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Nothing to celebrate?
The lack or disparagement of victory celebrationsn the Greek

historians

Lisa Irene Hau

An ancient Greek battle, on land or sea, was aesowf life and death. For an individual, it is arfehe
most terrifying experiences imaginable. For hisifgnit could mean the difference between freedomd a
slavery; for his city-state, the difference betwede enjoyment of the wealth of the enemy and
extinction® It is hard to imagine a better reason for celébmathan victory in such a battle, unless it be
victory in a long and gruelling war. Yet, the Grelistorians of the Classical and Hellenistic pesiod
preserve information about precious few victoryebeations. This paper will examine what these Greek
historians actually say took place in terms of loeddon after battles and offer some consideratadysut

the possible reasons for their selectivity anchsiés on the subject.

Looking first at the three Classical historiansfétiotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon, we see that they
mention a number of customs - or rituals if youlwilvhich took place in the immediate aftermath of
victory in battle: in Herodotus, we are often tthat items of booty were sent to Delphi as dedicestiby
the victors (e.g. 5.77) and sometimes that prizesevawarded for valour among the victorious afry.
Thucydides, we are diligently told after each leatthich side put up a trophygnd that they gave the
enemy dead back under a truce — this, for him andi§ historical characters, was clearly the watetl
which side had been victorious. A couple of tinnesare briefly told that part of the booty was stent
Delphi as a dedication (4.134) or that the prova aaptured ship was dedicated to Poseidon at thefen
a naval battle (2.84, 2.91-92), and once, in Amt&n the Syracusans have defeated the Atheniahg in
Battle in the Great Harbour, do we hear about gengelebration of a victory. We shall return tcsthi
instance below; for now | just want to note howragtdinary it is that this is thenly instance of a
victory celebration in a work as full of battlesdavictories as Thucydideslistory.

Xenophon is very similar to Thucydides in terofsportraying victories and victorious armies and

commanders. He is not quite as systematic in leisrding of trophieé,but he does mention them often

! For more on ancient Greek warfare generally Irréie reader to Pritchett (1971, 1974, 1979, 1886 1991), Hanson
(1989), Sage (1996), van Wees (2004), and SabimWees, and Whitby (2007).

% For a collection of evidence on the custom ofriisting awards for bravery after a battle seecRtt (1974) 276-290.

® Thucydides is the one of the Greek historians rimistested in trophies; he mentions 58 in the sewf hisHistory. For a
detailed overview of the evidence for all aspedtthe custom of erecting trophies, including tabiéshe appearance of the
word in Thucydides, Xenophon, the Oxyrrhynchus étisin, and Diodorus Siculus, see Pritchett (1948-275; for a more
recent discussion of the custom see Trundle swbiume.

“He mentions trophies 28 times in tHellenikaand theAnabasigogether.



as well as the custom of giving the dead back uadarce, and both actions are clearly taken ateece

of which side has been victoriotidn a throwback to Herodotean preoccupations, halss keen on

mentioning booty dedicated to Delphi and the awaydof prizes for valour. Figure 1 provides an

overview of what happens in the immediate afternoéthictory in the three classical historians:

Figure 1, ‘Rituals’ of victory in the Classical higoriographers

Actions of the victor Herodotos Thucydides Xenophon
Stripping the enemy dead 0 4.72,4.97,5.74, 6.70 0
Mutilation of enemy dead 7.238 0 An.3.4,4.7,5.4.17

Putting up a trophy for a land0

battle (wooden pole with

enemy armour)

1.30, 1.54, 1.63, 1.105, 2.2
2.79, 2.82, 2.84, 2.92, 3.9
3.109, 3.112, 4.12, 4.14
4.25, 4.38, 4.44, 4,56, 4.6
472, 497, 4.101, 4.124
4.131, 4.134, 5.3, 5.10, 5.1
5.74, 6.70, 6.94, 6.97, 6.9
6.100, 6.103, 7.5, 7.23, 7.2
7.45,7.54, 8.24, 8.25. 8.26

2An.4.6.27, 6.5.32Hel. 1.2.4,
11.2.10, 1.4.23, 2.4.7, 2.4.3p
1,3.5.19, 4.2.23, 4.3.9, 4.3.21
rA4.3.91, 4.6.12, 5.2.43, 5.4.583,
1,6.2.24, 6.4.15, 7.1.19, 7.1.3p
17.2.4, 7.2.15, 7.4.15, 7.4.25
3,7.5.13, 7.5.26-27
A,

Putting up a trophy for a sgad

battle (captured ship or pafrt

of ship)

2.84, 292, 7.34, 741, 7.5
7.72,8.42, 8.95, 8.106

AHel. 1.5.14, 1.6.35, 5.4.66

Sacrificing to a god in

gratitude for victory

An. 4.6.27, 4.8,7.8.23, Hel.
3.1.21-23

Giving back the enemy degd0

under a truce

2.22,2.79, 2.92, 3.109, 4.14An.
4.44, 5.74, 6.70, 6.97, 6.10B3.5.23-24,

7.45, 8.106,

4.2.23, Hel. 2.4.19,
4.3.21, 4.4.13,
6.2.24, 6.4.15, 7.1.19,4.25,
7.5.26-27

Taking back own dead fromO

the battlefield

4.44, 497, 5.74, 6.70, 6.10
8.106,

3Hel. 1.2.11, 3.2.5An.6.4.9

Burial of own dead 8.24,9.85 5.74,6.70 Hel. 1.2.11, 3.2.5An.6.4.9
Awarding prizes for valour 8.122.5,8.123.2, 8.®4. 0 Hel. 1.2.10

Torture of captured enemies 1.86, 3.14-15, 4.203 87 7. 0

Execution of captured 2: 1.116-117, 7.86 Hel. 2.1.30-32

enemies 3.159-160, 4.203

Organisation of booty, incl. | 1.88-89, 8.121 7.82,7.85 Hel.2.3.7-9

prisoners

® See especially the penultimate paragraph oftHtbBenika “But the god made it so that both sides set up ésphs if
victorious, but neither side prevented those whoewgetting them up, and both sides granted a tfacehe collection of the
dead as if victorious, but both sides also collddteeir dead under a truce as if defeatdd”ds Jzo¢ oUTwg émoimasy WaTe
AUPOTEQO! UEY TEOTIALIOY WS VEVIXNHOTES ETTNTAVTO, TOUS OF ITTAUEVOUS 0UOETEQO! EXWAUOY, VEXQOUS 08 AUPOTEQO! UEY
WS VEVIXXOTES UTTOTTIOVO0US ATIEQOTRY, GUPOTEQOL 08 WS NTTNUEVOL UTToaTovdous amsAauBavoy, Xen.Hel. 7.5.26).
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Organisation of captured 3.159-160 1.116-117, 6.97 An.7.4.24Hel.2.2.1
territory

Building of permanent 2.102, 2.106, 2.141 0 0

victory monument

Sending offerings of booty t08.121.8, 8.122.2 4.134 Hel. 4.3.21

Delphi

Dedication of spoils in local 5.77, 5.95 0 0

sanctuary

Celebratory religious festival 0 0 Hel.4.3.21
Celebratory sports festival 0 0 An.4.8;Hel. 3.2.5
Other celebration 0 7.73 4.7, 5.4 (both barbarian)

The collection of passages in the table provigesvith a handful of customs or rituals which sd¢em
have been performed after most, indeed probabdy aft, victories: putting up a trophy, dedicatipart
of the spoils to a god, collecting and burying sngéad, and giving back the enemy dead under a&ruc
The table also shows some differences betweerhtbe historians. Some of these doubtless have to do
with the personalities of the three - for exampédigious celebration of a victory such as saanficto a
god in gratitude or holding a celebratory religiarsathletic festival is mentioned only by Xenophon
who is generally the one of the three most intexkst sacrifices of any kind.

Other differences have to do with the differembject-matter of the historians. For example, Hetos
is the only one to mention permanent victory monutsieprobably because such monuments were not
built by Greeks, but only by non-Greek peoplegho occupy centre stage in Herodotdgtoriesfor the
first five books. Similarly, both Herodotus and Xg@hon mention instances where the victors mutilate
the enemy dead, because this happens when Grgbak®dirbarians, not when Greeks fight Greeks. (The
mutilation goes both ways: Xerxes cuts off the hefadeonidas at Hdt. 7.238, but the Greek mercesari
in Xenophon’sAnabasismutilate the corpses of their barbarian enemiesrat3.4)? The non-Greek
focus may also be the explanation of why Herodoimss not mention the custom of giving the enemy
dead back under a truce: judging from his anectiwte after the Battle of Marathon the dead Persians
were still lying around on the battlefield sevedalys later for the late-arriving Spartans to adriitdt.
6.120), asking for permission from the victors tilect the dead does not seem to have been part of

Persian custom.

® For a collection of the evidence for the shameneated with admitting defeat by asking for a trircerder to collect one’s
dead from the battlefield see Pritchett (1974) 26Q-

" Xenophon mentions sacrifices 103 times inlte#lenikaand theAnabasistogether, against 21 mentions in Thucydides and
94 in Herodotus.

® In this case two Egyptians: Sesostris (2.102)$etthos (2.141). For some thoughts on the differeeteeen permanent and
impermanent victory monuments see Trundle in tblame.

° If this kind of thing had happened between Grakking the Peloponnesian War, Thucydides wouldlgirave mentioned

it: it would have been another sign of the declmenorals, on a par with the kin-killing and theriegtion of language of
which he gives us the detailed description durimg nnarrative of the civil war in Corcyra, and themancynicism which the
Athenians display in the Melian Dialogue.
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However, this does not explain why Herodotos dumsmention the putting up of trophies after afy o
the Greek victories. From a historical angle, $ilsnce can be explained either by the theory tinat
custom only arose in the aftermath of the Persiams\Wor by the opposite theory that putting up lirep
was at this date such a commonplace custom thaidders did not find it worth reporting.From a
narrative angle, it is worth noting that Herodothattle narratives are unsystematic and concerreé m
with individual experiences and achievements théh the overall picture, which might mean that the
act of erecting a trophy was left out becausedtrdit fit into the narrative point-of-view.Furthermore,
the outcomes of the famous battles retold by Hetmdaere so well known at his time of writing it
did not need to mention a trophy in order to malateiar which side had come out victorid@s.

In Thucydides and Xenophon, on the other hand|dsattre narrated systematicalfyfirst the readers
are told about the battle order, then the armigarek, then the narrator goes chronologically thhatine
different phases of the battle, and at the endredadd how many men were lost on each side, ana wh
as the victors, put up the trophy and gave bacld#dsel under a tru¢é.Sometimes we are told about the
whole panoply of ‘rituals of victory’: stripping dhe enemy dead, collection and burial of one’s own
dead, giving back the enemy dead, putting up tbehty. After most battles we are only told about a
selection of these ‘rituals’; only after the onesemhed most important by the historiographer and
therefore narrated in the most overall detail dogsethe full list. Thus, the Battle of Mantinemthe
only time in ThucydidesHistorieswhere we get the full list of these post-victocyians — yet, the whole
series of ‘rituals’ most likely took place afterezy battle. After all, it would go against commanse
(and natural greed) to give the enemy dead backowitdespoiling them first, and one’s own dead
always needed to be collected from the battlefiid buried® But the historiographers expected their
readers tknowthat these are the things that happen after &lmattd did not need to say so explicitly
after each and every one.

We therefore need to pay attention to the caseseniney do give us this information. Sometimes, as
with Thucydides on the Battle of Mantineia, theye uke full list of victory rituals to signal the
importance of the battle. At other times, they gtoidetail in order to show how victory norms were
broken. Special emphasis is put on the situationsravthe dead aneot given back when the herald
arrives to ask for them (e.g. at Delium in Thu@73, or when the defeated are too dejected to askn
for their dead back (e.g. the Athenians after tdefeat in Sicily in Thuc. 7.72), or when colle¢tione’s
own dead is impossible (e.g. at Arginusai in Xe%.35), and the highlighting of the behaviour o th

1 For the debate over the origin date of this custemTrundle in this volume, with a useful bibliagy.

" For a good discussion of Herodotus’ battle narestiwith a useful bibliography see Tritle (2006).

12 See Pritchett (1974) 269-270 and 286-288.

13 Cf. Sabin (2007) 399-400.

1 For a recent discussion of Thucydides’ battle atares see Hunt (2006). There is also a thoughtgkiag discussion of
Thucydides’ approach to battle narrative in Kee¢2004) 62-71. Nothing comparable has been publishekenophon’s
battle narratives as far as | am aware, but sortezeisting discussion with a bearing on the chariaties of his battle
narratives are Gray (1981), Sterling (2004), andl®ga(2008).

'3 For a detailed discussion of the evidence fordbarf war dead see Pritchett (1985) 94-259.



victors and/or defeated in these situations shaw ttey were serious breaches of the norm, evireif

norm is not always spelled out for us.

Observing that the historians do not tell us akalthe trophies that were erected or mention every
instance of giving back the enemy dead or burying'®own may seem like stating the obvious. It is
important, however, because it must force us to walslt elsein the area of victory traditions the
historians have omitted which they expected thentemporary readers to know implicitly. Could it, be
for example, that victories were generally celedmtatas we would expect them to be, but that the
Classical historians for some reason chose to geeg about it? In order to offer an analogy thmaty
help us to answer this question, we shall now tungaze to the narratives of the aftermath ofovies

in our two best preserved Hellenistic historianglyBius and Diodorus of Sicily. Figure 2 provides a

overview using the same categories as Figure lavigw extra ones at the bottom:

Figure 2, ‘Rituals of victory’ in Polybius and Diodorus

Actions of the victor Polybius Diodorus of Sicily
Stripping the enemy dead 1.11.15, 1.34.12, 5.86839.3-4,| 8.12.2-3
8.30.12, 11.18.6, 18.27.3
Mutilation of enemy dead 0 5.29.4 (Gauls), 13.57 (Carthaginians),

Putting up a trophy for a land batt|et.8.6: Aratos filled the Peloponnesdl.14.4, 11.61.7, 12.48.1, 12.65
(wooden pole with enemy armour) with  trophies commemorating h|s12.74.2, 12.79.7, 13.9.6, 16.20., 13.9.6,
defeats. 13.19.3, 13.51, 13.40.6, 13.51.7, 13.¥3,
14.24.4, 14.84.2, 15.34.2, 15.87, 16.4.7,
16.12, 16.20.5, 16.86.6, 18.11, 18.15,
18.32, 20.39, 21.2.3

o

Putting up a trophy for a sea batfl® 12.48.1, 13.9.6, 13.19.1, 13.40/6,

(captured ship or part of ship) 13.47.1,13.51, 13.78, 20.39.4,

Sacrificing to a god in gratitude forl.36.1, 11.3 13.19.4, 16.18-19, 16.86, 17.46

victory

Giving back the enemy dead under 4.81.2,5.86.4 12.74, 12.79, 17.25, 14.84, 16.4.7,

truce 16.86, 19.85

Taking back own dead from the5.86.2 13.100, 16.20.5

battlefield

Burial of own dead 3.85.1-5, 5.86.2 11.33, 14.957.46, 17.64, 18.32,
19.32,19.85

Awarding prizes for valour 6.39.9, 3.85.1-3 11.251.33, 11.76, 13.33, 14.53.4,
16.86, 17.46

Organisation of booty, incl. prisoners 1.61.8,2317.11, 3.85.1-3, 5.94.2-6,11.25, 13.62.4, 32.25.1
9.42.5-8, 10.16.1-17.5, 10.17-19, 10.40,




11.3,14.9, 18.27

Torture of captured enemies

1.88.5-7

13.33, 13.62.4, 14.53.4, 14.112, 34/35.8

Execution of captured enemies

1.82.1-2, 2.60, 54348, 11.3

12.28, 13.33, 13.62.4, 13.106.7, 14,593.4
14.112

Organisation of captured territory

2.70.1, 5.543%4.61.2, 33.10.12-13

12.28, 14.105, 17.46

Building of permanent victory O 0

monument

Sending offerings of booty to Delphi 0 5.9.5, 11.26.7, 11.33.2, 11.62, 11.65.
12.29.4,14.93.3-4

Dedication of spoils in local sanctuary 2.4.1-2 6224 11.25, 11.26.7, 12.70.5, 13.3
22.11

Celebratory religious festival 11.3 12.70

Celebratory sports festival 0 11.33

Celebratory procession/triumph 30.25, 1.88.5-7, 12.33.19.12-13] 3.65.8 (Dionysus), 4.3.1 (Dionysus),

4.66.8, 11.33.6, 14.23, 16.23, 21.24.]
17 All Roman

16-2.64 (Roman), 14.117.6 (Roman),
31.16 (Antiochus 1V)

Celebration party

1.36.1, 11.3, 16.23

16.18-19816.

Celebration leading to a reversal

fortunes

01.19.8-11, 3.74.10-11, 4.57.2-58.12

16.18-19

In some respects, the situation here is very sirtilahe one in the Classical historiographers.iAgee

see that the most information about battle aftens& provided after the battles that are narratdte

greatest detail, i.e. the battles which the hisgzapher thought the most importahtor example, the

detailed information Diodorus gives about the afi@h of Alexander the Great's capture of Tyre

matches the great detail of the narrative of tegesiand the final storm on the city.

With regard to trophies, the situation is even endluminating. Diodorus mentions trophies oftent b

by no means after every battfePolybius, on the other hand, only mentions trapluiece, at 4.8.6, but

this is to state ironically that the Achaean stat@s Aratos the Elder filled the Peloponnese witipliies

commemorating not his victories, but his defeat.(R.8.6) — the implication surely being that the

Peloponnesians still put up trophies after everjtamy victory, but that Polybius takes this foragted to

such a degree that he finds it unnecessary to areiitiEqually, Polybius never mentions the custifim

16 On Diodorus’ battle narratives see Alganza-Rold&87 and 1991).
Y The pattern of when Diodorus does and does notiamemophies can be explained by the time-honotinedry that Diodorus
was extremely influenced by his sources and ofteimged only the wording, taking over all the infation from them
unfiltered. Thus, we see that he mentions troptagslarly after most battles in the Greek narrati/books 11-15, in which it
is generally agreed that he relied on the histdfghoros - whose work now survives only in scattdragments - and also in
book 16, for which he probably relied partly on tmntinuation of Ephoros’ work by his son Demopsil®iodorus does not,
however, mention trophies at all in the Sicilialdtalian narrative which runs parallel to the Geeae in books 13-14, and
which he most likely took over not from Ephorost from Timaios of Tauromenion. Furthermore, he doasmention any
trophies in what is extant of the books where ltiedeon Polybius - a situation which exactly ma&Rolybius’ own record of
leaving out this information. For a bibliography thiis issue and my views on Diodorus and his s@ausee Hau (2009).
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giving the enemy dead back nor of taking back ooe/a dead from the battlefield, and only once does
he mention burial of the dead — yet, all of thestioas must still have been commtn.

If we turn our attention to the differences bedwé olybius and Diodorus on the one hand and tiee th
Classical historians on the other, we see firgtliathat, unsurprisingly, the two Hellenistic higems both
describe Roman triumphs. For the purpose of comg@aHolybius and Diodorus with the Classical
historians, however, the most interesting diffeeerecthat the Hellenistic historiam® in fact mention
Greek victory celebrations, though not very oft&md when they mention them, they disapprove of
them. This disapproval may be the key to the sdembout victory celebrations in the Classical
historiographers.

Let us return now to the only victory celebratfonnd in the Classical historians, Thuc. 7.73. Hére
Syracusans have soundly defeated the Atheniansaift®st two years of gruelling warfare which has
threatened their city and their very existence.ifTgeneral Hermocrates now wants to complete the
victory by cutting off and annihilating the retregt Athenians, but when he puts his proposal to the

Syracusan authorities, they foresee a problem:

ol 3¢ Ewveryiyvwaxoy wev xal alTol oly MTToy TAUTa éxcivou, xal £0oxel moimTéa val, Tovs OF
AVIQWTOUS AQT! GOWEVOUS GTIO VAUUAGKIAS TE WEYAANS AVATETAUWEVOUS XAl AUa £00TNS 0UTNS
(étuxe yap avtoic HoaxAel Taltnyy v Muéoay Suaia oloa) ol doxely av padiwe édeAdioal
Umaxoloal UTo yap ToU Teplyapols TS VIXMS TOS TOTIY TETPAQIal ToUS ToAAOUS év T4 £00TY,
xal mavta warlov éAmilery av ocedv meideoSar avtovc M omAa AaPovtac év TP magovTi

eEeAJely.

TheyJi.e. the authorities] recognized the soundnesghi argument no less than he did and
thought that his plan should be carried out, butfasthe common peoplem, who were just
beginning to rejoice at having been relieved frdm great sea-battle and were moreover
celebrating a festival (for there happened to bsaarifice to Heracles on that day), they
thought that they would not easily obey. For inrtleéation over the victory the majority had
turned to drinking in the course of the festivaidahe last order they could be expected to
obey at this moment was to take up arms and mawnth(Thucydides 7.73.2, translation
modified from Rex Warner).

Thucydides does not criticise the Syracusan sadiee very rarely criticises or praises anyonei h
narratorial voicé? But their behaviour fits in with the characterisathe has given of the Syracusans
earlier, when he said that they were the peopleAtieenians came up against which was most like

'8 For Polybius’ battle narratives generally see Mars(1973) and. A subtle, more literary readingarhe battle narratives is
Davidson (1991).
19 For an insightful discussion of Thucydides as atanrsee Gribble (1998). Also useful on this tdpiRood (1998).



themselves (Thuc. 7.55) - and the Athenians, wertgtand from passages like the Corinthian speech in
book 1 (especially 1.70) and the launch of theli@itiexpedition in 6.31-32, were impulsive and basi
carried away by high hopes for the future which entiem celebrate their successes before they have
won. If the Syracusans are like the Athenians, tinés characterisation must also be true of thamd, a
their victory celebrations, before the enemy array been completely destroyed, must be seen agssckl
and premature. When the situation is saved foSgracusans by the general Hermocrates, thistiseto
credit of Hermocrates (a general Thucydides hakeearaced with one of his few direct words of
praise)?° but it does not really remove the stain of unmsis and lack of proper understanding from the
Syracusan citizen soldiefs.

We see something similar to this in the two He#ie#a historians, but the criticism there is more
explicit. In Polybius, the historian’s distaste factory celebrations is obvious in his descriptiminthe
Carthaginian celebrations after their success nmagor battle of the First Punic War and capturehef

Roman consul Atilius Regulus:

’ ’ \ A 3 ’ ’ ’ 3 \ A > > ’ ’
Kapymoovior 0¢, xata vouy amavtwy oeiot xexwenxoTwy, vmepBoAny yxapas oUx amélimoy Oia

Te T moc Tov Seov elyapioTiac xal 01 TS weT AAMIAWY @iAopgoaivrg.

Now that the Carthaginians had been successfuva@myghing, they did not leave undone any
excess of rejoicing either in thank-offerings tee thods or in mutual congratulations.
(Polybius 1.36.1)

And again in his description of the Roman celebretiafter their victory in the Battle at the Metasuin

the Second Punic War:

’ \ ~ ¢ ’ 5 ¢ ’ ’ \ ~ \ ’ b ~ ~ \ \
ToTe 08 yapdc vmepBailolans Gy N oA TANENS, KAl TAY XEV TEUEVOS EXOTUEITO, TGS O VA0S
2 ’ \ ’ ’ 9 b ’ b ’ ’ \ ’
Eyeme meEAavwy xal JupwaTtwy, xadolou 0’elc TolaUTNY EVEAMITTIOY TaQEVEVOVTO Xal S0000S
wote mavtas Tov AwiBav, ov waiiota meoTegov époBndmoay, Tote und’ év ‘Itaiiag vowiley

TaEEIVaAL.

The city was full of exceedingly great joy, evenlytplace was decorated, and every temple

was full of offerings and sacrificial victims. In word, they became so optimistic and

20«A man who was second to none in all-round intefiige and who during the war had shown himself gapable because

of his experience as well as conspicuous for hisage” (Thuc. 6.72:avne xai é5 TaA a Sveay oldevog Aeimouevos xal
AATO TOV TIOAEWOY EUTIEIQIQ TE IXAVOS YEVOUEVOS XAl GVOREIQ ETIQAVNG).

! Hornblower (2008Rd loc.interestingly suggests that Hermocrates was Thdegtisource for this passage and that he may
have exaggerated the helplessness of the autlpmitleo may in turn have exaggerated the recalcigrani the soldiers. Both
hypotheses may well be true, and neither detraota the argument of this paper about Thucydidest@mpt for victory
celebrations and its reason.
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confident that everyone believed that Hannibalwbdm they had before been so afraid, was
now not even in ItalyPolybius 11.3.5-6, translation modified from Pgton

The Polybian narrator’s disapproval is clear from hise of the wordsnepBoAny and vmegBarrovang
(“excess” and “exceeding”), buthy does he disapprove? Because the celebrations teer&avish,
perhaps? This seems unlikely when we compare sisriggion of the celebrations held at Rome at the

end of the Second Punic War:

olome 0¢ THS mpogdoxias TWYV ToADY axolotudou TP peveédel Ty mpalswy, weyalny eival
’ \ \ ’ \ \ " \ \ ~ ’ " \ b ’ \
owéBaive xal TV eavtaciay mepl Tov avdpa xal TNy ToU mAndous elvolay meo¢ alTov. xal

~ b ’ b ~ \ ’ b ’ \ ’ b ’ \ BA) b ’
ToUT' elx0TWS éx TOV xaTa Aoyoy EyIVeTo xal xadnMxovTws: 0UOETOTE Yap GV EATITAVTES

AwiBayv éxBalely € Traliac ovd' amotoibacSar Tov Umep alT@Y xal TOV avayxaiwy xivovvoy,
’ ~ k24 ’ b ’ b \ ’ \ ’ \ ’ ’
ToTe OoxolvTes M0m PBeBaiws ol wovoy éxTos yeyovéval TavTos ©oPou xal TAoNS TEQICTATEWS,
arha xal xpaTely TV éxdodv, uUmepBoAny ol xaTéAimoy xapds. ws 0 xal Tov SpiauBov
b ~ ’ \ ~ ” \ ~ ~ b ’ b ’ ’ ~
eigijye, ToTe xal walov ETi Ola THS TV cloayouévwy Evepyeing UIWYNTHOUEVOl T@Y
’ ’ b ~ b ’ ’ \ \ \ b ’ \ \ \
TEOYEYOVoTWY X1VOUVWY éxmadels éyivovTo xaTa Te TNV TEOS Jeols elyaploTiay xal xaTa TNV
\ \ "7 ~ ’ ~ 4 ’ \ ’ 13 \ b
TEOS TOV aiTiov THg THAxauTns weTaBolds elvoiay. [...] TouTwy 0t guvTeAeadévTwy ol wey év
~ ks ’ \ \ \ b \ \ < ’ b ~ 5 \ ’ b ~
) Powy xata To cuveyés éml moAdag muéoas aydvas vyov xal TavnyUgels EMQavds,

200MY0V ExovTeS el TalTa TNy Zuimiwvos weyaloduyiay.

“As the eagerness with which he [Scipio the Eldex$ wwaited by the people corresponded
to the greatness of his achievements, the splenaohis reception and his popularity with

the commons were both very great. And this wa® quatural, reasonable, and propdfor

while they had never hoped to expel Hannibal fraalyland cast off the danger which

threatened themselves and those dearest to thenthtught that now they were not only
once and for all freed from all fear and peril biltat they had vanquished their enemies
caused a joy that knew no bounds. And when heeshRRome in triumph, they were reminded
more vividly of their former peril by the actualespacle of the prisoners led in procession,
and they became passionate with gratefulness tavtdre gods and love for him who had
brought about so great a change. [...] After theutnph had ended, the Roman populace
continued for many days to celebrate games and fieskilval, the funds for the purpose being

provided by the bounty of ScigigPolybius 16.23, translation modified from Paton)

These celebrations are described as being at ésastvish as the ones held after the Battle at the
Metaurus. What made them “excessive” then, butuiadt reasonable, and properaf Toit’ sixoTws éx
TV xaTa Aoyov éyeTo xal xadmxovtws) at the later date is the fact that whereas thitleBat the
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Metaurus was just one battle in the war, the cal@ms surrounding Scipio’s triumph come at the end
and victory of the entire war. In other words, ttedebrations in Rome after Metaurus and in Carthage
after the capture of Atilius Regulus were prematjust like those of Thucydides’ Syracusans.

Much the same message is found in Diodorus. Ostange is Diodorus 16.18-19, where the Syracusan
populace manage to storm the citadel in theirwitych is occupied by the fearsome mercenariesef th
absent tyrant Dionysios Il. Then, “elated by th®iccessyerewpioSévrec 0" émi T mpoTepquar)” they
turn to drinking and celebrating, neglecting guatdy @adlpws sixov Ta mepl Tac euhaxdac) “with
contempt for the men they have defeatetr¢ooovovvresc Twv frruévwy)”, and while they are sleeping
it off, the mercenaries attack again and slaugkthem in their sleep. Just as in Thucydides, the
Syracusans are carried away by their victory caletmms and drink themselves into a stupor evenghou
their enemy is not yet completely defeated. One deos if such behaviour was perhaps thought by
contemporaries to be characteristic of the Syrawuséthe late 8 and early # century?® However that
may be, it is clear that the celebration is bottessive and premature.

However, one interesting passage in Diodoruscsés celebrations that are not premature. Thisels
description of the celebrations of Philip Il aftéve Battle of Chaironea. This is worth quoting ts i
entirety:

Aévouat 0¢ TIveS OTI xal TAQA TOV TOTOY TOAUY EUQOQNTAUEVOS AXQATOY XAl UETA TWY QIAWY
\ 9 ’ ” A \ ’ A 9 ’ 2 ’ < ’ \ ’ \ )
ToV Emixiov aywy xwwoy 0ia wéocwy Ty aiyuwalotwy ¢Badiley UBpilwy dia Aoywy Tas Twy

b ’ ’ ’ \ \ [ R4 y 0 A \ \ b A 2 ’
axAneovyTwy vaTuxians. Anuadny 0t TOV 0NTop0 XaT EXEIVOV TOV XAIQOY £V TOIS QIYUAAWTOIS

ovta yonoacdal Tagenaie xal Aéyov dmoedévEaaSar duvduevoy dvactethar Ty Tou Padidéwe

b ’ \ \ ’ A > 7 A A ’ ’ ’
acgélyeiay. [2] eaoi yap cimery altov, PBagilev, TNS TUXMS GOI TEQIIEITNS TPOTWTOY

b ’ 9 \ k] 9 ’ ’ " ’ \ \ ’ A A 9 ’
Ayauéuvovos alroc olx aloyivy moattwy éoya Ocpaitou; Tov 0 ihimmov Ty Tn¢ émmAnEews

eloToxia xivnYévTa TooouTo weTaBalsly TNy oAmy dladecty WOTE TOUS WEV OTEQAVOUS
amopotbatl, Ta 0 guvaxolovdouvta xata Tov xwuwov ouuBoia TN UBpewe amotoibacdal, Tov
0" avdpa TOV YONTAWEVOY TY TAEENTIG SAURATAI xal TNS GIXuaAwaias amoAloavTa TEoS
cavtoy avaiafBery évtiuwe. [3] TéAog O Umo Tou Amuadov xaSowiAndévra Tals A ATTixaig

’ ’ > A \ ’ ’ ” ’ ’ ) ’ \ > A
AAQITI TAVTAS GTOAUTAl TOUS aiyualwTous aveu AUTowv, xaJohou 0 amodéuevoy TNy éx TS

’ 3 ’ ’ 9 A \ \ A A 9 ’ \ ’ \
vixms Umepmeaviay meéaPeis amoaTeiAat meos Tov onwoy Twy ASmyaiwy xal cuvdicdal mTpog

alrolc @ihiay Te xal cupwayiay, eic 08 Tac OnBac @eoupay EyxaTarTiravTa TUYXWENTal TNV

elpvmy Toic BoiwTolc.

“Some people say that (Philip) in a drinking bout dounk on unmixed wine and held a
celebratory victory procession with his friendsabgh the midst of the prisoners of war,
verbally abusing them and gloating at the misfoetwof the unhappy people. Demades, the
orator, who was at that time among the captivesksphis opinion freely and plainly and was

2 The parallels between this passage and Thuc.afe7Boted by Hornblower (2008) loc
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able to check the king's licentiousness. (2) Faythay that he said, ‘King, when Fortune has

cast you as Agamemnon, are you not ashamed tosathersites?And Philip, moved by the

well-aimed rebukechanged his whole behaviour to such a degree ligathrew off the

garlands and got rid of the other symbols of arnoga that were part of the procession, and
he admired the man who had spoken freely, and fn@adrom captivity and brought him to
his side to honour him. (3) In the end, won oveDleynades with Attic charm, he freed all the

captives without ransom and, in short, having psitda his_victory-induced arrogancee

sent messengers to the people of Athens and cadchrd alliance with them, and, when he
had installed a garrison in Thebes, he made peadd whe Boiotians (Diodorus
Siculus16.87)

Again we see the link between drinking and excessictory celebrations. The criticism in this case
offered by one of the characters in the story rathan by the narrator; but by calling the critioisa
“well-aimed rebuke 4y Tn¢ émmAnEewe lotoyia)”, the narrator signals his own disparagementhef t
behaviour. So why is Philip criticised? Not becatge celebrations are premature, for he has now, in
fact, won the ultimate victory over his Greek enesniNo, the king's celebrations are criticised tioo
reasons: because they are undignified — that isigmeficance of the comparison with Thersffeand the
appeal to Philip’s sense of shanagrfuvy) — and because they express “victory-induced amog’ v

éx ¢ vinme Umepmeaviay).

And this is where it becomes interesting. Althlouthere are very few descriptions of victory
celebrations in Diodorus, this criticism of Phifjpres us the chance to put those disparaging giscrs
into a larger, moralising context. “Victory-inducemtrogance” is extremely common in Diodorus’
descriptions of the behaviour of victorious kingelacommanders. His victors either suffer from such
arrogance and are castigated for it, or they shmmselves capable of withstanding its temptations a
are praised elaborately (see e.g. 17.38.4-7, ¥®B5and 23.15}" What is interesting is the way the
criticism of the celebrations of both Philip Il atite Syracusans match the expressions used toiseoral
on other instances of arrogance in victory. Diodbnmessage in all the passages is that victorious
commanders and peoples should not become arrdgdrdtay moderate and dignified in victory because
fortune is changeable and he who is victorious ytaday be defeated tomorrow. From the verbal and
mental echoes between these passages and the atielebpassagesodSiuws/oaSumia, various
expressions for ‘victory-induced arrogance’pmegBoly, Umegmeavia/vmeoneavos/imeeneavws,
xaTapeovouvTec/xaTa-povnais/ xaTappovelv) it seems that celebrations of a victory might Iwe

perceived as arrogant and overconfident. Presumablgh celebrations could also almost always be

3 For Thersites see Hor. 2.243ff.
4 For a discussion of the depiction of victoriousneoanders in the Greek historians with a focus an atoidance of
arrogance see Hau (2008).
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perceived as premature, especially if the histoloaked at them with hindsight from a sufficienthyr-
off future.

This theory also fits Polybius. Polybius has amast of victory very close to that of Diodorus, it
plenty of passages criticising arrogant, abusieeovs or praising moderate, dignified ones (seez245,
29.20, and 38.21% Even though we do not see direct verbal echoesdeet Polybius’ disparagement of
victory celebrations and his criticism of arrogamdtors, his frequent admonitions in the lattereypf
passage never to “deliberate about the future ashdd already happenedidfosmore BovAsleaSar meol
ToU weMovtog wg oM yeyovotog, 2.4.5) and “never to boast unduly of achievemants$ never place any
reliance on present prosperityiifre ueyalavyelv émi Toig xaTopdwuadt Tagd To 0oy wunTe BovAsleadal
uMOEy UTEENPaAVOY wmd' GUNXETTOY TEQI WNOEVOS, WNTE XAJOAOU TITTEVEIY WNOETOTE TAIS TAEOUTAIS
evtuytars 29.20) place Polybius’ dislike of victory celebaais in a moralising context, particularly when

the celebrations are prematafe.

Now, is it possible to hypothesize that the Cladshistorians shared these Hellenistic moral qualms
about the proper handling of victory, and that tkithe reason for their silence about or disparegg of
victory celebrations?

Well, in Herodotos there are certainly plenty asfmonitions to mistrust good fortune and to stay
moderate in success, the most famous of whichlen&ospeech to Kroisos (1.32) where he says tieat t
god is jealousp Seiov mav éov @Jovepoy), that nothing in human life is stableaf 2ot avSewmoc
aunwpopn), and that for this reason no one should be cdiigopy before he has died wetply o' av
Tedevthian, émaxely, wndd xaliew xw SABov @M\ eltuxéa).?” This would tie in well with a suspicion
against celebrations of victory.

In Xenophon, there is nothing as explicit as thigt generally, throughout his writings, those who
become arrogant and overconfident in their sucterssto come to sticky endSAn example is Jason of
Pherae, who is assassinated at the end of a darstiwictured passage stressing his greatnessamer p
as well as his overconfident hopes for the futwde prepares to take charge of the Pythian fésthg
even makes designs on the treasure of Delphi (Meh.6.4.28-32Y° Add to this Xenophon's general
praise of dignity in military commanders, and icbmes very likely that he disapproved of the kifid o
victory celebrations described by Polybius and Drod.

Finally, in Thucydides, we have seen that the &wans were subtly disparaged for celebrating their

victory prematurely, as well as for not obeying ithieaders. Thucydides explicitly connects the

% See Hau (2008).

%6 Moreover, it has been shown by Eckstein (1995:293) that Polybius disapproved of drunkennessinantext, and it is
probably safe to assume that drinking would gehega hand-in-hand with any kind of victory celetioa.

" Most monographs about Herodotus mention or disthissaspect of his work. Two studies that disciisa detail are
Harrison (2000) and Mikalson (2003).

%8 See my paper in F. Hobden and C. Tuplienophon: Ethical Principle and Historical Enqujririll, forthcoming. The
same goes for those who are impious, see Powrg8B{1

%9 For a good narrative analysis of this passag&sag (1989)The Character of Xenophort4ellenika London, 163-165.
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Syracusans with the Athenians by saying that the j@oples were more like each other than like any
other peoples, and at the moment of the Syracustorywe are in the process of watching the dranat
downfall of the Athenians after their overconfidenist in the future when they launched the Sikilia
Expedition at 6.31-32.

This moral connection between victory celebratiand generally arrogant and overconfident behaviour
by the victorious may well, then, be the reasontlierdisparagement of victory celebrations in thee®&
historians; but is it also the reason for the redasilence about them? Surely it must have beemtim
that victories were celebrated rather than enduretignified silence, so why do the historians restord
such celebrations more often, even if only to heert as negative moral examples?

Perhaps we can reach an answer to this questianddggy. There are many recurring events which the
ancient Greek historians, Classical as well asdddtic, do not talk about — such as the treatnoént
wounded men after battle, and the actual life soldiers’ camp. As we have seen, neither Herodobus
Polybius mentions the act of putting up a tropheraf battle, although this probably happened after
every one, and Polybius is almost completely sidut collecting one’s dead from the battlefiehd a
burying them, although we must believe that theabok place every time a battle had been fought.
These actions are presumably passed over in sileacause 1) everybody knew that they happened
regularly, and 2) the historian did not find themtrinsically interesting and did not think that inesaders
would either. Perhaps this holds true also forarictcelebrations? Perhaps such celebrations del tak
place regularly, but the historians did not gererfatd them interesting enough to mention.

If that is the case, then the few victory celelbra that were narrated must have been recorded for
reason. And the reason seems to be that they aaimdral: the drunken Syracusans in Thucydides prove
that they are undisciplined rabble prone to premeatielebrations, who would be lost without their
leaders — much, in fact, like the Athenians; theaBysans in Diodorus, a Sicilian himself, merelgvgh
the dangers of celebrating victory prematurely. Bagne message of the impropriety of premature
celebrations is found in Polybius’ disparagementtlod celebrations of both the Romans and the
Carthaginians after victories in a single battléjlerhe can report the celebrations of the Roméies a
the end of the war with approval. Finally, Philip in Diodorus, displays behaviour, which is termed
“victory-induced arrogance” and through the comgami with the uncouth and low-born Thersites is
stamped as not only undignified, but also as lcassl

And | wonder if this class question did not al$ayats part in both the disparagement of and tleace
about victory celebrations? The drunken Syracusartoth Thucydides and Diodorus are clearly the
common people of Syracuse, in Thucydides expli@fposed to their generals and called dismissively
avYewmous. And while Polybius in his brief passages on thenmature celebrations of the Romans and
Carthaginians does not mention any class distinchie makes it very clear in his passage aboui@gip
triumph (16.23, quoted above) that most of thelralking is done by the common people. If this was

indeed the case - if the ‘real’ celebrations otarg were held by the common people or the common
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soldiery — this would be a further reason for olitist historiographers’ lack of interest in these
celebrations. Presumably, then, the commandersdmeelebrate more moderately, or at least behind
closed doors, as in the symposia held after athiéttories, and only when this norm was transgress

as in the case of Philip, would the historian comtugon it.

So, in conclusion: the Greek historians are gehlyemabre informative about the immediate customs or
rituals of victory, such as the putting up of tregghand giving back of the enemy dead, than alsstitve
celebrations of victory. On both topics we can lyafssume that there are many things they do tiot te
us, which nevertheless happened regularly: justoghies were erected, the dead collected and dyurie
and the enemy dead given back under a truce aftdr leattle, thus victories were most likely celédala
more often than not. Such celebrations, howeverganerally only mentioned by the historians ineord
to cast a disparaging light on the celebrants. Tibigative attitude, | suggest, stems partly frodeap
moral suspicion at victors who enjoy their victosgrongly connected with the deep-seated sentiment,
common throughout Greek Classical literature, tha should be careful with enjoying good fortune
because it is almost certain not to last. Partbyydver, the attitude seems to be based on clagsjoe
victories are celebrated publically by the commeonpde and soldiery, and such celebrations are sdeer
at by elitist generals and historians, who woule&spmably, hold their own celebrations behind aose
doors in the form of symposia. In other wordsréheras often something to celebrate, but celebratio

was not the sort of thing a self-respecting histofvould spend his ink on.
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