n wolig avroic émypaya, “which the city proposed to
thus inscribe by public consent™).

Lykourgos had also referenced inscriptions related to the battle of Chaironeia, but he
presented them differently than did Demosthenes. Instead of highlighting a single inscribed
monument, even when there was an opportunity to do so when celebrating the Athenians for
honoring their victorious generals and tyrant slayers,?*8 Lykourgos likens the honored dead from
Chaironeia to wreaths won in athletics.?** When referencing inscriptions, Lykourgos opts to
describe the series of epigrams on monuments along the road into Athens.?*° This has the effect

of placing the dead from Chaironeia in the same commemorative sphere of all the honored

235 Demosthenes 18.

236 Demosthenes 18.287-289.
237 Demosthenes 18.289.

238 Lykourgos 1.51.

239 Lykourgos 1.50.

240 Lykourgos 1.142.
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Athenian dead, increasing the amount of shame that Lykourgos believes should be heaped onto
Leokrates.

There is no reason to doubt the veracity of these cases. From Lykourgos, we have
evidence of two differing initial responses available to Athenian citizens after their defeat: either
to band together for the defense of the city and for the treatment of the dead, or to abandon the
city. The speech of Aeschines has additional evidence of the treatment of the dead, implying
their transport to and deposition in the city, as well as to the funeral speech. Demosthenes’
rebuttal to Aeschines gives further evidence of these practices, as well as evidence of an
inscribed funerary monument to the dead that was erected in Athens. Demosthenes’ approach is

slightly different from Lykourgos, who had also mentioned inscribed monuments.

Stages Three and Four: Curated and Contested Commemoration, Leading to Lapses

The three orators mentioned above all use the memory of Chaironeia in some way,
indicating the rhetorical usefulness of the battle to Athenians within a decade. In addition to
these, the Athenians Hyperides and Deinarchos, and Theopompos from the island of Chios, also
refer to effects that the battle had on Athens and wider Greece in the fourth century BCE.

Hyperides’ comment comes in a speech against Athenogenes, whom Hyperides accuses
of abandoning Athens around the time of the battle of Chaironeia. In the speech itself, Hyperides
implies that Athenogenes violated a law for leaving the city prior to the battle, which brings to
question if he refers to the same violation that Lykourgos had alleged of Leokrates.?*! It may in

fact be the same law, however, if Hyperides is attempting to apply a law retroactively.?*? In a

24! Hyperides 3.28.

242 Burtt 1953.
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second example, Hyperides defended himself in a case against Aristogeiton, because he had
proposed that the slaves and lower classes of Athens be armed in defense of the city.?** While
Hyperides’ initial proposal has been lost, his defense represents further evidence that the memory
of the battle could be used in such a way as to challenge the wisdom of initial actions following
the defeat.

In a speech denouncing Demosthenes from the 320s BCE, Deinarchos accuses
Demosthenes of using his political advantages to secure a position that will take him out of
Athens, effectively abandoning the city.?** Deinarchos claims that Demosthenes did nothing for
Athens although he had the opportunity after Chaironeia.?*> Additionally, not only did
Demosthenes leave Athens at a loss,>*¢ his actions also led to the ultimate destruction of
Thebes.>*

The fragments of Theopompos that refer to the commemoration of Chaironeia survive in
references from Plutarch’s Demosthenes, which provide the first textual evidence from non-
Athenian sources.?*® There is not much that we can ascertain from the reference, however, as
Plutarch only cites Theopompos as a source that confirms that Demosthenes performed the

eulogy in Athens.

243 Hyperides 18. The speech is pieced from fragments of Publius Rutilius Lupus (1.19 and 2.2) and Plutarch (Life of
the 10 Orators 849A) from the first century CE, from second century CE lexicon entries of Harpocration (entries
for Oivéy and dotov), and 10" century CE Suda encyclopedia entries.

244 Deinarchos 1.12, 1.80.

245 Deinarchos 1.96.

246 Deinarchos 1.78.

247 Deinarchos 1.74.

248 Plutarch Demosthenes 21.
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The character of the commemoration changes after the fourth century, partly due to the
nature of the extant sources. Several themes arise, such as traditions regarding the fate of Athens
and Athenians in general, which was well-covered by the fourth-century Attic orators.
Concerning the burial of the Athenians, discussions of Philip’s grace in allowing the Athenians
to be buried persisted into the second century BCE in Polybios**® and the first century BCE in
Plutarch,?? but by the second century CE Pausanias can claim to see evidence of the dead buried
in Athens.?>!

There is also the matter of how the Athenian survivors continued after the battle.
Hyperides had already been forced to answer for his call to enlist slaves and the lower classes in
defense of the city. This story is repeated in later sources, such as Publius Rutilius Lupus®*? and
Plutarch?>® from the first century CE, from second century CE lexicon entries of

254 Cassius Longinus of the third century CE,?° and 10th century CE Suda

Harpocration
encyclopedia entries. There is not much to say about these, except that the theme of how Athens
and Athenians reacted to the outcome, as well as defended their subsequent actions, persisted for
a long time.

Within that theme there are literary traditions focused on famous individuals. In the first

century BCE, Dionysios of Halikarnassos relates a story that the famous orator Isokrates dies

24 Polybios 5.10 and 22.6.

250 Plutarch Lives of the 10 Orators 9.

25! Pausanias 1.29.13.

252 publius Rutilius Lupus 1.19 and 2.2.

233 Plutarch Life of the 10 Orators 9.

254 Harpocration, entries for Oivéy and daiov.

255 Longinus 16.3.
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soon after hearing news of the battle at the age of 98, choosing to die at the same time as the
cities’ heroes.?*® Plutarch repeats a version of the story a century later, adding that Isokrates died
by starving himself of his own volition.?’

There are also literary arguments about Demosthenes’ role during and after the battle.
Aeschines and Deinarchos are the earliest writers of a tradition from an Athenian perspective,
and Theopompos the earliest from a non-Athenian view. The tradition continued in the second
century BCE by Polybios who blames Demosthenes for an Athenocentric attitude,>® and
Diodorus Siculus?® and Plutarch?®® assert that Demosthenes riled Philip, causing the latter to
gloat at the cowardice of the former in fleeing the battle. By the first century CE, the tradition
develops to the point that Roman orators like Quintilian compose declamations under the
premise that Demosthenes opposed restoring rites to Athenians who had been captured by Philip
but released without ransom.?! As time progressed, the debate could be presented as an amusing
anecdote, such as Aulus Gellius’ attribution of a pithy quote to Demosthenes: “the man who runs
away will fight again” (“Avip, " inquit, “6 pebywv kai wélv uayroetar”).2%? To be fair, there are
also sources that celebrate Demosthenes, as indicated by an Athenian decree reported by

Plutarch, which proposed the statue for Demosthenes on the basis of many grounds, including his

donations after Chaironeia of a talant for public use in Athens and a talant to purchase corn.?%

236 Dionysios of Halikarnassos Isokrates 1.47.
257 Plutarch Lives of the 10 Orators 4.

238 Polybios 18.14.12-15.

259 Diodorus Siculus 16.87.

260 Plutarch Demosthenes 23.

261 Quintilian Declamation 339.

262 Aulus Gellius Attic Nights 17.21.31.
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In addition, there are literary allusions to two monuments connected to the debate over
Demosthenes. The first is the first century CE epigram by Geminos.?** It is possible that the
epigram describes a monument on the battlefield. It is also possible that the epigram would be
carved on a monument within Athens, if an exhortation within it that Demosthenes swear by the
dead (Suvve viv vékvag, AnuoocBeveg) refers to the burial of the Athenian dead within the city.
The second monument is a statue of Demosthenes in the Athenian Agora near the Altar of the
Twelve Gods, as mentioned in a first century BCE reference from Plutarch. On this statue was
inscribed Demosthenes’ alleged letter in defense of the charges that he abandoned the city.?%

A third theme was the fate of Thebes. This was largely ignored by contemporary Attic
orators other than Deinarchos, who had blamed Demosthenes for the destruction of Thebes in
335 BCE. A Macedonian garrison in Thebes was alluded to by Theopompos, assuming that he
was Plutarch’s source throughout his biography of Demosthenes.?%® Later authors give other
details to the treatment of Thebes immediately after the battle, providing more evidence that
Philip installed a garrison in the city.?¢’

There is very little evidence of how the battle was commemorated in Macedonian spaces.
A literary reference by Claudius Aelianus from the second or third century CE, however, gives

us at least some idea of how later audiences expected Philip to have acted upon his victory.

Aelianus claims that Philip ordered a slave to remind him that he was mortal, in order that he not

263 Plutarch Lives of the 10 Orators 11.

264 Palatine Anthology 9.288. See Chapter 4, pp. 207-208 and 211-216.
265 Plutarch Lives of the 10 Orators 8; Plutarch Demosthenes 30.

266 Plutarch Demosthenes 23.

267 From the first century BCE: Diodorus Siculus 16.87. From the first century CE: Plutarch Demosthenes 23. From
the second century CE: Pausanias 9.1.8 and 9.6.5; Aelius Aristides 1.331.
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become arrogant. The process apparently took some time, as Philip would not go out or receive
guests until being told three times: “Philip, you are human” (@ilinze, dvlpwmog e1).2°® The story
also survives much later in the 12 century in an oration by Niketas Choniates.?®

The best example of lapse comes from Pausanias and the story of Linus the poet.
Pausanias describes Thebes in the second century CE and, although he does not describe
anything that is an explicit commemoration of Chaironeia, he says that Philip removed the bones
of a poet named Linus from the city and brought them to Macedonia, only to return them later.
Pausanias claims that most visible traces of this had already faded in his time, and that there were

even discrepancies in the story among the Thebans.?”

Spatial considerations
Chaironeia and city spaces outside of Macedon

Chaironeia is first remembered in Athens, as the battle and the aftermath are discussed by
Athenian authors. They discuss the treatment of the Athenian dead, the situation in Athens itself,
and the actions of various Athenians. At some points, there is interest in the outcomes in other
cities such as Thebes or places that received Macedonian garrisons.

There is no evidence of how the battle was remembered in Macedonian city spaces. The
closest thing is the story of the bones of the poet Linus from Pausanias, who claims that the
bones were removed from Thebes after the battle and taken to Macedon, only to be later

returned. While Thebes is named as the first and final resting spot, there is no named

268 Claudius Aelianus Historia Varia 8.15.
269 Choniates Orations 9.95.

270 Pausanias 9.29.8-9.
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Macedonian city where the bones were in the interim. Likewise, Claudius Aelianus does not
describe any city spaces when he claims that Philip need to be reminded of his mortality before

receiving any guests.

Conclusion

Commemorations of Marathon, Leuktra and Chaironeia in the city spaces differed for
many reasons. For all three, the perspectives of the available sources are of obvious importance.
Because many of the earliest literary sources are Athenian, there is an outsized level of written
works that mention commemoration of Marathon. In a related way, there are also more sources
that deal with the fallout from Chaironeia, since the Athenians were participants in that battle. In
contrast, the Athenian sources do not appear to have spent much time writing about Leuktra, at
least as far as the extant sources show.

As time progresses, however, the perspective shifts away from a primarily Athenian
audience and to a wider Greek or Roman audience of the Hellenistic or Roman periods in
Greece. Athens may still be over-represented in these later sources, whether due to the city’s
fame in later periods or simply to accident. It probably should not be surprising if Theban
monuments are underrepresented in this period, given that the city was sacked by Alexander in
335 BCE, and only reestablished later in the fourth century.

This is also perhaps true when considering the physical evidence. Because Athens is
relatively well-excavated, as compared to say Thebes or Pella or any Macedonian city, in
combination with the availability of Athenian sources that describe the monuments within the
city. Athens is the best excavated city in Greece, as well as one of the most referenced spaces in

ancient literature. Corinth and Thebes have also been excavated to different extents, although not

380



as completely as Athens. Macedonian cities like Pella have also been excavated. All of these
spaces have histories that extended much later than antiquity, however, which has obscured

much of the secure evidence of the commemoration for these battles.
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Figures
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Figure 6.1: Drawing of Inscribed Fragment of Bronze Helmet. Inécription 46 in Bather 1893, plate VI.
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Figure 6.2: Drawing of Inscribed Fragment of Bronze Spearhead. Inscription 53 in Bather 1893, plate VII.

Figure 6.3 (left):
Drawing of
Fragments of
Kallimachos
Inscription
Monument.
From Keesling
2010, after
drawing by
Korres.

Figure 6.4
(right):
Reconstruction
of Kallimachos
Inscription
Monument,
Raubitschek
1940, 54
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Figure 6.5¢: Marathon Epigram Monument, Stone B. From Oliver 1933, 482.
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Figure 6.6: Xenokrates inscription, /G VII 2462. From Papazarkadas 2016, Figure 8.8.
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Chapter Seven: Conclusion
The commemoration of Classical battles can vary due to combinations of spatial,
temporal, and administrative factors, which always coincide with social and cultural realities. All
of these are intertwined, but I try to lay out a few observations below, before concluding with

some possible future directions inspired by the research.

Space and Time on the Battlefield

The space affects what kind of commemorations occur, as battlefields, sanctuaries and
city spaces are more fitting for some than they are for others. The space of the battlefield was
differentially important, depending on who had won and lost. Marathon was an Athenian (and
Plataian) victory on a battlefield in Athenian territory, over an army from the relatively distant
kingdom of Persia. As initial commemorations go, every marker on the field was tuned towards a
potential Athenian (or perhaps wider Greek) audience that was more likely to visit and
understand the milieu, rather than towards the Persians. This is similar to the commemorations
on the other battlefields of the Persian Wars such as Thermopylai, Salamis, and Plataia, although
none had such a strong “homefield” as the Athenians did with Marathon.!

In a slightly different sense, the battle of Leuktra was a Theban victory in Theban/
Boiotian territory over a Lakedaimonian army from the Peloponnese. Of course, any initial
commemorations would have had meaning for the local contingents, especially in regard to local
traditions (i.e., the actions around the tomb of the daughters of Skedasos).? Many

commemorations would also have been legible to the defeated party. The Lakedaimonians would

! Chapter 2.

2 Chapter 3.
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have understood the meaning of a battlefield trophy, and all parties would recognize the Theban
right to send heralds and grant burial to the fallen. This scenario would be similar to what
occurred on many of the battlefields following the middle of the fifth century BCE, such as those
from the Peloponnesian War, especially those that featured Greek combatants.

The battlefield of Chaironeia was different from these two. It was a victory of the
Macedonians in northern Greece on a battlefield in Theban/Boiotian territory, over an army of
Thebans, Athenians, and other southern Greeks. Based on the location of the field, the
commemorations on the field could be considered as marking the defeat of the southern Greeks,
almost as much as celebrations for the victory of the Macedonians. The initial commemorations
appear to match that interpretation, especially with the practices of burials that all Greek parties
would have recognized. Apparently, the Macedonians granted the defeated the right to collect
and bury their dead according to their own customs, leading to the Thebans burying on the field
and the Athenians transporting their own back to Athens. The Macedonians also took the
opportunity to honor their own fallen, collecting them for cremation and erecting a mound over
their cremains, including with some of their own weaponry. The initial actions at Chaironeia also
indicate some of the differences between the commemorations of different places in Greece,
because although the Macedonians were in control of the field and thus able to erect a trophy,
they apparently elected not to.?

The lack of an ephemeral trophy at Marathon in comparison to the trophy at Leuktra
highlights the 120 or so years that had passed between the battles, as this particular practice
during initial commemorations had developed significantly over time. At some point within that

same period, however, the commemorations at Marathon evolved and there was eventually a

* Chapter 4, pp. 217-220.
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stone monument that was labelled a “trophy”, in a sense keeping up with the trends within the
wider Greek world.* The same phenomenon occurred on the battlefields of the rest of the Persian
Wars, as the on-field commemorations developed to meet the expectations of the mid-fifth
century BCE, with trophies and other monuments on the fields.

Durable stone monuments were also raised on the battlefields of Leuktra and Chaironeia,
perhaps decades after the fighting. These were no longer initial commemorations meant to mark
the outcome of the battle to the participants, but rather were meant for a larger and longer-term
audience. Perhaps for this reason there are not many monuments at Leuktra, if the Thebans were
more interested in broadcasting their victory at city sites in the Peloponnese or at the sanctuary of
Delphi.’> These durable monuments also reflected the realities of the contemporary field,
especially at Chaironeia where the Macedonian burial remained unmarked, but the lion burial
and enclosure probably marked the burial of the Thebans, the losers of the battle!®

The eye-to-the-future perspective granted license for ancient authors to discuss,
challenge, ignore, or manipulate the meaning of the durable monuments and persistent
commemorative practices, sometimes resulting in contradictions and conflicting accounts
regarding the memories of the battles. As this continued, the spatiality of the battlefield lost
importance, as the new space of commemoration was either literary or imaginary. This can create
uncertainty around on-field monuments, such as the burials at Marathon and how the identities of

the occupants can be mistaken by Pausanias,’ or even ambiguities about the monuments on the

4 Chapter 2, pp. 73-74.
5 Chapter 3; Chapter 5, pp. 284-287; Chapter 6, pp. 369-370.
¢ Chapter 4, pp. 191-193.

7 Chapter 2, pp. 89-90.
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field itself, such as the contradictions as to whether there were Macedonian trophies on the field
at Chaironeia.®

As the literary and imaginary space of the battlefields became more entrenched, the
physical spaces and the monuments within them lost importance. It is in this stage that it was
possible for monuments or commemorations that had long since been lost to still be mentioned in
words, as was the case with the Column Monument at Marathon, which was built into a tower at
around the 12" century CE, about the same time that the field could still be referred to as
“trophy-bearing” (zporaiodyoc).” This is also the stage when there is less consensus about the
identifications of various monuments, such that burials could be said to belong to multiple
participants, depending on the source: the soros at Marathon was at times considered the burial
of the Athenians, at other times of the Persians.!® Moreover, the Magoula Baloumenou at
Chaironeia was considered the tomb of the Macedonians, even though it was prehistoric.'!

The many commemorations were loosely known even into the period of modern research
on and interest in the battlefields. In early modern times, there began to be concerted efforts to
fix definite labels and identifications to features on the field, eventually culminating in
excavations that sought confirmation. For the most part, these were still linked strongly to
interpretations of ancient literary sources, leading to the occasional misidentification or overly
assertive identifications that do not necessarily fit with the existing evidence. This latter instance

could describe what happened with the soros on the field of Marathon, which had been identified

8 Chapter 4, pp. 217-220.
® Chapter 2, p. 47 n. 41 and 91.
10 Chapter 2.

! Chapter 4, p. 222.
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as a prehistoric burial by Schliemann, which then stirred Stais to re-excavate it in order to
disprove Schliemann and re-assert that the burial covered the Athenian dead from 490 BCE.!?
The activities in the period of modern research sometimes betray interests outside of the
battles themselves. At Chaironeia, this was manifest in the object biography of the lion
monument and how the many 19"-century scholars of different nations vied to rebuild or restore
it.!3 Similarly, the differing levels of attention to the archaeology of these three battlefields could
hint at modern interests, or perhaps on limitations of resources: Marathon was extensively
explored, many features have been identified, and there are several marked archaeological sites
and a museum; Leuktra has no dedicated museum, and only a solitary stone monument has been
identified and re-erected (through anastylosis); Chaironeia has a museum near the lion and the
burial it caps, which are clearly marked, but the tumulus supposedly covering the Macedonians is

essentially non-visitable.

Sanctuaries as Designated Zones of Commemoration

There are two broad types of non-city sanctuaries that saw commemorations: regional
sanctuaries that were either under the control of, or at least sympathetic to, a city, such as the
sanctuary of Nemesis at Rhamnous in Attika,!'# or the sanctuary of Trophonios at Livadia in
Boiotia;!® and large, interstate sanctuaries like Delphi and Olympia, which were still liable to be
under the influence of various states, but to a lesser degree. Each of these sanctuaries was long-

lived, and so received numerous dedications over long periods of time. That means that every

12 Chapter 2, p. 92.
13 Chapter 4, pp. 232-234.
14 Chapter 5, pp. 255-256.

15 Chapter 5, pp. 281-283.
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dedication was placed in a very complex commemorative space. On the one hand, this may be
less so at the regional sanctuaries, as commemorations of major victories could elevate the status
of all dedications from the region. On the other hand, every commemoration at the larger
sanctuaries competed with dedications from other interested parties, in a much more complicated
arena of interaction.

Marathon and Leuktra were commemorated at Delphi. The Athenian monuments
(treasury and set of statues) were placed in an early-fifth century context that had seen relatively
recent reorganization of the whole space and the construction of the late-sixth century temple. !¢
As commemorations themselves, they followed trends in the sanctuary, thus the Athenian
Treasury was comparable to others in the sanctuary such as that of the Siphnians. This said, over
time these monuments began to structure the space as well, sometimes reinforcing such as when
the Athenians consolidated the space around their treasury with projects such as the Stoa of the
Athenians,!” but also attracting competition, as with the Spartan dedication for Lysander that was
placed near the statues set at the southeast entrance.!'®

The Athenian commemorations for Marathon were incorporated into the matrix more
than a hundred years before the Thebans sought to commemorate Leuktra. Over that span of
time, the popularity of treasury dedications had declined, and new buildings were no longer in
vogue in the fourth century BCE. Despite that, the Thebans elected to build a treasury in the
sanctuary.!” Moreover, they chose a conspicuous location at the southwest entrance, and opted

for simple architectural decorations that contrasted with its relatively ornate Athenian

16 Chapter 5, p. 278.
17 Chapter 5, pp. 278-280, Figure 5.11.
18 Chapter 5, pp. 277-278.

19 Chapter 5, pp. 285-287.
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counterpart. If the Thebans had wanted to upstage the Athenians, they could hardly have chosen
a better spot.

Surprisingly, the battle of Chaironeia was not really celebrated in any sanctuaries.?’
Although there are regional sanctuaries that could be considered Macedonian, such as Dion or
Samothrace, there is no evidence that the battle was commemorated there. Likewise, the large
sanctuaries saw no commemorations. The Philippeion has been suggested as a commemoration
of the battle, but the ancient source that refers to the monument merely says that it was built
chronologically after the battle.?! Other commemorations, such as the statue groups representing
Philip’s family at Delphi, can only be loosely connected to the battle, and are more likely
representative of Philip’s general prominence. In a similar vein, an increase in non-Theban
Boiotian dedications is the main observable change after 338 BCE, but that could be a product of

the Theban defeat, rather than the Macedonian victory.??

Remembering in Cities

Marathon was commemorated in multiple cities, from Athens and Plataia in mainland
Greece, to Gela in Sicily.?> Commemoration in Athens and Plataia is unsurprising, given that
both cities had participated in the battle. Also unsurprisingly, there were more commemorations
in Athens, from helmet dedications and inscribed votive columns, to sanctuary dedications and

annual sacrifices. The difference is probably in part due to the fortunes of both cities: Athens was

20 Chapter 5, pp. 290-294.
2L Chapter 5, p. 293, Figure 5.13.
22 Chapter 5.

23 Chapter 6.
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an economic and political heavyweight in the fifth century and later,>* but Plataia was sacked
several times and generally did not fare well during and after the Peloponnesian War.? Activity
in both cities largely occurred in religious spaces, such as the Athenian Acropolis or the
sanctuary of Athena Areia in Plataia but could also occur in secular but more visible and well-
trafficked spaces such as the Athenian Agora or the Kerameikos. Aeschylus’ burial in Gela, from
its accompanying inscription quoted by later authors, is the only commemoration outside of
Greece. Because of the geographical distance, the burial was probably not intended as a
commemoration of Marathon primarily. In a sense, it was more of a celebration of the famous
deeds of Aeschylus, however, that used the fame of Marathon to boost the prestige of the
Athenian expatriate playwright and resident of Gela.

The character of Athenian dedications in Athens could be seen as a mixture of what had
occurred on the battlefield and in sanctuary spaces. Dedications in Athens mirrored the stages
and development on the battlefield, with inscribed helmets dedicated soon after the battle,
followed by prominent monuments and projects such as the inscription on the Kallimachos
column or the painting in the Stoa Poikile, succeeded by a long period when these
commemorations were maintained or reinterpreted. The situation is similar to what occurred in
sanctuary spaces as well, especially in the sense that the commemorative network of the spaces
in Athens was so complex and dense, rather than reserved for a single battle, allowing later
dedications like Alexander’s after the battle of the Granicus River to draw meaning from

commemorations of Marathon.

24 With a penchant for extravagant display: see Thucydides 1.10.2, comparing the appearance of Sparta and Athens.

25 Chapter 6, pp. 326-327.
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One would expect that the situation in Thebes following Leuktra was similar, although
there is limited evidence. Archaeologically only the Xenokrates inscription survives, so the
majority of the evidence comes from literary sources, but each is a product of its own time and
has its own biases or rhetorical goals: for example, Pausanias’ account of the shields that were
dedicated in the sanctuary of Demeter Thesmophoros is part of his project to describe the
monuments of Greece,?® but the various stories about Epameinondas’ imaginary tomb epigram
were largely for rhetorical effect.?’” From the literature, we ascertain that the end of the battle was
marked by dispatches from the field sent to the cities of Sparta, Athens, and Pherai, and perhaps
also by the responses to these in each city.?® This is different than the case of Marathon,
especially because of the response in Sparta, which was the loser of the battle of Leuktra.

Commemorations of Chaironeia in city spaces are similar to how news of Leuktra was
received in Sparta, since all of the evidence indicates responses in the cities of the losers of the
battle (Thebes and Athens), or in cities that were now at risk following the outcome. The
majority of the evidence comes from the Athenian perspective, and these concentrate on how
Athens responded to the defeat and the aftermath. When sources mention Thebes, they either
blame Demosthenes for the city’s destruction, or they tell of the Macedonian garrison that was
installed after 338 BCE.? The difference between the commemorations in Athens and Thebes
may be attributed to the fates of the two cities, however, since Thebes was sacked by Alexander

in 335 BCE.

26 Chapter 6, pp. 365-366.
27 Chapter 6, pp. 366-368.
28 Chapter 6, pp. 364-365.

2 Chapter 6, p. 379.
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Reflections on the Landscape Biography Method

There are many variables and factors that influence how an ancient battle was
remembered. The most important categories are spatial, temporal, and administrative. I think the
biography method is most useful when the categories can be simplified, as was the case with
battlefields. They are spatially discrete and often administrated by a consistent party, leaving
time as the only changing variable. For example, most monuments on the battlefield of Marathon
commemorated the battle and were undertaken by Athenians, so variation over time was the
most interesting vector. The scenario was slightly different on the field of Leuktra, since it
appears the Thebans were not always able to control the space in Boiotia. The situation at
Chaironeia was the most different and complex, since the field was not continuously dominated
by the Macedonians in the aftermath of the battle, but also sometimes under the sway of Boiotian
parties sympathetic to Thebes, if not Thebes herself. Also, the field of Chaironeia was the site of
other major battles, which further complicated the commemorative life stages.

The model is more difficult to apply to sanctuary and city spaces. Using the battlefield as
a lens or parameter to view the other spaces simplifies the factors. Doing so isolates those
commemorations of single battles. For regional sanctuaries, it is generally possible to isolate the
factor of administration, under the assumptions that Attic sanctuaries will always be somewhat
pro-Athenian and Boiotian sanctuaries somewhat pro-Theban, especially when considering
monuments for victories over enemies from afar, such as Persians, Peloponnesians, or
Macedonians. Nevertheless, these spaces can be far more complex than the battlefield, since
there are other commemorations that are unrelated to the battle or unrelated to warfare at all, and

also because the sanctuaries often have much longer periods of use.
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The application of the landscape biography becomes much more difficult for large,
interstate or panhellenic sanctuaries since it is not really possible to isolate any of the factors.
These same limitations affect how the model can be applied to city spaces, which are much more
complex. Administration or political power within a city, while broadly supportive of the city
itself, are also impacted by factors such as interpersonal grudges between powerful individuals,
type of government, and the myriad alignments of various parties. For example, while Athens is
generally pro-Athenian, the commemoration of Marathon could be influenced by competitions
between prominent families (Miltiades and Kimon were Philiadai, Perikles was an
Alkmaionidai). There are literary sources that indicate that the commemoration of Leuktra at
Thebes could be influenced by similar political tensions,*® and it is possible that the battle of
Chaironeia inspired no monuments in Macedonian cities because of the relationship between
Philip and his son Alexander, who took the throne only two years after the battle. City spaces are
also more complex because of the sheer number of commemorations for other events, not all of

which were martial victories, and because they are very long lived.

Future Directions

There are potentially many future directions for research on ancient commemorations.
One is to analyze additional Classical battles following the same methodology. While other
scholars have focused on the battles of the Persian Wars, a biography approach would be
extremely interesting for the battlefields of Thermopylai and Salamis. On the one hand,
Thermopylai presents a very complex case, as the battlefield contained competing

commemorations of the fifth century BCE battle, but also those of later battles, both ancient and

30 Chapter 6, p. 368.
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modern. On the other hand, the case of Salamis would be an interesting comparison with
Marathon. Although both were effectively fought in Athenian territory, Athens could not claim
to have fought alone at Salamis. Nevertheless, they strove to incorporate the battle of Salamis
into Athenian history, through several commemorations that promoted their view of events.
Modern monuments can also be found at Thermopylai and Salamis, and the battlefields still
resonate with modern audiences.

Outside of the Persian Wars, the battlefield of Mantineia would be an intriguing
candidate because there were several battles within a span of a few hundred years (416 BCE and
362 BCE primarily, in addition to a siege of the city in 385 BCE and short references to third
century BCE battles by Pausanias). Other battlefields would also be interesting, but either lack
monuments or are rarely mentioned in ancient sources, such as Himera in Sicily or Delion in
Boiotia. The time span could also expand to include conflicts in the Hellenistic or Roman
periods, such as the battle of Actium.

It would also be useful to apply the landscape biography to different spaces and with a
different focus, as a type of diachronic approach. For example, biographies of cities or
sanctuaries are possible (it may not be possible, or heuristically useful, to define life stages of
these), but also of specific sites and monuments following more closely the concept of object
biography. This could lead to better understandings of the full history of spaces and the objects
and buildings in them.

Lastly, the late-antique and post-antique reception of monuments is under studied. Once
they are re-discovered they are often considered in the terms of how they were used in their lives
as monuments, but this obscures the different ways they may have been used over the centuries,

and sometimes millennia.
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Epilogue

The Athenians may have thought the battle of Marathon was a significant victory in 490
BCE, the Thebans probably found Leuktra important in 371 BCE, and Philip II and the
Macedonians likely considered Chaironeia noteworthy in 338 BCE. Regardless of their initial
feelings, the memories of these battles developed through successive monuments, rituals, and
literary stories.

Each moment of recall differed depending on the space and audience, as well as time, and
the prevalent political reality. Eventually, the actual events lost their individuality in some
contexts, such that collections of battles could be collated in order to indicate various things.
This is what happened when Cicero described battlefields as “fields of rhetoric”, listing
Marathon, Salamis, Plataia, Thermopylai, and Leuktra.?! In such instances, the actual physical
connections to the battles, whether tangible monuments or observable rituals or practices, did not
matter. The battles were no longer anchored to the battlefield, and instead could be conceived of
in spaces that could be called imaginary, literary, or rhetorical.

In some ways, Cicero’s perspective was a precursor of many modern studies of ancient
warfare and battles. While interested in the battlefields and the monuments on them, most
scholars privileged ancient literary sources, even when there were contradictions, leading to
assertive definitions.

In this study, I hope to have shown that the commemorations of battles are rarely that
clear. The meaning of monuments and spaces, and the memories that they evoke, are constantly
changing. A durable monument may stand for centuries but will not always mean the same thing,

while iterative practices and commemorations can sometimes more consistently evoke particular

3! Chapter 1, p.1.
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memories. What prompted recall of Marathon to an early modern traveler may not have done so
for a fifth century BCE Athenian; just as a runner from Marathon arriving in the center of Athens
may have brought news from the battlefield in antiquity, but today would ask how long it had

taken to run the race.
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